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HEARING ON GOALS 2000:
EDUCATE AMERICA ACT

THURSDAY, APRIL 22, 1993

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,

AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., Room 2175

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale Kildee, Chairman, pre-
siding.

Members present: Representatives Kildee, Ford, Sawyer, Roemer,
Unsoeld, Reed, Miller of California, Becerra, English, Strickland,
Owens, Romero-Barcelo, Green, Woolsey, Good ling, Petri, McKeon,
Gunderson, and Roukema.

Staff present: Susan Wilhelm, staff director; Andy Hartman, edu-
cation coordinator; Jack Jennings, education counsel; Jeff McFar-
land, subcommittee legislative counsel; Margaret Kajeckas, legisla-
tive associate; Diane Stark, legislative specialist; Tom Kelley, legis-
lative associate; Lynn Selmser, professional staff member; and Jane
Baird, education counsel.

Chairman KILDEE. The subcommittee will come to order. We are
meeting this morning to receive testimony on Goals 2000: Educate
America Act, the administration's systemic reform bill. We have a
single and very distinguished witness at this morning's hearing,
the Honorable Richard Riley, Secretary of Education, former gover-
nor of South Carolina.

This is the Secretai y's first appearance before the Committee on
Education and Labor and I know all of us want to extend to him a
very warm welcome.

This is my 17th year in the Congress and over that period of
time I have worked with a number of Education secretaries and
none came to their job with stronger qualifications, greater experi-
ence or reputation as an education leader than does Secretary
Riley.

He is recognized nationally. We all know what he did in his own
State of South Carolina to really put that straight on the reform
path, and we all appreciate that because we live in a mobile socie-
ty, and what happens in Sor.th Carolina affects the entire country.
You certainly did a splendid job there, Governor.

Mr. RILEY. Thank you.

(1)

6



.P`

2

Chairmar KILDEE. Over the last 2 years this subcommittee has
devoted substantial attention to education reform and we look for-
ward to the Secretary's testimony.

Goals 2000: The Educate America Act will provide grants to
States and local schools for comprehensive education reform. It
would also promote the establishment of voluntary natienal educa-
tion standards to assist States and local schools in their reform ef-
forts.

A third component of the bill would establish a national board
bringing together business, labor, and education to promote the de-
velopment of voluntary occupational skills standards. These volun-
tary occupational skills standards would provide an important
foundation for reforming the manner in which young people are
prepared for the world of work.

Before we begin, I would like to recognize my good friend and
ranking Republican member of this subcommittee and the full
Education and Labor Committee, Bill Good ling, for any opening
statements he may have and he will be followed by the Chairman
of the full committee, Mr. Ford.

Mr. Good ling.
Mr. GOODLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We too welcome you,

Mr. Secretary. I know you have been up on my floor quite a few
times over the last several weeks and it is good to have you now in
the subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, you and I started work on this school reform leg-
islation almost 2 years ago when we initiated work on H.R. 3320,
the Neighborhood Schools Improvement Act.

I continue to believe that there is a limited role for the Federal
Government in encouraging and assisting States in undertaking
major efforts to reorient school systems toward a focus on learning
and achievement. It has been a long, rocky road since the first bi-
partisan effort.

Clearly, the bill Secretary Riley is here to present to us today is
a new variation on that original approach. In some aspects the leg-
islation improves on the original bill; in other areas I think it may
have fallen short of the mark or erred from the target.

My understanding of what school reform Was all about was a
process by which the public and educators first formed a consensus
about what the goals and outcomes of the educational process
should be. From that starting point they would use their ingenuity
and skills to fashion an educational process by which all students
would be able to achieve those goals.

I have some concern that t'Ais legislation has turned some of
these original ideas on their head. For example, the bill requires
that States and districts ensure that schools provide an opportunity
to learn but does not require that States and districts ensure that
students actually learn any more.

It is this disconnection between results and opportunity that
troubles me. How can we know if students have an opportunity to
learn unless we first know what it is they should learn and wheth-
er or not they have truly learned it?

There are many positive things in this legislation and I hope that
we can build on them and create a bill that I can support that can

7
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pass the House and the Senate and be signed into law by the Presi-
dent.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to revise and

extend my remarks and first compliment you on the prompt way
which you have responded to the administration on this legislation
and worked with them to help develop the bill that is presented to
us here today.

I spent some time discussing it with Mr. Good ling yesterday and
I am optimistic that Good ling and Kildee and Ford will be back in
business in a bipartisan way working on this bill very quickly, and
we will do that as long as we can without getting anybody in trou-
ble. We don't want to embarrass any of us by being seen in the
wrong company, but we nevertheless will do our very best to work
together.

Mr. Secretary, I want to say "I associate myself with the gentle-
man's remarks." That is the expression we use around here in the
things that Mr. Kildee said about you. I have had the pleasure of
meeting with you on numerous occasions in discussing not just this
legislation but education from the perspective of the Federal Gov-
ernment in general and I have been mightily impressed from our
first meeting and even more so in each meeting thereafter with the
depth of your understanding of the fact that we have to change
things.

Now your rartner, the Secretary of Labor, has upset some educa-
tors by saying some of the things that Mr. Good ling and I have
been saying here for a number of years about the same archaic vo-
cational education in this country and about the fact that we are
still targeting vocational skills for the turn of the century, and he
is discovering that there are education traditions out there that
reside mostly in the minds of people employed in education that
are very hard to part with.

Now, I say that in spite of the fact that the Wall Street Journal
said the other dz-.. that I was having difficulty with you about this
bill because I was Jwtowing to the NEA. After I read that editori-
al, I quickly asked my staff, who has been negotiating with your
people and helping you, what has the NEA to do with this bill, and
they tell me nothing. They tell me we have heard not suggestion
number one about any changes in your proposal, nor have' :hey
asked me to support any particular change in your proposal.

And so for the public record, it ought to be made clear that any
discussions we have had have been between Chairman Ford and
Secretary Riley and not the NEA through Chairman Ford and Sec-
retary Riley, and I don't say that by way of divorcing myself in any
way from them.

They have been and I am proud to be their friend during all of
my public career and I do rely on them very heavily for advice
about what is happening and should happen in education. But I
think that some of the outside interests in a way of looking for
some sort of tension to make a newspaper story or make a newspa-
per point are searching very, very deep to find these kind of things
that just don't exist.
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I do not believe that I have ever seen a perfect piece of legisla-
tion introduced in the committee in the sense that everybody on
the committee would suddenly look at it and say that's what I
want to do and that is exactly the way I want to say it.

Before we are through with this legislation we will spend, I am
willing to predict, maybe even hours arguing ,wer semantics of a
better way to say the same thing to get to the same place. It
always happens on any legislation that does enough to be worth-
while.

And there will be people standing by the sidelines saying why
don't you and he fight. Mr. Secretary, I detect no fight or tension
between you, as the spokesperson for the administration, and the
majority on this committee, and for that matter, the minority that
I have talked to up until this point.

I think that we are going to be working together for some time
but that we will have success with tl.e. legislation. You could not be
in better hands than Chairman Kildee, who has an unblemished
record in working for the future of education rather than thk, past
of education, and I am looking forward to seeing how this legisla-
tion develops and I will be supporting you every step of the way.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Just to
note that the only perfect legislation in the world was written on
Mount Sinai and not on Capitol Hill.

Mr. FORD. That was an executive order.
Chairman KILDEE. Secretary Riley, you may begin your testimo-

ny

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD RILEY, SECRETARY OF EDUCA-
TION; ACCOMPANIED BY MICHAEL COHEN, CONSULTANT,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION
Mr. RILEY. Thank you, Chairman Kildee, Chairman Ford, Con-

gressman Good ling, members of the committee. I appreciate the
kind remarks about both my involvement with education and my
career.

My wife and I have just moved into a new apartment here and I
couldn't get my shower to work this morning, my coffeemaker
wouldn't work, and she put buttermilk on my cereal, so I feel ap-
preciative of the little lift I got.

It is a real pleasure to be with each of you and to discuss the
President's education reform bill, Goals 2000: Educate America
Act. Like each of you, I am deeply concerned about the quality of
elementary and secondary education in America.

We must improve our education system if we are to prosper as a
democratic country and build a high-skill, high-wage economy.
Education reform and improvement must be a high priority in all
of our communities and States throughout this great country.

I ought to express my appreciation to all of you and to your staff
members. You have given us a great deal of verbal and written
advice and feedback, and we have attempted to deal with it and try
to develop a balanced measure here for your consideration.

Unfortunately, too many of our students in America receive a
watered-down curriculum and for far too many of our students we
have low expectations. The other countries against which we com-
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pete for jobs expect all of their students to take challenging course
work in a variety of academic areas, including especially students
headed for the .-orkplace rather than a 4-year college.

As we approach the 21st century our prosperity and dreams
hinge upon education as never before. The global economy is char-
acterized by an information-rich world dependent upon technology
and filled with high-skill, high-wage jobs.

In this world, workforces, businesses, communities and countries
that are the smartest and that are the best educated will clearly do
the best. We cannot afford to leave any student behind. Students
must know well a variety of subjects from chemistry to foreign lan-
guage, to geometry and the arts, from English and geography to
history. Many more students must be competent in both academic
and occupational areas as the world becomes smaller and more im-
mediate.

A strong education system is, of course, good for its own sake for
an individual, but now it is a social imperative in an ever-changing
democracy, and an economic imperative in an international mar-
ketplace.

If we do not meet the challenges then we will face, as futurists
say, an unacceptable future for many of today's children and their
communities. The Goals 2000: Educate America Act is about taking
this first step to an acceptable, brighter future for America's chil-
dren and youth.

Robert Mose ly, who is a civil rights activis -;ame to see me the
other day to explain his algebra project. It was quite interesting.
He started the algebra project to teach sixth and seventh grade
pre-algebra and algebraic concepts because without algebra many
occupations and postsecondary education are opportunities denied.
Algebra is one of those gatekeeper courses.

He started his algebra project by using the subway system to
teach the concept of positive and negative numbers. He now vividly
demonstrates that poor and disadvantaged students, many African-
American students, who previously may never have taken algebra
in 12 years of schooling could learn the challenging content and
learn it in junior high school.

A teacher in California, Jaime Escalante, had a movie made
about his teaching experience which vividly demonstrated that
Latino high school students could learn and perform well in ad-
vanced placement calculus. We tend to achieve what we aim for
and what we aim for is too low for many of our students.

Two weeks ago we released the math results from the 1992 Na-
tional Assessment of Educational Progress. While progress was
made from 1990 to 1992, far too few students reached the higher
performance levels and the gap in performance between students
of different racial groups remains unacceptably large.

It did appear, however, that students who took more difficult
courses, who did more homework, and who watched less television
performed better on the NAEP exam. Early signs are that more
challenging math standards and curriculum recommended by the
Nation's math teachers will make a positive difference in student
performance.

In a world in which what you can earn depends upon what you
can learn, today's young people will be destined for a future of
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lower pay unless we can help many more of them take and master
more challenging subject matter.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, we need to redouble our efforts, in my
judgment, to meet the national education goals to help all children,
egardless of their circumstances, meet these challenging stand-

ards. That is why putting goals and a bipartisan goals panel in
formal national policy to report on progress is so important and is
part of this Goals 2000: Educate America Act legislation.

To achieve these goals will require a fundamental overhaul of
our education system and new relationships and partnerships be-
tween our schools and parents, educators, community groups, social
and health agencies, business, higher education and early child-
hood services.

At the Federal level we can best help by supporting local and
State reformers by motivating, leading, and providing information
and seed money for State and local communities that are looking
for ways to improve.

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act is about change. It is de-
signed to expand the use of challenging curricula, instruction, and
assessments geared to world class standards and to do that for all
students.

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act will help to identify volun-
tary internationally competitive standards for what students
should know and be able to do in each of the major subject areas
and the occupational areas.

Students, teachers, parents, communities and States can use
these voluntary standards developed by the National Education
Standards and Improvement Council to judge their own perform-
ance.

Studies now report that American students do not do as well as
students in other industrialized countries, yet currently we have no
way to provide educators and parents, students or policymakers
throughout our Nation with information about the content and the
rigor that students in other countries study and to then match this
information to our own American expectations for students. The
Goals 2000 process will identify and make such information avail-
able throughout America.

Similarly, we dd not have information available about what con-
stitutes internationally competitive opportunity to learn standards.
Through the Goals 2000 Act voluntary, exemplary opportunity to
learn standards will be identified in essential areas related to
teaching and learning, such as quality and the availability of cur-
ricula, materials and professional development of teachers, to deliv-
er this higher content. The information will be made available by
the National Education Standards and Improvement Council.

Again, how can we compete internationally if we don't know
what we are competing against? Goals 2000 will give ur; that infor-
mation. The existence of standards will not change our schools.

We need sustained broad-based grassroots efforts of parents, edu-
cators, business, labor and citizens to provide every student the op-
portunity to reach these standards.

The Goals 2000 legislation will challenge every State and every
community to develop comprehensive education plans to overhaul
their schools so that every student in every school can reach these

1 1
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challenging standards. It will activate the forces of reform which
must occur in classrooms and in schools and in school districts and
colleges and local and State government.

These changes should not be just for the sake of change but to
achieve greater levels of skills and learning for all students, levels
that are internationally competitive in academic and occupational
areas.

Students and schools will work harder and smarter if they are
given the challenge and the opportunity. Goals 2000: Educate
America Act builds upon lessons learned from local and State edu-.
cation reform efforts of the past 10 to 15 years.

Unfortunately, the reform efforts have been disconnected and
often not sustained, but these efforts have taught us that education
reforms are more likely to work if they are comprehensive and sys-
temic, that the pieces fit together like a puzzle; if they focus on
challenging curriculum and better instruction for all students to
help many more students reach higher standards; if they provide
teachers and principals with new professional development oppor-
tunities to deliver challenging content and work to diverse student
populations; if they involve more educators and parents, communi-
ties and businesses with school improvement efforts; if they are
long-term, phased in over 5 to 7 years; if they have State assistance
to encourage bottom-up local classroom innovation and school site
planning; if they have accountability based upon results; and if
they provide greater flexibility to encourage innovation and new
ways of organizing the school day and the school year.

The local and State improvement plans under Goals 2000 will
begin to address changes that best meet each school's, community's
and State's unique circumstances. About 94 percent of the funds
under this Act in 1994, $393 of the $420 million, are dedicated to
these purposes, going out to the States and to the school districts.

Goals 2000: Educate America is only a first step, but it is a criti-
cal step to start America down the road to renewal in education.
We need major new investments in early childhood and infant and
national health, as the President has proposed. The Elementary
and Secondary Education Act and the Office of Education Research
and Improvement need to be reauthorized.

We in the Department, like you, are reviev, i ng and reevaluating
every part of the ESEA and the OERI to revitalize these important
programs to help disadvantaged schools reach challenging stand-
ards and serve other purposes.

We need to have a new school-to-work transition, a youth ap-
prenticeship program building upon the early successes of Tech
Prep and other similar initiatives.

In addition, this bill would establish a National Skill Standards
Board. American workers, employers, training providers and educa-
tors must know what knowledge and skills are required, and this
part of the bill encourages the development and adoption of a vol..
untary national system of skills standards and certification.

The United States, unique among our competitors, lacks a formal
system for developing and disseminating occupational skills stand-
ards. The challenge for us then is to lead and to act here in Wash-
ington, and that challenge is great. The challenge for educators,
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parents, students and the public all across America to revitalize
and reinvent our schools, and that challenge is great.

It has been 10 years almost to the day since the report entitled,
"A Nation at Risk" was released. We have learned a great deal
about education reform since then and it is time to apply these
new lessons across this land.

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act, in my judgment, will do
that. The President has sent the measure here for your consider-
ation. Together I submit that we can be successful.

Goals 2000 starts us on the high road to success. It will take a lot
of hard work from all Americans, but we must start with goals and
standards and high expectations for all of our children and their
futures. We must start with a plan, one that can energize Ameri-
cans to reach for excellence and for quality.

We need your help and your support so this entire Nation can
begin to work together to educate America. Thank you, sir. I would
be happy to respond to questions, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. Mr. Sec-
retary, while you were Governor of South Carolina your State pur-
sued a very comprehensive systemic reform program, and I was
down in your State right after the election and really felt a sense
of excitement. I talked to some of the teachers down there and
sensed a real commitment.

How are the lessons of that experience in South Carolina reflect-
ed in the Goals 2000 bill?

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I think it is so helpful. A lot of people
have said what has come out of all the reform efforts of the 1980s
and a lot of governors, a lot of southern governors, who got pro-
grams underwayBill Clinton was one of those governors, Lamar
Alexander was another, Bob Graham, and so forthreally got into
this business of education reform.

I would say that iessons were learned, some of them that certain
things did not work well. Certainly it did not work well to have a
spurt of energy unsustained and then have it drop back off, and
that happened in a number of cases.

But I think that one of the big lessons we learned in South Caro-
lina is, one, that you have to have a results orientation to make
long-term progress. You have to deal with goals, you have to deal
with a place to reach for, and you have to do it in a comprehensive
way and you have to be practical in terms of hunting for easy solu-
tions. They are not there.

Every child is different, every classroom is different, every teach-
er is different. The world is changing. Knowledge is changing every
day. It is an exciting world to deal and be involved in, but I will
tell you it must be hard work. It has got to fall back on the teach-
ing and learning quality and not the desire to hunt for easy silver-
bullet solutions.

I think the comprehensiveness, the accountability feature, the re-
sults orientation, the involvement of all childrenevery single
child should be insrolved in the process. Systemic is the word that is
now used. I never have liked that word particularly but it does de-
scribe everything fitting together and I think that is an important
part of it and I think that is some of the main lessons that we have
learned in the 1980s.
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Chairman KILDEE. There is no one definition of what systemic
means either, I found out, as I travel throughout the country.

Mr. RILEY. However you want to take it, I guess.
Chairman KILDEE. How did you involve the business community,

the labor community, the education community and various ele-
ments in society that really are concerned with education?

Mr. RILEY. Education, Mr. Chairman, in my view, is clearly the
entire community, and if you attempt to divorce the schools from
the community you really end up with a very limited approach to
education.

My wife, Tunky, headed up what we call the Citizen Involvement
Committee and it was a very, very active committee with corporate
presidents and involvement from teachers and labor and citizens,
parents, grandparents, all types of citizen representative groups,
that then combed out and got involved in all of the communities in
the State in many, many different ways.

Education should be part of everything and that is, again, part of
the comprehensive nature of this. These action plans that are pro-
posed in this bill then call for that and that is part of what would
have to be the State plan, and the school district and the school
plan would be how they plan to develop and go about getting
people involved in the school system and in excellence in educa-
tion.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much. I will pass on to Mr.
Good ling now.

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will try to get five
quick questions in before he turns the lights on The Chairman
always starts the lights right after the Chairman finishes speaking.

Chairman KILDEE. I'll do my best.
Mr. FORD. No, that is me.
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Ford. Oh, that is you. I see. Well, I sent you a

list yesterday of interests and concerns that I have so I will just
quickly go over five things.

Experience with the National Science Foundation's systemic
reform initiative in math and science found that sometimes States
need more than a year in order to come up with a decent, well-
thought-out plan.

My question would be would you support allowing the States a
more flexible period of time to complete their reform plans but not
allowing any implementation funds going to them until they have
completed the plan and it has been approved? I think they can get
implementation funds now the way the bill is written even though
the plan may not have been completed and may not have been ap-
proved.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Goodling, that is a very reasonable approach to
an issue. I think it is important for all of these things to be going
on at the same time. The main thing is that the plan would involve
part of what you say; in other words, if it is going to take more
than a year to arrive at that then the plan would say that and why
it would take more than a year.

If you see, the first year we just think it is so important to have
all of the State leadership thinking those kinds of things out and so
they do have their own plan so I think that is a very reasonable
approach so long as they-
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Mr. GOODLING. I agree with your comments. I just want to keep
their feet to the fire and I don't want them getting implementation
money until you say the plan is good and it is completed and is
approved.

As I mentioned to you before, currently we do not have any way
of knowing whether we are making any progress toward goal
number one and I had hoped that that would be included. Perhaps
we can get it in to some kind of legislation so that we can find out
where we are in relationship to goal number one. We do not have
that kind of information. We need to get that kind of information
or, otherwise, we do not know how to proceed in making sure we
get to goal number one.

So my hope would be that somewhere along the line in the very
near future that we can get something involved there so that we
know where they are in relationship to their readiness to learn
when they come to a formal setting.

Mr. RILEY. Well, my sentiment and the President's sentiment is
exactly with you on the early childhood concept of development. I
do not know that this bill is the place to get into that, but my sen-
timent is certainly with you.

I do think this: We make a very clear statement here and if this
Congress passes this that every child be ready to learn when they
go to school, start school, that is a very strong, powerful national
statement, which then certainly should follow, Congressman, with
efforts to see that then we can try to help see that that is done, so I
strongly support your entire sentiment of your early childhood
measures.

Mr. GOODLING. My third one deals with the role of national
standards, both content and opportunity to learn. As we put them
together it was all supposed to be models. I am not sure whether
the legislation, by requiring NESIC to only certify them if they are
consistent or comparablrt to the national standards, I am not sure
that that is consistent with the whole concept of these are models.
I am not sure they are models when you state it that way.

Mr. RILEY. Well, of course, I guess you can have more than one
model to be consistent with national content standards. The con-
tent standards, as I observe this, would drive the entire proceSs and
they are arrived at of course, as you know, with a national consen-
sus building process which is very healthy in itself. It is uplifting
that Americans who know math out there are talking about what a
fifth grader should know in math.

Then to have those content standards in place really is the goal,
the direction for everything to move toward and I guess you could
have several models which would all be consistent with reaching
those high content standards.

Mr. GOODLING. I guess my concern was the whole bottom-up con-
cept that you talked about in your testimony making sure that
maybe the State and the local agencies have a greater opportunity
to determine, help determine, those standards so that you get the
bottom-up kind of concept that you were talking about.

Mr. RILEY. Absolutely. And, of course, the certification process is
voluntary, as you well know. But, yes, you should have significant
movement upward from the States and that is really how it begins
because in the beginning of the action plans, of course, which is
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completely separate from this process, the State must develop its
own content standards, opportunity to learn standards, and assess-
ment process and so forth.

Mr. GOODLING. I will lump the last two together. A State must in
its plan establish a timetable for ensuring that every school in the
State achieves the State's opportunity to learn standards. I have
talkPd to you about that.

As a former governor, how would you go about doing this? How
would you, as a former governor, ensure that all of the school dis-
tricts are meeting these "opportunity to learn standards?"

Mr. RILEY. Well, I guess the first place would be to identify what
are the standards that are necessary for any student in this State
to have the kind of teaching and learning opportunity to meet the
high content standards.

That would, of course, involve anything from teacher education
to teacher development to a curriculum that is consistent with
high standards, not some watered-down curriculum that doesn't
expect this child to really be dealing with difficult issues, and edu-
cation policy would be changed accordingly.

The State then, I think, could do that and would do it, identify-
ing those things. It is not like what we used to think of as counting
things as much as it is looking at the real opportunity to learn,
what it takes for a young person, a disabled young person, a person
who has limited English proficiency, a brilliant young person, all
young people, to have the opportunity to learn and to improve and
to reach high standards.

Mr. GOODLING. I guess my question, Mr. Secretary, was how do
you ensure that. How do you ensure that all these school districts
have met these ready-to-learnnot ready-to-learn, we used to call
themdelivery standards?

Mr. RILEY. Well, of course, your original measure is a plan for
that and development of it, but the State has the responsibility of
accountability.

For example, in our State in our education reform measure we
have a number of ways to ensure accountability by measuring
through assessment and through other measures whether things
are being done. That is a State responsibility and I think most
States are very familiar with that and work with that now, so I
would say it is an accountability characteristic that the State
would have to develop.

Mr. GOODLING. As you know, I expressed my concern that they
all would be doing these things now if they had the money to do it
and if they do not have the money to do it they will not be doing it
now after we pass this legislation but it will, I believe, preclude
them then from participating in any reform movement and they
may be the people that need to participate the most.

That is a concern I have expressed because if they cannot meet
these delivery standards, and I think they would meet them now if
they could do it, if they cannot meet those delivery standards then
they cannot seek a grant, as I read your initial legislation, for
reform.

Mr. RILEY. Congressman, that is not exactly right, as I under-
stand it. They would have to have plans for moving towards meet-
ing them.

16'
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Mr. GOODLING. But they would not have to be there?
Mr. RILEY. They would not have to. You know, again, that is

probably a changing goal. It would be certainly prioritizing, we
hope, the thinking to be moving towards teaching and learning.

In some situations that I ran into in my State it was not just a
money problem. You can have all kinds of school problems. People
are off onto the wrong priorities, disorganized or whatever. We had
several school districts and under our provision in South Carolina
that we couldthe State decision to declare them bankrupt. The
children simply were not getting an education. It was not bankrupt
in terms of money; it was bankrupt in terms of education. And we
had procedures to come in and the people welcomed that.

But, again, that is a State involvement to see that the kind of
assessment measures and so forth showed that progress was being
made for all children. And most of those were districts that were
relatively poor but their funds were not managed well, they were
not handled well, and, again, the communities themselves wel-
comed the State coming in and helping them get straightened out.

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Ford.
Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I took time for an opening statement

so I will yield at this time to the other members of the committee.
Chairman K1LDEE. Mr. Petri.
Mr. PETRI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like first to associ-

ate myself with the remarks of the Chairman of the full committee
and the others in their opening remarks and say how much I am
impressed by your debut on the national scene and the leadership
you are providing in the education area. I look forward myself, and
I know that others do on both sides of the aisle, to working with
you in a real cooperative effort to do the best job we can for our
students and young people in our country.

Mr. RILEY. Thank you.
Mr. PETRI. I have one or two questions I would just like to men-

tion. I think from everything I have heard, you are sensitive to and
share these concerns, but I think I should mention them.

One concern is that however good and well thought out a nation-
al program we might have of goals for education and helping edu-
cation, there is the law of unintended consequences around this
town and somet,mes the result of having a brilliant plan or a well
thought out program at the national level and then asking local
people to discus it and go to conferences and fill out forms to
comply with it and so on is to shift the focus from the student and
the classroom to paperwork and meetings and bureaucracy.

Therefore, I just hope that you and people in the National Edu-
cation Department are sensitive to that sort of unintended conse-
quence that can occur. It certainly has occurred with many smaller
education programs where at the end of the day a medium-size
school district gets $50,000 or $30,000 and to fill out the forms to
get that money costs them as much or more than they actually
benefit so they end up adding to their overhead and really not
having many resources available.

We are diverting resources by putting in Federal funds rather
than actually multiplying them where the rubber hits the road in
the classroom and with the teacher and student and their parents.
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Are you sensitive to that and are you going to try to avoid a
shifting of that focus and having that unintended consequence
from our activity here at the national level, however well-inten-
tioned and well thought out it might be?

Mr. RILEY. Well, absolutely, Congressman. That is an excellent
question because you have to be careful. When you create account-
ability you really are dealing with more paperwork, in most cases,
and you have to draw a balance between all that. That is really
kind of a State problem. We do not want to cause them to have
more of a problem, because of what we are doing, than they should
have.

Every effort here is toward getting the dollars for systemic
reform down to the school level, as you know, and the push is down
and the pt.th is for things like professional development and not a
whole lot of busywork, and I will be very sensitive to that and I
appreciate your comment.

You do have to have a certain amount of accountability if you
are going to have a massive school system work, but you sure need
to always be sensitive about unnecessary, duplicative paperwork
that takes away from the product of education.

Mr. PETRI. One other concern that I constantly hear in my office
from employers in the area I represent is that there tends to be a
focus which they feel is harmful to young people they are seeking
to employ on credentials as opposed to ability to perform. And they
find that if we are not careful in education we focus kids on being
in school for a certain period of time to get a piece of paper but at
the end of the day they can't do the job and they, therefore, are
very interested in sort of outcome-based education and kids' ability
to think and to react and operate in real time and change as they
have to confront changing circumstances in the workplace, rather
than just sort of meet a time requirement or some other require-
ment to get a paper credential.

I hope that as we go to national certification and so on we are
not driving things toward more credentialism in our society at the
cost of helping people actually be prepared to perform in the real
world. I just express that concern.

Mr. RILEY. Thank you, and I am sympathetic to that view, sir.
Chairman KILDEE. I think we are going in the order that I ob-

served people arriving, so I will call on Mr. Roemer next, and then
Mr. Sawyer.

Mr. ROEMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, Mr. Secre-
tary. It is great to have you here and it is great to have somebody
that in the past has not only been successful in building coalitions
that set these goals for students but providing the resources to
achieve these goals and achieve reform. So I am very anxious to
hear your ideas today and over the next 2 years and work very
closely with you and with the President in such an important area.

I have two questions. The first one revolves around the idea of
this change in concept of education. If we had three Rs in the 1960s
we all know what those three Rs were. Today, the three Rs are
probably renew, reinvent and revitalize our education system and
so much of that kind of revolves around change in curricula, as you
pointed out, and instruction and in assessments.

1.8
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Each one of those areas is intimately connected to our teachers
having the ability to get new training and development skills.

Could you, as you did give me some ideas in your opening rtate-
ment about Robert Moses, could you give me some ideas as to how
we decentralize this to our schools so that teachers of the year that
are teaching in our schools where I have a teacher of the year that
has never been able to meet with other teachers in that school or
have teachers come into her classroom to share why and what
methods have helped her achieve that award.

The first thing cut in State budgets are oftentimes this develop-
ment and training and if we are going to get change, this is a criti-
cal area.

The second question is in terms of reorganizing the school day
and the school year. Having just visited inner city schools in Chica-
go, sometimes the schoolplace is the safest place and the most pro-
ductive place for some of these students.

What ideas might you have on that concept as well?
Mr. RILEY. The first thing we would start to do, Congressman, is

start the kind of conversation that you and I are having about that
very subject. We will discuss these action improvement plans that
will energize bottom-up and statewide school reform and statewide
shared information that creates free-moving involvement in educa-
tion. Education is not locked into one little place here. It is part of
everything.

We have some provision in here for national leadership activities
that would then enable us to do that from a regional standpoint. It
is not a big piece of this but some funds that are provided for in
the bill that would enable us to develop consortia among different
vions to come up with better ideas to then disseminate technical
Jsistance to help people put them in place and so forth. So we are

dealing with that in those ways.
The other issue on safety, the fact is that is an issue that shows

up in the schools oftentimes. It is not necessarily a school-caused
problem; it is a community problem usually.

However, we all know that if you do not have a safe school you
do not have a good school. If you do not have a safe anything is it
no good. We, as Americans, especially for our children and espe-
cially in a learning context, must insist on that. We are all going to
have to develop better ways of dealing with that over the months
ahead and I would be very anxious to work with all of us on that.

This does elevate education's standard and interest and involve-
ment and it gives us the opportunity to have these kinds of plans
and movement and electricity going on that we hope would be ben-
eficial and move to those kinds of responses.

Mr. ROEMER. Are you considering expanding the schoolday and
the school year?

Mr. RILEY. This bill, in and of itself, would set in motion all
kinds of things like that on the State level. As far as that is con-
cerned, every State, I think, must look at it.

I know we have a study on time and learning coming down here
very soon, and a lot of interesting work that is going on in that
area. In South Carolina we did expand, I think, from 180 to 186
days and we expanded the day over a half hour a day.
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So I think all the States will be working on that. We will be cer-
tainly looking at that in these action plans as one of the issues.

Mr. ROEMER. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Gunderson.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Mr.

Secretary, for being here and for, frankly, being a leader on this
issue. I am deeply hopeful that you can accomplish something we
have not been able to accomplish in this town, and that is a bipar-
tisan commitment to educational reform. If you can do that, hats
off and I look forward to working with you in that regard.

I have a series of technical questions, and not to bore the audi-
ence but I think it helps us understand what we are trying to deal
with here and probably Mike can help you out as I try to go
through the draft that you have provided to us.

On page 61 you talk about the plans which would have to include
a comprehensive local plan for districtwide educational improve-
ment, but in that same section on page 63 you talk about the fact
that at least 50 percent of the funds made available by a local edu-
cation agency to individual schools under this section must be
made available to schools with, frankly, chapter one criteria.

I am confused. Which is it? Do ye mean districtwide reform at
the LEA level qualifies for a plan or is it our intent that it only be
school-based within each LEA based on the Chapter One criteria?

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Cohen gives me his analysis of that as the district
focuses on the whcle district.

Mr. GUNDERSON. If he wants, there are two mikes there. Mike,
take the mike.

Mr. COHEN. The way this is designed, the district would be ex-
pected to develop a plan that would ultimately affect and involve
every school in the district, but tF. unds that we provide are ini-
tially targeted to those schools that are in greatest need. Over time
that could expand and over time the district may have to use some
of its own resources to bring additional schools on.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I would hope you would work with us as, in par-
ticular, in rural areas this is impossible to comply with because
you are going to have probably two, for example, elementary
schools within a rural LEA. You do not have the data to figure out
which one of those qualifies under Chapter One standards and
which one does not. We are going to need some flexibility in that
area.

The second question I have is: When does voluntary become man-
datory? I think thiS is a difficult issue, but on page 48 on line three
you literally say, "ensuring that every school in the State achieves
the State's opportunity to learn standards."

Now, you recall that in a different section of the bill you say that
the national council will certify State standards and opportunity to
learn if they are comparable with the Federal standards, but then
you go on here and you require that they ensure that every school
in the State achieves the States' voluntaryno longer voluntary if
you are ensuring that they must meet those opportunity to learn
standards.

Mr. RILEY. This, of course, Congressman, deals with the strategy
and timetable for the State plan and the strategy and timetable



16

would have to deal with that issue. Of course, the certification is a
separate process.

If a State asks for certification on the national level, then that
would bring into play what the national opportunity to learn
standards are as they are developed through this consortia plan
worked with NESIC.

Mr. GUNDERSON. So do you inean ensure or do you mean promote
and encourage?

Mr. RILEY. Well, I mean ensure that a strategy and timetable is
developed. They have to do that. They have to have a strategy for
moving towards quality teaching and learning.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Statewide strategy is very different than ensur-
ing that every school meets these "opportunity to learn standards."
See, that is what I am trying to get out there.

Let's go to this next part that you brought up because on page 23
you talk about the council may certify content and student per-
formance standards presented on a voluntary basis by States if
such States are comparable in rigor and quality to the voluntary
national.

What do you mean here by certification? I mean what does that
mean? If you certify them do you say, well, it's a nice try or do you
say, okay, we have approved it and your State may now apply for a
reform grant? What does certification mean?

Mr. RILEY. It is not connected with the action improvement plan.
It would simply, as we have said, be like a Good Housekeeping
stamp of approval and that would be voluntary, as I said, and they
would come in a voluntary way to ask for that certification. If it
was applicable then it would be certified.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Before time runs out I want to ask one more
question. In the composition of your NESIC council, if I read the
criteria, there must be five professional educators, there must be
five people who are either postsecondary educators or business
people, one of which must be a businessperson, so you assume four
could be postsecondary educators. You then have five public advo-
cates, which could include school boards or State educational pol-
icymakers, and then you have five education experts.

If I read that, we could easily end up with 19 educators and one
businessperson on this council. Do you think we ought not put in a
little bit more of a balanced criteria to get diversity in that coun-
cil?

Mr. RILEY. Well, Congressman, of course, those names would
come in those categories from the bipartisan goals panel and then
the President would pick the names from those submitted and I
think the President and the goals panel would have the same kind
of interest that you propose would be a process you would go
through if you were sitting there making those decisions.

We can take a look at that but I do believe that would be cov-
ered.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Sec-
retary.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much. Mr. Sawyer.
Mr. SAWYER. Thank you, lAr. Chairman. I would like to join my

colleague from Wisconsin in associating myself with the remarks of
the Chairman of the subcommittee and the Chairman of the full
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committee, not only because of the substance of what they said but
because I am told it is always a good idea to associate yourself.

Let me also add that I think all of us appreciate the collaborative
effort that has been made over the time since you have been in
office both to recognize the work that has gone on among the
States in bringing us to this juncture and the work that has gone
on in previous years on this topic within this committee and to
meld them together into a whole that represents an extraordinari-
ly fine beginning in that process.

It may be so, as Mr. Ford says, that no introduction is ever per-
fect. He told me a couple of sessions ago that, in fact, he had a bill
that was very, very close to perfect. We won't go into that.

I am particularly interested in the efforts to define systemic
reform. I know that in my State and a number of others, the gov-
ernance structure for education is grounded deeply in the north-
west ordinance. A great deal of diversity arises among school dis-
tricts as a result of that kind of governance structure. We have
some 16,000 different school districts, and we wind up trying to
tailor, as my other friend from Wisconsin mentioned, grant stand-
ards formulas and funding formulas that take into account all of
that diversity.

I am not suggesting that we ought to try to reach into the gov-
ernance structures of the several States, but it seems to me that
one of the ways in which we might encourage collaboration across
jurisdictional lines is to build financial advantage both in terms of
grant competitions and funding formulas so that you have the kind
of collaborative effort from the ground up among disciplines not
only over time, but over spa.;e, so that those small districts where
Federal funds are often dribbled away because they simply don't
have enough volume to do the job are encouraged to come together
and operate in consortia.

We have been working on doing that bill by bill in a number of
different opportunities as they have presented themselves, includ-
ing math and science through the Eisenhower formula and the
work that we have done in literacy funding.

But it seems to me that this is one of those elements of systemic
reform that would be wise to speak to in this kind of measure, not
to be specific but to encourage ourselves in future enactments and
to provide advantage to the States that, with their own grant and
formula funding, make sure that those districts and local education
agencies that can work together do work together in order to mag-
nify the power of the dollars that we distribute to..them.

Could you comment on that?
Mr. RILEY. Yes. I would say that the intent of the proposals

coming from the State and then the school districts and the schools
would certainlyvery clearly that would be encouraged and wel-
comed.

And then, as I indicated earlier, we do have some funds dealing
with consortia to deal with regions from the Department's stand-
point, and I think that is an excellent point and if we are going to
get the most out of systemic reform we are just going to have to do
that and I would certainly carry that belief with me also.

2 2
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Mr. SAWYER. Just as a closing comment, Mr. Chairman, I fully
appreciate the importance of consortia regionally among States
and I think the same principle can apply well.

Mr. RILEY. It can.
Mr. SAWYER. I want to emphasize, as those of us who come from

States like mine have, that I would not urge forced consolidation
on anybody. I recognize that those district lines were drawn shortly
after the Deluge and we would have to go back to Mount Sinai to
get rid of some of those local high school mascots. I do not suggest
that, but I do think some of those mascots can coexist and to their
mutual benefit.

Thank you, sir.
Mr. RILEY. Thank you very much.
Chairman KILDEE. Mrs. Roukema.
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Secretary. I

welcome you here today and we had a very fruitful discussion the
other day, although you were not able to allay my concerns and
fears. And at the risk of repeating things to you, I do want the
committee to know of my concerns.

And I must confess to this audience today I find myself in a diffi-
cult and uncomfortable position being a person who all my life has
been a strong friend of public education, I do not like to be sitting
here critically and obdurately saying, Mr. Secretary, I do not think
you are going to win me over on this.

But let me explain to you my problem here. I have been a teach-
er of public schools, I have been an elected member of a school
board and I have served on this committee for 12 years, and I also
suffer the luxury of coming from a State like New Jersey where we
had a wonderful education governor whom I think you know, Tom
Keane, and he is a nationally renowned authority on improving ac-
countability in education. He did that for New Jersey and I think
that is what you are trying to do for the country.

But let me tell you my problem. I certainly support the block
grant and incentive program, but it seems to me the more I hear
both in response to the questions of my ranking member, Mr.
Good ling, when he pointed out quite candidly, and I think correct-
ly, that if these communities had the money to do these things
they would probably do them, including his references to the oppor-
tunity to learn standards.

Mr. Sawyer expressed some of our own divisions in thinking here
when he spoke about consortium regionalization, but not my State.

Let me be direct and I want you to answer, if you will. I am abso-
lutely convinced, although it is not your intention, but I am abso-
lutely convinced that the so-called voluntary national system of
skills standards combined with the opportunity to learn standards
will inevitably, like night follows day, lead to a national curricula,
to which I am unalterably opposed and, even more directly, to
funding standards, national funding standards that have all kinds
of implications, not just budgetary implications, but equalization
implications.

I have a problem with this. I want to improve our schools. I want
to set higher standards. I would like to think that we can go the
traditional block grant incentive approach without this massive
overlay that may or may not be bureaucratic but, more important-
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ly, may be a straightjacket for school systems and negate the his-
toric State relationship that we have to education.

Mr. RILEY. I thank you very much and, as you and I discussed
some of these issues the other day, I understand your concerns.
Though the voluntary nature of the connection is very pronounced
all through this, I unchrstand that you are saying that at some
point in time that might change.

Of course, my argument to that is that there is no way for us to
be able to reach for world class standards for a school district in
your State unless they had the wherewithal to do major, massive
things like figuring out what content standards should be in terms
of math for the eighth grade. That kind of thing.

I really thinkI don't care how far you go in support of the
State rolethat there is a very clear national role of determining
what these kinds of world-class standards should be for content, for
performance, and for the opportunity to learn and occupational
standards. I just think that, and that is what this really does is de-
velop that information and then from that you have the other
forces out there that build to that information.

Yes, you can have leadership, you can have help, you can have
facilitation, but I do not think that we should absolve ourselves
from taking that major role to try to build an educational attention
nationally in light of that.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Well, I hear the reference to voluntary but a na-
tional skills standards board by definition, I believe, goes far
beyond setting voluntary standards.

But we will have towe will not resolve this here today. Maybe
we will never resolve it, but I would like to keep the conversation
going.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Mr. RILEY. Thank you very much.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Reed.
Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I too want to join in the

uniform chorus of praise to the Secretary who brings to this en-
deavor great experience and wisdom. He has been most helpful and
cooperative in dealing with this issue to date. We have had some
discussions on the legislation and I suspect we will have some
more.

I have just one general question, Mr. Secretary, and that is as we
embark on this process which includes a lot of emphasis on state-
wide planning for educational reform, does the department have a
recent up-to-date assessment of local efforts to date with respect to
educational planning and educational reform?

This approach might be a welcome addition to State efforts, but
if significant efforts have already been undertaken at that State
level for these comprehensive plans, if they have a sense of where
they are going, where they want to go, then perhaps we can think
of other Federal roles in this great debate about educational
reform.

Mr. RILEY. Well, I think, Congressman, if you analyzed what is
out there now you would see every State is different in terms of
what they have done and where they are. In every school district
and every school, and I am sure there is an awful lot of State infor-
mation about those kinds of issues but nothing like the kinds of

24

ca.



20

stimulation that we think this kind of attention would give to those
issues.

And by having decisionmakers on the local level deal with teach-
ing and learning, deal with all children, we think that that kind of
energy will be very helpful.

As you might point out, you can find a school district here that
might have done 50 percent of this kind of analysis in trying to re-
spond to it. You might find one 95 percent and some hardly any.

So I think that the main thing is that we energize the whole
system and really make it kind of a national interest for every
State to be involved in better teaching, better learning.

Mr. REED. Mr. Sc-retary, if you could summarize whatever infor-
mation you have available on State efforts and would forward it to
me, I would greatly appreciate it.

Mr. RILEY. I will do that. I surely will. Thank you.
Mr. REED. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Miller.
Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secre-

tary, thank you for being here and thank you for all of your help
and your work and your time spent with members of this commit-
tee on this legislation.

After spending 10 years working with you on children and family
issues, I really believe that your service in this position is really
one of the great contributions of the Clinton administration to na-
tional policy. I think you are going to be a tremendous, tremendous
Secretary.

ThE questions that were asked by our colleagues on the other
side o. the aisle, if you will, are in a sense the same questions I
have, but I come at them from the other side of the issue.

I think you have done a very, very credible job in integrating the
opportunity to learn standards into this legislation; however, I
must tell you I still continue to be concerned about them.

We have learned in our studies of children over the last 10 or 15
years that they are capable of much more than we ask of them.
From infants to adolescents throughout entire youth experience,
children have tremendous capabilities. The question is do we
always extract the best in our handling of them and our nurturing
of those children.

By the same token, as we seek to send every child to school
ready to learn, I am terribly concerned about the issue whether we
have every school ready to teach. I do not understand the hostility
on the other side of the aisle to this issue.

We know that people make decisions about buying their houses,
about changing jobs, and about the communities that they will live
in based upon the education they think their children may receive.
Houses are assessed differently -0 n ti patterns in communities
change because of schools. It is, I thrik, the first or second criteria
that people use in a decision to make that investment to locate, to
put down their roots.

I just think there is, if you will, a consumer right to know about
the effort that the State and the local districts are making. I think
you raise that issue and I think Mr. Gunderson asked you that
question. You ask for a timetable, you ferret it out, and I commend
you for that because I think that is an important part.
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We are continuously asking ourselves not only in this legislation
but also in the discussion of education reform about the effort that
our children will make. There is very little evidence that children
will not make the effort if the challenge is put to them and the
resources are made available. We see it time and again in every
pilot program and individual effort at looking at children.

I think the children have a right to ask what is the effort that
their community is prepared to make on their behalf.

Because I must tell youwe all know this, and I guess I am en-
tering that age bracket where you say it more often than notthe
resources that are available to young children today in most
schools are not comparable to what my parents and grandparents
were prepared to make available to me.

There is a generational slighting here of our young children. I
think that while we cannot steer this ship of public education be-
cause our control and our funding is so small, and although I think
you and President Clinton represent a view of governors who are
stronger advocates than we have had for a long time, we do have
an obligation to ask the question of what is the effort that this
Nation is really, in fact, prepared to make on behalf of educating
the Nation's children.

You led the Southern Governors group. We have got to ask that
question because it is not fair to this generation of children. I tour
schools in my district where the rain is coming through the ceiling,
where teachers are not certified, trained or credentialed in the sub-
jects in which they are teaching, where modern technology is not
available, where textbooks talk about a world that no longer exists,
whether it is geography or mathematics or space travel or job occu-
pations.

We have got to address that. I think this legislation starts to
make people accountable. But I can no longer sit here and listen to
leader after leader, especially at the State level and in the legisla-
tures, talk about the importance of education and then continue to
cut the resources to education. Let us believe that we are going to
have a world class education system, especially on your terms,
which are most important: that every child has the capability of
achieving those goals and achieving that knowledge to make them
productive and participants in this democratic society.

I just do not want to leave the notion that this is not an impor-
tant part of the debate. I commend you. You have come a long way
and I appreciate the controversy in this debate. But parents and
children have a right to know the effort that we are prepared to
make or are not making, so that they can make those decisions
about their children's education.

Every parent wants those goals. Every parent wants to see that
their child passes the assessments and is achieving those goals.
That is what we want for our children. But we have got to know
whether or not we have put them into a system that can deliver
that.

It is the fundamental issue here. I really want to commend you
and thank you for not only this effort but for what you have done
on behalf of children and families and families at risk in your
entire public service to this country.
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Mr. RILEY. Well, I thank you so much, Congressman, and I thank
you for your years of service for children and children's health and
education and other issues. I go to bed every night concerned about
the very things you talk about and I think all of us are interested
in trying to bring about a condition of education where all children
have the best opportunity possible.

We are in this situation here, obviously, where Constitutionally
and legally and from a process standpoint the States really share
the chief responsibility. I believe that is a good system. I believe it
brings out lots of creative, innovative energy out there that really
is capable of working.

I do think we can play a major role. It is my judgment, and I
have worked with the President and with the administration
people in the White House to try to develop a balance in this meas-
ure, that we can best impact that system within the structure of
how education is handled in this country.

And I understand the debate from the two ides and I am here in
the middle, but I tell you the debate is hetthy, and it is good that
we as policymakers and decisionmake in this country are gath-
ered here in this free speech arena to say what we feel and think
about education and how we can best serve the children of this
country.

Chairman KILDEE. I thank you very much. Mrs. Unsoeld.
Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I would like to

align myself with the remarks that have been made today, Secre-
tary Riley, about our appreciation of the cooperation and the work-
ing together that is taking place between your Department and our
committee.

I would like to follow up on the question that Congressman Reed
asked. In Washington State, we have gone a fair distance in estab-
lishing student learning goals and in working on the establishment
of a performance-based assessment system.

How is this and what other States have already done going to
mesh with what you are attempting to do?

Mr. RILEY. That is the interesting thing about the way that Goals
2000 would deal with the varying conditions and situations
throughout the country, and you do have certain States that have
gone great distances and really have very outstanding efforts in
certain areas and they would be picked up where they are. They
might have weaknesses in other areas that need to be implement-
ed, but the systemic approach looks at everything. I mean it looks
at curriculum and it looks at textbooks and it looks at teacher
training and so forth, as we have talked about.

And if a State is further along, then it would pick it up right
there and keep movingthere is no stopping place for anybody,
any State. I do not care how far they have gone or how far they
have not gone, there are miles to go.

And so we have attempted to devise this to then get into this
conversation with the States, a partnership which I think is very
exciting. We are going to be involved in stimulating this kind of
energy, picking it up where it is and moving it forward.

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Secretary, I would like to ask about what
part, what role, parents can play in school reform, and how we can
get them more involved.
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How is this treated in Goals 2000, and what should we do to go
beyond getting the cooperation of parents? Can get them more in-
volved? What about those children who have parents that just
don't care?

Mr. RILEY. Well, you know President Clinton has talked over the
last months about an ethic of learning and I have heard him say
that if there was some way that we could have in poor parents this
ethic of learning where they simply imparted to their children how
very, very important it is for them to get a good education if they
are to cescape a condition of poverty which, as you know, presses
down on health and education and everything else.

This measure puts all of that on the table. It causes States and
school districts and schools to deal with the issue of parents and
parent involvement in every school that is out there and, as you
know, in some places a lot is going on and other places very little.%

It is part of this in terms of the plans and the development of
where they are going in the various schools. It is specified as being
part of it, and will get things moving to where other poor parents
are seeing what is accomplished by their counterparts in other sec-
tions of the country, where they are coming together and meeting
in the school and working with teachers and interested in all of the
community problems such as drugs or violence or poverty.

I think this could play a great role in bringing out that kind of
involvement across this country.

Mrs. UNSOELD. My time is just about up but given that the.first
national education goal focuses on preschool children, what effect
is your bill going to have on early childhood education?

Mr. RILEY. It is also, of course, part of the plan for the State and
the local district to deal with and for them to come up with their
ideas and concepts of it. As you know, Head Start and WIC and
many of those things that impact early childhood education are in
HHS or Agriculture or other departments.

We are working very closely with those other departments to see
that those lines are blurred in terms of how we handle young chil-
dren in preparing them for school. There is language in here also
that encourages coordination between agencies that deal with stu-
dents and their problems and their preschool and postschool prob-
lems.

So that also, in a look at what we are going to do in a particular
school district, that would be an issue that we would look at.

Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much. I want to point out
that not for any personal reasons or philosophical reasons, but be-.
cause of a scheduling reason, the Republicans have left for a prior
scheduled meeting and they will return.

Mr. RILEY. Thank you, sir. I am glad you pointed that out, Mr.
Chairman. I didn't know if I was doing well or poorly with them.

Chairman KILDEE. Ms. English.
Ms. ENGLISH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Secretary,

thanks very much for being here today. I have two questions and I
will ask them both and then let you use the allotted time to answer
them.
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The first is in regard to the BIA Indian education program's in-
volvement in the reform effort. I do appreciate the increased fund-
ing, but the bill does not really go into much detail as to how the
BIA Indian education program will parallel the reform package
that is being developed. Is it based only upon an agreement be-
tween yourself and Secretary Babbett?

How do you envision that agreement to be and do you think that
there could be the potential for adding more work detailed lan-
guage in the bill? The BIA program incorporates 182 schools and
44,000 students, and I think that is a significant number of stu-
dents. They should be part of this education reform initiative.

My second question is what do you believe will happen to the
States' commitments? As we continue down this road toward
reform and the Federal Government increases our long overdue
commitment, I think there will be temptations for States who do
not have the same vision for education or financial commitments
to education to decrease their own commitment, both financially
and in accountability. These States will start pointing to the Feder-
al Government as being responsible for the failure of education
reform. If it fails they will say it was the Federal Government's
problem.

How do we ensure that the States' commitments will correlate
with and match the Federal Government's commitment to funding
resources and education reform?

Mr. RILEY. Thank you very much. The bill provides, as you point
out, that the Native American issue is handled through, of course,
the Department of Interior and it is handled much like a particu-
lar State would be handled with separate funding provided and
that then would have to be arrived at with some arrangement with
the Department of Interior.

We felt like that with the federally operated school system, and
it is sizable. It is something about 7hich I have interest and con-
cern and I have talked with Secretary Babbett some about that
issue and we plan to talk a lot more.

But it is our feeling that would be, from a process standpoint, the
best way to handle these federally operated school systems and we
did give it special attention and special funding. I would welcome
any ideas or suggestions that you might have along the way, but
we will see that it is handled certainly equally with every other
State as they are handled.

The other question dealing with whether or not this would in
some way reduce a State, I guess, or local school district commit-
ment or support for education accountability, I would hope would
be just the opposite of the impact of this measure.

We will be elevating high standards and getting the American
people in every State interested in improvament.

And it is my'feeling that the calls for accountability and for the
analysis of results will mean more attention to what is done in the
States and the local school districts with those resources that are
there.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much. Ms. Woolsey.
Ms. WOOLSEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to join you and

the rest of my colleagues in welcoming you back here, Secretary
Riley.
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Mr. RILEY. Thank you.
Ms. WOOLSEY. Thank you for being so generous with your time

and your expertise. You make me thankful that I am on this very
important committee. Your enthusiasm and your interest is very,
very true and so helpful to us.

I know I am going to sound like a broken record because I am
going to talk again about looking at coordinated services and the
whole child, the entire student. It pleases me greatly that the
Goals 2000 program includes language setting the stage for coordi-
nating services because, as we all know, I have been talking about
the need for every child going to school healthy, well-nourished,
and ready to learn. Once that child is at school I would like to see
support services made available to enable that child to become
well-educated.

In other words, I believe we must begin to take the whole child
into account, which means not only having bright, articulate, well-
trained teachers, but also having students that are ready to learn.

So that leads me to my major question. Do you, Secretary Riley,
believe that this program as we have laid it out now is considering
the full student? Will it be promoting coordinated services as a pri-
ority and how will we encourage the States to prepare programs to
cover the entire child, the entire student?

Mr. RILEY. Well, the answer is yes. In my judgment, the bill will
certainly do that. It is intended to do that. I think that we on the
Federal Government level can begin, as I have discussed earlier,
not by looking at things in separate categories but by trying to look
at how they all come together.

If you have a child that is impacted by certain Federal programs,
and it might be two or three different programs with all the associ-
ated complications, we do have provisions in here that allow the
school to request a waiver to handle that. It is a rather limited
waiver process in some ways, but it is certainly new ground to
enable a local school or local school district to come to us and re-
quest that the whole child be looked at and not just in categories.

Then when we go to the State and then the State to the school
districts. With these action improvement plans we provide very
clearly that one of the things that they have to show in the paren-
tal and community support involvement section is that they focus
on public and private community resources, school resources, pre-
vention, early intervention, the kinds of things that you have
talked to me about before, that the students are holisticallyneeds
are holistically attended to. Those things then the State is required
to address in their action plans.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Thank you. I have one more question and this fol-
lows up on a press conference that the Congressional Caucus for
Womens Issues and our Chairman, Dale Kildee, had yesterday to
support gender equity in schools.

I would like to know how these provisions fit into Goals 2000:
Educate America Act, both in the classroom and on the goals
panels and the councils. Are we looking at gender equity and diver-
sity?

Mr. RILEY. Well, we certainly are and, of course, we strongly
stress that we are talking about all children and we make it very
clear that there is no difference between any child, and that we are
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concerned about the education of all children equally and across
the board.

All through here I think the whole tenor of this measure certain-
ly makes the statement that we are interested in quality and
equality.

Ms. WOOLSEY. I appreciate that. I think we might want to look at
some language that talks about bridging the gaps that haveI
mean there are different programs that are going to be needed that
will bring young women and girls up to par in the first place.

Mr. RILEY. Fine. We will be happy to have those conversations.
Ms. WOOLSEY. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Green.
Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary, I appreci-

ate the chance to be here. You can tell either I was late or I am
one of the freshmen and I am far down the list.

During my many years as a State legislator, and a lot of us on
the committee, particularly new members, have the background
that you have in dealing with education on a State level.

The decision how to best educate our children is one that has
been around for I know the many years I have been there. In fact,
in Texas we were fighting equalization in the late 1940s.

I have seen lots of issues come up on educational reform and
they are hot one year and then a few years later we see that they
are not really that effective, and I hope that this bill in the willing-
ness of the administration that I have seen in the last few weeks to
work with us on the bill is a new course for education. It will not
be just a hot idea for 1993 and we will forget about it in 1995.

The willingness of the administration to work with the commit-
tee, and even though I am proud to be a cosponsor of the bill, obvi-
ously we still have some disagreements and I think it is mainly we
would like to see some improvement in it.

I think just like you said in your opening remarks this is a first
step that we can deal with it, and with that I have some questions
I would like to ask you.

The first one is that I noticed under the bill on page 40 you are
using the current Chapter One formula. Is that because we have
not rewritten the Chapter One formula? There is not an intent to
actually use an old formula instead of whatever may come out of
this committee and the full -committee during this session of Con-
gress?

Mr. RILEY. This will change when the formula changes.
Mr. GREEN. One of the other concerns I had was created in some

of the members of the panel and on page 11, and I know this is
probably discussed because we discussed it between members, that
you have f. ve members of the opposite political party on the goals
panel.

Now, I have served with lots of governors in Texas: some good
and some not so good and some who put education at a priorityI
think we shared that at one earlier meetingand some who just
because they happen to be governor they did not care about educa-
tion except they knew it cost too much.

My concern is by saying that putting five members as the non-
Presidential party are we just filling slots or are we going to actu-
ally pick out? Now, there are governors, and being a Democrat
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there are Republican governors who are far-thinking on education
but there are some just like there are some Democratic governors
and, hopefully and God forbid we don't lose control of the White
House in 1996, that there are some Democratic governors who may
not be as reflective of educational reform or educational initiatives.

I understand the bipartisanship and that is what we are aiming
for but I also hope we are not setting ourselves up for failure by
just filling slots with nonPresidential party governors.

Mr. RILEY. Well, you and I have had some discussion on that,
Congressman. I understand the points you make about the goals
panel and I think you fully realize that with the Constitutional re-
sponsibility of States and the feeling of all the governors coming
together, with President Bush then coming in, and with Bill Clin-
ton being in the middle of that, we sincerely felt, and the President
does, that this is the proper way to proceed.

And that is to take basically the structure of the Goals Panel,
which is bipartisan, and to take the basic goals, national goals
which were a consensus of the 50 governors and the President, and,
basically move that forward.

There is some slight adjustments to it. As you know, State legis-
lators have been added and then we, of course, added foreign lan-
guage and arts to the basic competencies in the goals themselves
and listed the objectives also.

So I would hope that you would be sympathetic to the history of
that and the fact that all of us, and I really think all of us, ought
to work for bipartisanship in terms of education and I think that is
important. We come from different political postures, obviously,
but it is better for children if we can be bipartisan in that effort.

Sometimes you can try so hard to be bipartisan you get partisan
about being bipartisan and I hope we avoid that. But I do think we
inherit this structure and this history that I would urge you to be
sensitive to and to help us build from there.

Mr. GREEN. Do the best we can but, again, some of us came not
from the national governors conference, the national legislative
conference in recognizing that.

One last question in the brief time I have. The five members rep-
resenting business and industry, and I think that is good because I
think all of us from States realize that you have to involve business
and industry ultimately to be effective.

The concern I have was that sometimes we have seen testing in-
dustry people placed on there and with the conflict of interest that
you all envisionI see you shaking your head, Mike, that's fine
we will actually have business leaders that, obviously, some might
disagree with on many cases but I think our goal is adequate edu-
cation without testing industry leaders.

Mr. RILEY. That's right.
Mr. GREEN. Thank goodness for all our staff. I understand.

Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Mr. RILEY. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. The Governor Romero-Barcelo. By the way,

did you two serve in the governors conference at the same time?
Mr. RILEY. Yes, we sure did. He helped me through.
Chairman KILDEE. Very good.

32



28

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Secretary.
I want to congratulate you and your staff and the people who work
with you on the extraordinary job that you did in such a short time
in putting together this Goals 2000 bill.

I would also like to recognize the fact that the dedication to edu-
cationI know it's been a while since we served together as gover-
nors in the southern governors conference. Because of your success
in South Carolina I think that we are fortunate to have you as our
Secretary of Education at these times when we need to make some
significant inroads in early education.

However, when I was a child and teenager, to be educated in the
United States wasnone was better. I mean you couldn't get a
better education and now all of a sudden we have fallen behind
quite a few other developed countries throughout the world and,
see, that is being addressed in these Goals 2000.

We want to not only have a good education in our Nation but
also have the best education in the world as we did before. I think
that if anybody can get us on the road to that, you will.

I wanted to make two points in this about the problem justI
see that they are addressed but I would like to see more concern
with those two issues because whatever we do to improve educa-
tion, whatever goals and standards set, they will never be reached
unless we have good principals.

My experience as a governor is that the principal is the core, the
most important thing that you can have in a school. Of course, the
teachers are necessary and indispensable as they are the ones that
teach the students directly, but the principal is the one that puts
the school together where he establishes whether it is going to be a
disciplined, orderly school, and whether there is going to be motiva-
tion throughout in the school.

And I have seen that in extraordinary examples of how a school
that wasthe name of the school is Republic of Colombia and it
was at that time just like the Republic of Colombia with drug prob-
lems. There were drug problems, there had been shootings, and we
identified one of the principals in Puerto Rico and we went into
that school and in 2 years he did an incredible, extraordinaryhe
turned around that whole school and people were motivated, the
parents were involved in the process, teachers, the students. I went
to a graduation and I had thesaw the students giving diplomas to
the parents.

I have seen that addressed and I see that in your section
306(CX6) taking from the plans talk about the improvement for the
teachers and the principals and also sometimes with the States also
mentioned, but I would like to see a little bit more recognition so
the principals themselves feel they recognize their importance and
the whole system recognizes that importance because I feel that
without a good principal no matter what we do we will not get any-
where.

The other issue that I see that you have addressed also, and I am
very happy to see it, is a safe, disciplined, and drug-free thool,
which says you want a school free of drugs and violence and that it
will offer a disciplined environment conducive to learning.

There is one problem in having a disciplined school and that is
the attitude of some of the courts. Perhaps we need some kind of
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right of students to learn and to a safe and quiet environment,
something spelled out by law that will allow us to keep the court
sometimes out of the disciplining process except in occasions where
abuses are committed.

But when the principal dismisses a student because they are too
disruptive and there is evidence about sometimes the schoolthe
courts turn over thatthose decisions and they intervene in the
process and that immediately demoralizes the whole disciplining
process in the school.

Unless we have that in the schools and in the inner city schools
and the courts it will be impossible to have schools without disci-
pline and without the proper environment. We should address that
in the bill or in theI don't know what your thoughts are about
that and that is what I would like to hear.

Thank you.
Mr. RILEY. Thank you so much, Congressman. The issue of prin-

cipals is exactly right and I was in Boston the other day at a small
inner city school and a very, very competent principal and I went
into a classroom that was integrated, in terms of levels of capacity
of first and second grade level kids, and saw a teacher and an aide
just in a masterful way working these kids and their education,
with a little black boy helping a little disabled white girl with her
work, and seeing the kind of things that happened.

But this umbrella that a principal developed was very, very im-
pressive. And we do, as you point out, include principals in here as
we talk about what the States and the local school districts should
be dealing with and I would certainly pay close attention to what
you say and we can take a look at further things such as safe
schools and disciplined schools. As was said earlier, you just do not
have good education if you do not have well-disciplined, safe
schools free from drugs, and anything any of us can do to help that
I would certainly be interested in it.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Just to give an example, one of the top
preparatory schools in New EnglandI am not going to mention
the school but I went to visit recently on alumni day. It used to be
a boys-only school. Now it is co-ed and there is a headmistress and
she was talking a lot about the drug problem and she said that if a
student was caught with drugs he would be suspended and if after
he went through the process of rehabilitation he would be open for
admissions again.

But, however, there are other instances where a student has
been caughthad been drinking and he had been boisterous with
another group and thrownsomebody had thrown snow and
broken a window, but those students were all dismissed and they
would never consider taking them back.

I thought that the values were so turned around because the
other thing is what students usually have gone through. Many
people in this room have been involved in something like that and
they were not really problem children. They just got carried away
in the one instance; whereas, the drug user has the more serious
problem.

I don't know how I can deal with these things but when you can
tell the top schools are turning the values around like this and

70-820 0 - 93 - 2 34



30

giving more support to drug users than somebody who drinks occa-
sionally, there is something really wrong.

Mr. Ritzy. Those are very, very difficult issues, the same kinds of
issues that principals and school people have to deal with across
the board and the courts. What is very serious to some person in
one area is not that serious to another, but certain things we know
are serious. We know violence is serious and we know drugs are
serious and we cannot have them in the schools.

Mr. FoRn. Would the gentleman yield to me?
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Yes, of course.
Mr. FoRn. What you have done is ,just put your finger right on

one of the continuing irritations in this country. The people in my
age group say, "By God, if a kid did the kind of things that kids are
doing in school, in my day they would throw them out." And they
are right and in those days we graduated 25 percent of the 18-year-
olds in this country from high school.

We threw out all of the troublemakers before they got too far
along, but we changed in this country. We came along and said you
can't do that. You gave two examples there where arbitrarily a pri-
vate school can decide to throw out one group and rehabilitate the
other group.

That is the secret of the private schooithat is how they main-
tain better discipline. That is how they maintain a more homogene-
ous population, other things of the kind which some people think
are desirable.

That is the way the public schools in this country operated for
many years, probably 200 years, but the courts in interpreting the
Constitution have said now very clearly. I don't believe there is a
State that would permit the public schools to throw either group
that you were talking about permanently out of school. They
wouldn't let them do it. The parents would walk right down the
street to the Federal courthouse and there would be a Fourteenth
Amendment case filed and they would be right back in school.

Things have changed and they never mentioned publicly the
great secret that the private schools have is the ability to boot out
their problems and send them back to the public schools.

Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Major Owens.
Mr. OWENS. Mr. Secretary, I will try to be brief and I will try not

to be redundant. I appreciate the fact that you have personally
been involved in maximizing the dialogue with us on the prepara-
tion of this bill and you know my concerns about the school deliv-
ery standards or the opportunity to learn provisions in the bill.

I think the time has come for us to give you the opportunity to
lead and you know how we feel about it. We have given our recom-
mendations and now the buck stops with you. We will follow your
lead.

I only just want a word of caution. The great emphasis here on
the States and having reform come from the bottom up, I under-
stand, and I think it should come primarily from the bottom up,
but we need to make certain that the top is very active in this
process because unlike any other industrialized nation and those
that are competitive with us we leave already most of our educa-
tion to the State and local level. The difference between the sys-
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tems and the performance of the systems might have something to
do with the fact that education in all the other industrialized soci-
eties is more centralized.

I do not want to go to the extremes that some of them go to, but
I think we have to have a greater role for the Federal Government.
It must not be a trivial role, it must not be an auxiliary role, it
must be a serious role, which leads me to my question.

The States have gotten into a habit of not beingthey have not
been monitored the last 12 years. We had a government, an admin-
istration in place which felt defense was the only thing important
and everything elsethere was not much serious monitoring of
what was going on.

If you ever get around to it and can get a handle on what is
going on with Federal programs that are funded already, you will
find that you won't recognize some of them and what the money is
bein E. spent for. You won't recognize the great amount of contempt
there is out there for Federal laws and mandates.

There is a serious situation out there with respect to budget cuts.
People are very cynical and we find situations and we have all
been in bureaucracies. You find situations where the Federal
reform money is coming in, and you might find a person who all
his life has been working on school transportation and he is an
expert in school transportation being put in charge of curriculum
development because that is where the money is and he has the
seniority and ridiculous things flow from that in terms of decision-
making.

So my question is are we going to be able to really provide some
reasonable monitoring of what is going on arid see to it that this
bill, provisions of the bill, are taken seriously by the States?

There have been cutbacks in your staff and I think some more
predicted. Will you be able to provide the kind of coverage staff-
wise to see to it that reasonable amounts of compliance are taking
place?

I hate to use the word compliance because we are all in this to-
gether, but experience leads me to believe that unless there is some
serious monitoring we are not going to recognize in 5 years what
you are attempting to legislate today.

Mr. RILEY. Congressman, that is really a profound question about
the cynicism out there, the strain on the budgets and how it is im-
pacting different areas in different ways and causing some irration-
al decisions to be made that impact poorly on children.

And I would say that the cynicism has got to be dealt with in a
real way. It is my feeling that the high standards and goalswhere
the public can look at them, see what they are, and see that we are
moving things in that directionwe will begin to build up support
among all people in a bipartisan way, a pro-children way, for get-
ting children educated for the future.

I think that is going to happen and I think that in this bill we
have attempted to. The President feels that with this kind of part-
nership with the States we are not trying in any way to federalize
education or create a Federal curriculum. None of that is part of
this.

It is a new role and it is going to be different for people to deal
with. It is a partnership role. We think in terms of programmatic
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involvement. We see a problem and we have a program to deal
with the problem.

This is a partnership where the relationship will be ongoing.
They will have in the various States a 1-year plan and then they
will have a 2 or 3-year plan and all of that will be looked at to see
that all children are being dealt with and how they are being dealt
with and what is happening.

This relationship, I think, will work.
As you say, there is some risk in the President coming forward

with this proposal. There has been a lot of work and a lot of talk in
this same area but we think this is the way to go to get overall
improvement.

Mr. OWENS. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Strickland.
Mr. STRICKLAND. Thank you for being here. I have a couple of

concerns about assessments and I will talk to your staff about that
in private. I am also concerned because I come from a large rural
area and because those areas sometimes are underrepresented in
Congress and in policy decisions, I would like to talk about those
issues as well.

But what I would like to do is just make a statement and then
ask you I think what may be a different kind of question than
those that you have received thus far.

Since I have been in Congress, and I have been here 31/2 months,
I have noticed a real disconnect between rhetoric and action and I
think that has certainly been true in this country in the area of
education, and everyone is an education somethinggovernor,
president, congressman, whatever.

But it is my sense that at this time in this country there is a
certain zeitgeist, there is a certain spirit of the times that is upon
us that makes it possible to do something very significant.

And as I have listened to members of the other party as well as
members of my own party address you personally, I perceive that
there is a great deal of goodwill that is focused toward you and
that you in some way represent perhaps an opportunity to bring
this spirit of the times to fruition and that we can work together in
a civilized manner to accomplish some good things.

On a personal level, the prison at Lucasville is 1 mile from my
home. I can sit in my living room and look out the window. I knew
inmates who were killed, I knew officers who were held hostage.
And what does that have to do with education and what we are
talking about? I will tell you what.

In the 6 years that I have worked there I don't know that I have
met three or four inmates out of the hundreds that I have worked
with who have had a healthy education, who had a healthy up-
bringing; many don't know how to read and write. Certainly they
have no meaningful job skills.

They cannot effectively participate in society as you and I experi-
ence it and so I am concerned that the fabric of our society is disin-
tegrating. I am glad the President is talking about an education
ethic. I think that is incredibly important. I think it may be the
hope of our survival.

Without trying to overstate the case, as you lead us and as you
provide a model for the rest of us and as you listen to these ques-
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tions from each of us, I am wondering in your heart of hearts, not
in an academic sense but in your heart of hearts, what is of great-
est concern to you as the Secretary of Education as you contem-
plate the task that lies before us?

Could you speak to that, please?
Mr. RILEY. Well, that would call for a question I had one time to

deal with in a paper and for a presentation. A friend of mine who
was a former chaplain at my university died, and there is a pro-
gram that they have once a year. They invite somebody to speak to
what really matters. It has to be the same topic every year and
that doesn't sound too difficult but you start to write that down
and it gets very, very difficult.

It would be my hope that we all, first of all, realize that every
child in this country can learnevery child who has high expecta-
tions of themselves and who has high expectations from their par-..

ents, their people who are concerned about them, their friends,
their teachers, their principal or superintendents, we have a great
obligation in this country.

We have this federalism that makes it somewhat more difficult
for us to grasp than it is in other countries and we have a very
diverse population which is, I think, a blessing but which also
makes it very difficult. You know, difficult things are often the
better things.

I think that it is so terribly important for the future of our coun-
try that every single child have the very best opportunity to have a
strong education with high standards, with this feeling of impor-
tance, with this feeling of I can do it, and with the parents, teach-
ers and all working together with those of us in government pro-
viding every single opportunity that we can provide.

The President's concept of responsibility and opportunity, I
think, is a great thing to ingrain upon the young people and those
of us in the Federal Government that can provide leadership. We
can provide direction, we can provide help and support for the
States to see that these things come about.

MT. STRICKLAND. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much. Unless there is addi-

tional questionsyes, Mr. Gunderson.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you very much, and I will try to be

quick, Mr. Secretary. Actually, three questions in particular.
In last year's bill we included a provision which allowed one or

more LEAs to go together and apply for the school reform money. I
have a number of situations in my district where two or three
schools within a countythey have recognized that they all literal-
ly serve and prepare people for the same workplace and they
wanted to do their educational reform on a cooperative basis.

Would you have any objection to that kind of concept?
Mr. RILEY. I don't think I could think of any objection whatso-

ever, Congressman. I think that is a fine idea. We do have lan-
guage in here that clearly encourages consortia working together
in a number of areas but, as far as that is concerned, I think that
would be totally consistent.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Good. As long as we're agreeing on things, I am
going to bring up

Mr. RILEY. Maybe we ought to stop. I don't know.
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Mr. GUNDERSON. I want to bring up the issue of flexibility be-
cause, as you can imagine, to some of us on this side it is a very
important issue.

On page 65 of the working draft, getting down to line 18, it says
that the Secretary can approve requests for flexibility Waivers if
and only to the extent the Secretary determines that such require-
ment impedes the ability of the State or the LEA to carry o-It the
State or local educational improvement plan.

The concern I have about thac language is that you and I both
know the majority of schools or LEAs in this country are going to
be able to meet those State or national plans and those State or
national improvement plans.

So you could make the case legally that you as the Secretary
would have no ability to ever give any school a flexibility waiver
because if the only basis is that it impedes the ability to carry out
the improvement plan you could say, "Look, I have 2,000 other
schools who are meeting the educational plan without flexibility
waiver so there is no basis for which I can grant you that waiver. '

Would you be willing to work with us and get a little bit differ-
ent language in that area?

Mr. RILEY. Well, I would certainly be more than willing to think
about that. The waiver aspect, I think, is very important. It is a
real good message, for one thing, that what we are interested in
are things working well and not just programmatic categories that
then make it difficult for a local school, and these would generally
be local problems that they are trying to deal with.

And so we favor that, but we put the language in there to point
back to the carrying out of the improvement plan; in other words,
it has to be associated with the carrying out of the education im-
provement plan, and you know the language we would certainly be
happy to look at in terms of that.

Mr. GUNDERSON. One final question. What, in your opinion, is
the difference between national content standards and national
curricula standards?

Mr. RMEll. My advisor tells me there are not national curriculum
standards, but that wasn't the question.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Did you advise your advisor the other side of
the question?

Mr. RILEY. He gave me a good answer but it was to the wrong
question.

And I know wha: my concept of national content standards are
and how they are arrived at. I know that curriculum then devel-
oped through frameworks on the State level would be driven hope-
fully by voluntary high national standards that the State could
look to.

It is illegal for us to have a national curriculum, as you know,
and we don't favor that. But we think it is very important to have
world class national content standards. Curriculum is the course of
study. Content, as I see it, is what a person should know and be
able to do.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Perhaps what we need is a definition inserted
within the language someplace of content standards. As I read that
section, I don't think we defined national content standards any
place and I think to your credit I think you are trying to make
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sure nobody interprets that as curricula standards and I think the
best way to do that is to positively define it for whatever it is.

Mr. RILEY. Well, we can certainly take a look at that.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chair-

man.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you. Do you have any closing com-

ments you would like to make, Mr. Secretary?
Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I don't think so. I thank you and the

committee for the time and the interest and I really do think the
questions and the comments were all of a high level and indicate to
me that both sides of the aisle of your subcommittee clearly are in-
terested in improving education and that is what we are interested
in.

Chairman KILDEE. Well, I think you say it quite well. First of all,
we want to thank you for appearing this morning. I think that you
have helped draw members of this committee of both parties closer
together. Some hearings are divisive and some have the opposite
effect and I think you have been very helpful in drawing members
of the committee, including members of both parties, closer togeth-
er and that is a very significant contribution.

And I know on both sides of the aisle we look forward to working
with you because we have some real needs in education in this
country, and you are the number one Federal educator appointed
by the President. We have two major bills this year we need to
work on, this bill and the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act.

Hopefully, as we did so well 28 years ago, 1965, with the initial
enactment of that bill that we will look forward 28 years now and
see how we can really affect the quality of education in this coun-
try with both this reform bill and the ESEA bill.

Thank you very much for your appearance here this morning.
Mr. RILEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m, the hearing was adjourned, subject to

the call of the Chair.]
[Additional material submitted for the record follows:]

4t)



36

STATEMENT OF HON. TIM ROEMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE
OF INDIANA

Mr. Chairman. Since I began my service in the House of Representatives, it has
always been a pleasure and an honor to serve on your subcommittee. I am particu-
larly pleased and excited to be here this morning as we welcome Secretary Riley V-
discuss "Goals 2000: Educate America," President Clinton's school reform bill.

Mr. Secretary, you demonstrated your expertise at reforming education during
your tenure as Governor of South Carolina. You built coalitions to fight for educa-
tion and insisted that schools set goals for students. You then set out to ensure that
schools had the resources to help students meet those goals. We are all well aware
of similar school reform efforts in Arkansas under the leadership of President Clin-
ton. It is my hope that we, as Federal legislators, can mirror these efforts and
prompt genuine reform within the other 48 States.

I view "Goals 2000" as the first shot across the bow in a battle for our Nation's
schools. We have a unique and critical opportunity to establish a framework in
which our Nation's students can thrive and truly be the best educated children in
the world. I am confident that under your leadership "Goals 2000' will be the first
of many steps in that direction.

I look forward to working with you and the President on this bill, as well as the
Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and other initia-
tives.
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. O'TooLE, EEO, PRESIDENT, THE AMERICAN SPEECH-
LANGUAGE-HEARING ASSOCIATION

The American Speech-Language-Hearing Association [ASHA] represents over
70,000 speech-language pathologists and audiologists nationwide. Nearly half of
ASHA's members are employed in educational settings and in large part serve stu-
dents with communication impairments under the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act. ASHA members have a long and outstanding history of contributing in
the areas of education and special education through services, research, training,
and professional standards.

ASHA supports improving educational opportunities for all students, including
students with disabilities through school reform efforts. Over the years, programs
for students with disabilities have made significant gains in providing quality serv-
ices in all schools, particularly in those programs that promote the provisions of the
least restrictive environments. The inclusion of students with disabilities in Goals
2000: Educate America Act solidifies the statement that students with disabilities
are an integral part of the entire educational community.

ASHA strongly supports the limitation of waivers contained in this bill. We do
not feel that the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act as amended, or its ac-
companying regulations should be included in the waiver section, and we suggest
the need for clearer construction language for this section.

We also recommend that the terms "related services" and "related service person-
nel" be included through the bill whenever the terms educator or teachers are used.
Although these services providers are not teachers per se, they offer services that
are critical for the quality education of all students, especially students with disabil-
ities.

ASHA firmly believes that the National &location Goals relate to the needs of
students with disabilities. Accommodations and adaptations for students with di-
verse learning needs must be included for all assessment systems and all content
standards systems that are developed through the work of the National Goals Panel
and the National Education Standards Improvement Council.

We hope that our recommendations are useful to you and we appreciate your con-
sideration of our comments.
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STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL COALITION FOR ADVANCED MANUFACTURING

NACFAM, an industry-led, non-partisan organization, supports the creation of na-
tional voluntary skill standards promoted by the National Skill Standards Board,
but only if industry plays a key role in determining those standards. While
NACFAM believes industry should take the lead in this process, we fully recognize
the importance of partnerships between States and Federal governments, h. lustry,
labor, and education.

We are submitting NACFAM's views on the skill standards issue for your review.
We would like to bring to your attention Sec. 403(b) of H.R. 1804, which states,
"With respect to each broadly based occupational cluster identified pursuant to sub-
section (a), the National Board shall encourage, promote, and assist in the voluntary
development and adoption by the groups described in subsection (c) ..."

To stress the importance of industry's involvement in the setting of skill stand-
ards, NACFAM proposes the following change:

"... the National Board shall encourage, promote and assist industry-led working
groups whose duty it is to develop and adopt national voluntary skill standards.
Each working group shall focus on a set of skills needed by industry and shall in-
clude all of those industries reliant on workers who possess those skills. Each work-
ing group comprised of organizations described in subsection (c) will develop..."

NACFAM will support the work of the Board as long as industry is well repre-
sented on the Board. In stressing this point, we make reference to the "Analysis of
the Finding of the Public Dialogue on Voluntary, Industry-Based Skill Standards
and Certification," which was included in an information packet released last Octo-
ber by the Departments of Education and Labor at a reception honoring the recipi-
ents of the Education and Labor skill standards grants. The analysis quoted a re-
spondent as saying, "Industry has to take the lead in this process and be fully sup-
ported by labor, government and education. More specifically, industry-based trade
associations or business groups should become the focal point for the development of
standards."

NACFAM strongly believes that skill standards are necessary for the development
of a high-performance workforce, which is crucial to America's economic competi-
tiveness. NACFAM has 257 member organizations: 57 corporations (including sever-
al Fortune 500 companies); 175 centers of manufacturing technology extension, edu-
cation, and research (making NACFAM the largest association of such centers); and
25 national and technical training associations (representing between them over
80,000 firms and 25,000 technical education and training institutions).

We would like to thank the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Voca-
tional Education for keeping the record open for additional testimonies.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Statement by
Secretary of Education

Richard W. Riley

before the
House Subcommittee on

Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education

April 22, 1993

Chairman Kildee, Chairman Ford, Congressman Goodling, members of
the committee: It is a pleasure to be with you today to discuss
the President's education reform bill, the GOALS 2000: EDUCATZ
AMIRICA ACT.

Like each of you, I am deeply concerned about the quality of
elementary and secondary education in America. We must improve our
education system if we are to prosper as a.democratic country and
to build a high-skill high-wage economy. Education reform and
improvement must be a high priority in all of our communities and
states throughout this great country.

Unfortunately, too many of our students in America receive a
watered down curriculum. And for far too many of our students, we
have low expectations. Many other countries against which we
compote for jobs expect all of their students to take challenging
course work in a variety of academic areas, including especially
students headed for the work place rather than a 4-year college.

As we approach the 21st Century, our prosperity and dreams hinge on
education as never before. The global economy is characterized by
an information-rich world, dependent on technology and filled with
high skill, high-wage jobs: In this world, the work force,
businesses, communities and countries that are the smartest and
best educated will do the best. We cannot afford to leave any
student behind. Students must know well a variety of subjects --
from chemistry and foreign languages to geometry and the arts and
from English and geography to history. Many more students must be
competent in both academic and occupational areas as the world
becomes smaller and more immediate.

A strong education system is, of course, good for its own sake for
an individual, but now it is a social imperative in an ever-
changing democracy and an economic imperative in an international
marketplace. If we do not meet the challenges, we face, as
futurists say; an unacceptable future for many of today's children
and their communities. The GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT is
about taking a first step to an acceptable, brighter future for
America's children and youth.
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Two weeks ago, we released the math results from the 1992 National
Assessment of Educational Progress. While progress was made from
1990 to 1992, far too few-students reached the higher performance
levels; and, the gap in performance between students of different
racial/ethnic groups remains unacceptably largo. It did appear,
however- that students who took more difficult courses, did more
homework and watched loss television performed better on the NAEP
exam. Early signs are that the more challenging math standards and
curriculum recommended by the nation's math teachers will make a
positive difference in student performance.

In a world in which what you can earn depends upon what you can
learn, today's young people will be destined for a future of lower
pay unless we can help many more of them take and master more
challenging subject matter.

Therefore, we need to redouble our efforts to meet the National
Education Goals, and to help all children, regardless of their
circumstances, meet challenging standards. That's why putting the
Goals and the bipartisan Goals Panel in formal Federal policy to
report on progress is so important and is part of this GOALS 2000:
EDUCATE AMIERICA ACT legislation. To achieve these goals will
require a fundamental overhaul of our education system and new
relationships and partnerships between our schools and parents,
educators, community groups, social and health agencies, business,
higher education and early childhood services.

At the Federal level, we can best help by supporting local and
State reformers and motivating, leading and providing information
and seed money for State and local communities that are looking for
ways to improve. The GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT is about
change. It is designed to expand the use of challenging curricula,
instruction, and assessments geared to world-class standards ...
and do that for all students.

The GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT will help to identify voluntary
internationally competitive standards for what students should know
and be able to do in each of the major subject areas and
occupational areas. Students, teachers, parents, communities and
States can use these voluntary standards developed by the National
Education Standards and Improvement Council to judge their own
performance. Studies now report that American students don't do as
well as students in other industrialized countries. Yet, currently
we have no way to provide educators, parents, students or policy
makers throughout our nation with information about the content and
rigor that students in other countries study and to match this
information to our own American expectations for students. The
GOALS 2000 process will identify and make such information
available throughout America.

Similarly, we don't have information available about what
constitutes internationally competitive opportunity-to-learn
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standards. Through the GOALS 2000 ACT, voluntary exemplary
opportunity-to-learn standards will be identified in essential
areas related directly to teaching and learning such as the quality
and availability of curricula and materials and professional
development of teachers to deliver this higher content. This
information will be made available by the National Education
Standards and Improvement Council. Again, how can we compote
internationally if we don't know what we are competing against?
GOALS 2000 will give us that information.

The existence of standards will not change our schools. We need
sustained, broad-based, grassroots efforts of parents, educators,
business, labor, and citizens all to provide every student the
opportunity to reach these standards. The GOALS 2000 legislation
will challenge every State and community to develop comprehensive
action,plans to overhaul their schools so that every student and
every school can reach these challenging standards. It will
activate the forces of reform which must occur in classrooms,
schools, school districts, colleges and local and State
governments.

These changes should not be just for change's sake, but to achieve
greater levels of skills and learning for all students ... levels
that are internationally competitive in academic and occupational
areas. Students and schools will work hardar and smarter if they
are givun the challenge and the opportunity.

The GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT builds on lessons learned from
local and State education reform efforts of the past 10-15 years.
Unfortunately, these reform efforts have been disconnected and
often not sustained. But, these efforts have taught us that
education reforms are more likely to work if they:

are comprehensive and systemic -- pieces fit together like a
puzzle;

focus on challenging curriculum and better instruction for all
students, to help many more students to reach higher
standards;

provide teachers and principals with new professional
development opportunities, to deliver the challenging content
and work with diverse student populations;

involve more educators, parents, communities and business with
school improvement efforts;

are long-term -- phased in over 5-7 years;

have State assistance to encourage bottom-up local classroom
innovation and school site planning;
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have accountability based on results; and

provide for greater-flexibility to encourage innovation and
new ways of organizing the school day and year.

The local and State improvement plans under GOALS 2000 will begin
to address changes that best meet each school's, community's and
State's unique circumstances. Almost 94% of the funds authorized
for this Act in 1994 ($393 of $420 million) are dedicated to these
purposes.

GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA is only a first step, but a critical
first step to start America down the road to renewal in education.
We need major new investments in early childhood and infant and
national health as the President has proposed. The Elementary and
Secondary Education Act and Office of Education Research and
Improvement need to be reauthorized. We in the Department, like
you, aro reviewing and re-evaluating every part of the ESEA and
OERI to revitalize these important programs to help disadvantaged
schools roach challenging standards. We need to have a new school -
to-work transition, youth apprenticeship program, building on the
early successes of Tech-Prep and other similar initiatives.

In addition, this bill would establish a National Skill Standards
Board. American workers, employers, training providers and
educators must know what knowledge and skills are required. This
part of the bill encourages the development and adoption of a
voluntary national system of skill standards and certification.
The United States -- unique among our competitors -- lacks a formal
system for developing and disseminating occupatonal skill
standards.

The challenge for us to lead and to act here in Washington is
great. The challenge for educators, parents, students and the
public all across America to revitalize and reinvent our schools is
great. It has been ten years, almost to the day, since the report
entitled A Nation At Risk was released. We have learned much about
education reform since then. It is time to apply these new lessons
across this land. The GOALS 2000: EnUCATE AMERICA ACT will help do
that.

Together we can be successful. The GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT
starts us on that high road to success. We need your help and
support to pass it.
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The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., Room 2175,

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale E. Kildee, Chairman,
presiding.

Members present: Representatives Kildee, Miller of California,
Sawyer, Unsoeld, Roemer, Mink, Engel, Green, Woolsey, English,
Strickland, Payne, Ford, Good ling, Gunderson, and McKeon.

Staff present: Susan Wilhelm, staff director; Mary Gardner, pro-
fessional staff member; Jack Jennings, education counsel; Diane
Stark, legislative specialist; and Margaret Kajeckas, legislative as-
sociate.

Chairman KILDEE. The Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,
and Vocational Education convenes this morning to discuss several
issues that will help shalie the direction that education reform
takes in this country in the months ahead, as we work through this
bill.

Secretary Riley joined us week before last to discuss Goals 2000:
Educate America Act, which is the administration's proposal to
promote systemic reform in schools. Secretary Robert Reich, of the
Department of Labor, joins us today to discuss Title IV of this bill,
which is the first step in a comprehensive effort to prepare individ-
uals for the workplace.

While we work toward better defining what a quality school
looks like and what children should know, we must also give stu-
dents the tools that will enable them to look at a prospective occu-..

pation and know what skills are required for it.
The representatives of the General A ccounting Office and the

National Science Foundation will discuss systemic reform efforts
and possible ways that the Federal Government might encourage
such efforts. We will also hear from Dr. Sam Meisels, regarding au-
thentic petformance assessments for young children, and Rob Hall
will present the National Retail Federation's perspective on Title
IV.

Before I introduce our witnesses, I would like to recognize my
good friend and "Mr. Education" in the Congress here. I made a
visit to his district this past Friday, and he came to my district on

(43)
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Saturday, and we took testimony on tin reauthorization of ESEA.
My good friend, Bill Goodling.

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Last week, we had the
opportunity to hear from Secretary Riley, regarding the education
titles of the administration's Goals 2000 legislation. Today, I would
like to welcome Secretary Reich and Rob Hall, of the National Fed-
eration of Retailem, to discuss Title IV of the bill. I would like also
to welcome all the other witnesses that will appear before us today.

With the growing realization that U.S. competitiveness is in-
creasingly dependent on the skills of the American workforce,
broad-based support has arisen for the development of national
skill standards, and I strongly support the development of such a
system in this country. I have, as a matter of fact, with Mr. Gun-
derson, introduced legislation that is somewhat similar to Title IV
of H.R. 1804. My concern, however, was that it be a voluntary kind
of thing and not something where there would be too much of a
presence of the Federal Government involved.

Two years ago, the Departments of Labor and Education, en-
gaged in efforts to facilitate and promote the voluntary develop-
ment of industry-recognized skill standards through the issuance of
grants to industry-led partnerships of business, labor, and experts
in education and training. That seems to be moving along quite
well. I believe there are those, who presently have those grants,
who are concerned that perhaps Title IV may put too much of a
role on the Federal Government and may drive the different part-
ners away from their present development.

I had hoped that it would not become part of the education
reform bill, because I thought the education reform bill was big
enough, and the skill standards are big enough. The last I heard,
we either have 120 some or 140 some programs throughout the
Federal Government, dealing with training and retraining. I do not
suppose you have found all of those as yet; I have not found them,
and I have been here 18 years.

But I would hope that we would have a coordinated effort, and
my hope was that we would do this separately so that we would
not get involved with education reform. Since we have, I hope we
can work together to take away some of the concerus I have in re-
lationship to Title IV.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman KILDEE. I know the Secretary has a very busy sched-

ule, so we will let him testify first and take questions from the
members of the committee afterwards.

Mr. Secretary, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT B. REICH, SECRETARY, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. REICH. Thank you, Chairman Kildee, Representative Good-
ling, and members of the subcommittee. It is a pleasure to be here
this morning to testify with regard to the need for high-wage jobs
and also credentials to lead to high-wage jobs.

I am enormously encouraged at the bipartisan support that I
have heard this morning but also have heard all along the way,
since I have been here over the lastit seems like more than 100
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days, Mr. Chairmanon issues of school to work and issues of cre-
dentialing, issues of making sure that people have avenues of
upward mobility.

With the Chairman's permission, I would like to submit my testi-
mony for the record.

Chairman KILDEE. Without objection, it will be included in the
record.

Mr. REICH. Also with the Chairman's and the committee's per-
mission, I would like to take a brief few minutes to go over the
nature of the problem. Some of you were subjected to me talking
about OSHA the other day, with regard to the nature of the prob-
lem.

I do not want to spend very much time on this, but I want to
make sure that we all are at least somewhat in agreement about
what we are trying to achieve and why. Otherwise, we sometimes
go off in different directions, without agreeing to even the basic
nature of the problem. So if you will tolerate just a couple of min-
utes of laying the groundwork, I would appreciate it.

Chairman KILDEE. As a former teacher, I like to see a teacher in
action before this committee.

Mr. REICH. I try to avoid the temptation to go exactly 40 min-
utes.

Chairman KILDEE. I had told them that if you did not show up in
7 minutes, they could all leave.

Mr. REICH. There will be an exam, however.
There are two separate, distinguishable, but related problems the

administration is trying to achieve and you have been working on
with regard to skill standards and credentialing. I want to make
sure that we understand that they are two separate problems, even
thougl, they are related.

The i:rst chart here shows the percent distribution of increase in
job losers during a recession. Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, you can see that on the average for the four prior reces-
sions, 44 percent of the people who were unemployed were going to
be recalled. They expected recall, and they in fact did get recalled.

This is a typical cyclical recession in which you have a great
number of people who are simply victims of the business cycle.
They do not need retraining, they do not need to worry about any-
thing, they will just get their job back.

The whole unemployment insurance system was premised on the
notion that this was a very big portion. In fact, if we had done this
years ago, there would have been an even larger one there. This is
only for the last four recessions.

This recession, some would say, has ended; others would say it is
a jobless recovery that is really not much of a recovery at all. You
can see that there are only 14 percent of the people who have been
unemployed who are getting their jobs back. My point here is that
there is an enormous problem of structural unemployment in the
economy right now, and that structural unemployment has many
sources and many underpinnings.

One of them is that large companies are slimming down quite
considerably. The restructurings that began in the 1980s are con-
tinuing with a vengeance. Number two, we have military downsiz-
ing, which is completely appropriate in a post-Cold War world.
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Number three, advances in technology mean that entire industries
are changing very rapidly. The computer mainframe industry is no
longer what it was. In fact, some would say that it is only a small
fraction of what it was. Number four, international trade and the
winds of international trade.

All of this adds up to enormous structural changes. This means
that people have to change jobs, more than ever before. Americans
have to get new skills, more than ever before. They have to know
how to get the skills, where to get the skills, where to go to get the
skills, what skills they need, and where the jobs are. This is an in-
formation problem facing many Americans, really for the first time
on this scale.

Next, I would like to show you the second aspect of the problem.
It is not the same as the first. It is related indirectly to the first,
but you have to keep in mind that it is a second and separate prob-
lem with regard to employment.

This is the real hourly earnings of production or nonsupervisory
workers on private non-farm payrolls. This is BLS Current Employ-
er Statistics survey, 1992, and this is adjusted for 1992 dollars.

You can see that in 1977, real hourly earnings of production or
nonsupervisory workerseverybody other than managerial, profes-
sional, and technical workerswere approaching $12 per hour, on
average. They have consistently deteriorated since 1977. This is ad-
justed for inflation.

You can see that in 1991, verging on 1992and this is the latest
data for which we have fairly confident numbersthey are, right
now, just a little bit over $10, but they are on a downward trajecto-
ry. Most American workers have seen their real inflation-adjusted
earnings for their cohorts, for their age group, continue to decline,
on average, since 1977.

Remember, the first chart was about the difficulty of finding new
jobs and the structural adjustment problems we face. Even Ameri-
cans who have jobs are seeing that it is getting harder and harder
to get a job that pays well, that pays as well as the jobs we had
before.

The Bureau of the Census tells us that between 1979 and 1991,
we had what might be conventionally called the decline of the
middle class. American at the top did better, and Americans at
the bottom did worse. There has been a great deal of controversy as
to why that has occurred. These are pre-tax dollars.

Let me show you what I think is perhaps the most interesting
chart here. It is a little bit difficult to discern, but let me explain
it. I think that this chart actually has an awful lot to do with the
others. This is the income of college graduates relative to other
education groups between 1972 and 1990.

You can see that the ratio, the income of college graduates rela-
tive to other education groups, has continued to increase. If you
have less than high school, you are falling further and further
behind college graduates, in terms of your real earnings. Less than
high school, the ratio is over 2 percent. If you are a college gradu-
ate relative to high school, you are doing better and better; not
quite as well, relative to non-high-school graduates, but you are
doing much better than the high school graduate. If you have 1 to
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3 years of college, relative to the college graduate, still you are
doing substantially better.

The moral of the stor-; is that much of the decline in nonsupervi-
sory wages, I believe, can be attributed to educational deficiencies,
simply not being ready for the new world of work.

This is different from the first chart, remember, which has to do
with structural unemployment. These are the people who, because
of all the changes in the American economy, cannot find a job that
matches their skill. This includes the aerospace defense engineer

a who now cannot find a job. This is not an educational deficiency
problem. This is an information problem, a mismatch between
where people are, the skills they have, and where the jobs are.
This, affecting most American workers, has to do with their prepa-. ration for all jobs, whatever jobs are out there.

They are two separate issues that are plaguing the American
workforce, and there is no simple or easy solutions to either of
them. This committee has been dealing with both of them for far
longer than I have been dealing with them.

Occupational skill standards fits directly within the parameters
of a solution or solutions to these problems. In the coming months,
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Department of
Labor and the administration will be talking with many of you and
will be working with you in developing a more comprehensive ap-
proach to skills.

Reference was made to the fact that we have, in this country, an
awful lot of separate and disparate training programs, not only at
the Federal level but also at the State level. We have training pro-
grams that sometimes are relevant, sometimes are irrelevant.
Many of them at the Federal Government level are categorical, so
it is very hard for somebody to even know they are eligible and
very hard for somebody to become eligible if they get laid off for
purposes for which the categorical grant was not created.

We are going to be working with you. I look forward to talking
with you about that concept and the design of that much more
comprehensive program which v ill feature one-stop shopping. We
will try to make it much ea,sier for people who need to get some
training to go to one place and get the training they need.

We have an additional problem in this country, and I will be
talking with all of you about this. It is how to ease the adjustment
from school to work for many of our young people who are not
going on to college.

You saw that chart with regard to nonsupervisory workers. A lot
of that is young people who, years ago, could simply graduate from
high school, get a $16-an-hour job in a factory. They cannot do that
any longer because that $16-an-hour job is not there any longer.
We will be working with you on developing those designs and those
programs.

Central to all of these training issues, central to the question of
what jobs and where, is the issue of skill standards. When I go
around the country and talk to people about getting more skills
and better skills, upgrading themselves, the first question that
people ask me is, "Training for what?"
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There is nothing worse than asking somebody to get trained, or
having somebody get trained, or being trained yourself, for a job or
an industry which does not exist.

I was in Seattle, not long ago, talking to timber workers. We had
a lot of discussions about "Training for what?" I have talked to de-
fense workers, and I have talked to workers who were affected by
international trade.

Even when I can give a satisfactory answer of what they can be
trained for, the next question they ask very often is, "Once I am
trained, how can I show any future employer that I indeed have
the competencies and the training relative to that future employ-
er? What is the credential I can show if I am not college educated?
What can I use to prove that I indeed have that credential?"

In this country, we have a system that sorts the college educated
and puts them on one track and everybody else on another track.
The college degree is utilized by employers as a proxy to symbolize,
"Here is somebody who went through 4 years. Here is somebody
who has, obviously, a certain degree of skills and education."

I can tell you, as a former university teacher, the college degree
does not have very much to do with actual skills on the job. It is
simply an indication that here is somebody who, Mr. or Ms. Em-
ployer, you can invest in, confident that the person has at least the
basics, the fundamentals.

Given the growing gap we have in this country between people
who have a college degree and other people who do not have a col-
lege degree, we need to think imaginatively about how to provide
other avenues of upward mobility for people who do not or cannot
get a college degree. We cannot afford to degenerate into a two-
tiered economy, a two-tiered society of the sort you saw when I pre-
sented those graphs to you. We have to explore how we can provide
people with a credential that will get them a good job. -

Remember the two questions that I keep hearing: "Training for
what?" and "How can I prove that I actually do have the training,
that I have the credentials?"

There is one question that a lot of business executives ask me:
"How can I find the person I need if I am not going to rely solely
on a 4-year college degree? How can I be sure that somebody has
the skills that I need? I cannot simply rely on their representa-
tions. Or if they have training, I cannot simply rely upon the name
of the training school or institute, because there are too many of
them, and the training programs are fragmented."

There is an information problem here, on the supply side and on
the demand side. On the supply side, it is an information problem
because people do not know what to train for, and they do not
know how to prove that they have a credential. On the demand
side, a lot of employers do not know how to identify people, non-
college-graduates, who in fact have the relevant training.

We have to get supply and demand together, both in order to
overcome the structural unemployment that is growing in this
country but also to provide avenues of upward mobility for kids
who are not going to college.

Nationally recognized skill standards provide a place where
supply and demand can come together. They provide answers to
those three questions potentially: Training for what? How do I
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show that I actually have the basic competencies? And for employ-
ers, How do I find the people I need, if I am not going to rely only
on college degrees.

A great deal of work has already been done in this area. The De-
partment of Education, the Department of Labor, many of you, and
States and localities have been involved, and many industries and
certainly labor unions have been involved in developing skill stand-
ards. There is a lot of positive work that has gone on.

The purpose of this proposed legislation is to provide an added
impetus and a framework for the work that is going on end to do
so in a way that provides a national focus so that these s:tills are
portable across boundaries. People are going to have to move a lot.

We want to make sure that the skill standards and the develop-
ment of skill standards comport with six basic criteria. First of all,
as I said, that they are nationally portable and that they are recog-
nized nationally.

Second, that there is a kind of national clearinghouse with
regard to supply and demand. A lot of these things are going on all
over the country, but nobody knows about them. In Florida, they
do not know about the skill standards being developed in Michigan.
There ought to be a place where there can be knowledge and fertil-
ization across boundaries.

Third, they have to be developed by business, labor, and educa-
tional institutions. This is the place where all of those communities
meet. These skill standards are not going to be useful unless busi-
ness needs them. They are not going to be useful unless education-
al institutions, short of the 4-year collegehere I am talking about
community colleges, technical colleges, and all kinds of educational
institutionsutilize them. They are not going to be useful unless
workers and labor unions have a voice in the sense of, "This is the
frontline worker. This is what we need. This is our perspective."
They are not going to be useful unless all of these communities
come together. As we see around the country, where these skills
are being developed and those communities are not coming togeth-
er, they are less useful for the purposes I mentioned originally.

Fourth, credentialing ought to be based on assessments of per-
formance and outcomes, not on tests, wherever possible. This is
something I talked to Congresswoman Mink about last night. Tests
often do not measure anything better or more profound than the
ability to take a test. Again, I can put on my college teacher hat in
attesting to the value of tests and measuring the ability to take
tests. What we need is assessments based on performance and
based on outcomes.

Fifth, free of bias. I and my staff have been talking in recent
days with civil rights communities, here in Washington and others
in the civil rights community. Obviously, there is a history to this.
You do not want to create any kind of tests, any kinds of assess-
ments, or any kind of standards which are biased in any way,
which in any way violate or abrogate or in any way put in danger
the principles of the Civil Rights Act of 1991.

Sixth, we should not have, and do not need, a big bureaucracy.
This is why the idea is to have an independent board, a board that
is not part of a government department, a board that can be a faci-
litator of all these groups coming together. A very small budget.
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People on the board not paid full-time salaries. People on the board
representing these very different communities that need to come
together to provide some national coherence to the skill develop-
ment and standards process.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I will look for-
ward to getting into detail with you about this legislation, but let
me wind up my prepared remarks by saying this. I view the skill
standards as a unifying device. Reference was made to all the dif-
ferent training programs. We have a lot of different training pro-
gramsthe government does and the private sector does.

We have a lot of confusion out there in the market as to, "What
should I be trained for? How do I show that I have been trained?"
and also by employers saying, "Where can I find the right people?"
If skill standards are created appropriately and well, then there
are answers to all three of those questions because you create the
possibility.

There are new potential occupations out there. I have seen them.
I have talked to people in them. They do not require a college
degree. Computer aided drafting and design. There is a demand out
there for people who can do computer aided drafting and design,
but there is not a skill standard, and people do not know that there
is a demand. The business community needs it, but there is no way
of actually showing that you have that training.

Manufacturing specialists, who are able to use statistical process
control, who can do basic computer programming, who can do work
scheduling and cost accounting. These are the frontline workers of
the future: independently self-managed teams. You go to the best
factories in the United States and these are the people you see.
These are the skills they need. There is no way of preparing for
these jobs right now. You cannot get a certificate.

Environmental remediation. A big industry. It is going to be a
bigger industry. You do not need a college degree to qualify as a
specialist in environmental remediation, with regard to having the
basic technical knowledge of contaminants or pollution reduction
technologies. You should not have to have a college degree.

The former West Germany, with higher real wages of production
workers than we have, has a much smaller proportion of its popu-
lation going on to college. There are avenues of upward mobility,
and there are ways of credentialing people there that provide those
avenues of upward mobility. We do not have them here. We need
them. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Robert B. Reich follows:]
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. REIal
SECRETARY OF LABOR

BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON -
ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

May 4, 1993

Chairman Kilda, Representative Good ling, Members of the Subcommittee:

This Administration has made a commitment to bring America's workers and
high-wage jobs back together again. I am pleased to have the opportunity today to
emphasi7, for you the fundamental role of skill standards in realizing this commitment

Our national eccoomy is becoming, increasingly, a technological and global
economy. To succeed in the new economy, our workers must be better-educated, highly-
skilled, and adaptable - as well as trained to world-clus standards. Developing and
sustaining a globally-competitive workforce will require a significant, long-term
commitment to improving education and training.

But increased fading for education and training alone will not suffice. We must
be able to direct our training efforts toward creating higher-skill and higher-paying jobs.
We need to make sure that our training programs effectively suprly the skills employers
demand - and that our programs open doors to opportunity and responsibility - not
close or restrict them. And we need to ensure that students, employees, and job-seekers,
whether seeking first jobs, better jobs, or new jobs - can be confident that they are
getting top-quality training - and that their training efforts will culminate in a certificate
of competency, recognized and respected by employers.

The experience of our competitors clearly demonstrates that certificates of
competency and mastery provide industry with critical htnchntarb and offer students,
worker:, and employers valuable, reliable information concerning occupational skfil levels.
However, tbe United States - unlilre most major industrialized nations - has no formal
system for developing and disseminating occupational skill standards.

Our nation does not lack models of effective education and training - but we are
missing a comprehensive framework for the development, &augment, and certification of
workforce alas.

The GO& 2000 Educate America Act (H.R. 1804) lays the cornerstone of the
Administration's comprehensive strategy to create a system for developing the high=
skills that lead to higher-paying jobs. The development of a well-educated, highly-skilled
workforce requires high occupational skill standards, as well as high academic standards.
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Skill standards provide a critical link between the education system and the labor market
Title IV of the bill would establish a National Skill Standards Board responsible for
promoting the development and adoption of a voluntary, nation-wide system of skill
standards assessment and certification.

Both H.R. 1804 and other legislation currently before you build on the wide-
spread, bipartisan consensus that has developed across different industries and among
varied interest,groups that this nation needs a skill standards system. We are not
starting from icratch: significant contn1nitions to the development of such a system have
aiready been made by business, labor, educators, and the states and with able
leadership such as yours, Chairman Kildee. This work, and the efforts of the Labor and
Education Departments, have provided important indications about the benefits of a
voluntary MO standards system. With a system of skill standards in place:

students in education and training programs can earn a credential that is
portable and recognizable;

job applicants armed with a meaningful certification of their skill levels
can have fair access to employment opportunities;

employers have reliable, performance-based information with which to
evaluate workers' skill levels; and

workers thanks to a coherent, credible system of assessing and
communicating slrill levels can certify that they have mastered the skills
nenf-ctary for world-class productivity and can enhance their employment
security with portable credentials and skills.

In addition, a vauntary skill standards system will benefit

industry, by giving training providers and prospective employees
information concerning the skills needed for employment in specific
occupations;

training providers and educators, by establishing benchmarks for
appropriate training services; and

government, by promoting accountability among publicly-funded training
programs and protecting the integrity and efficacy of public expenditures.

In concert with the Administration's other initiatives to develop our nation's human
resources, such as the school-to-work and one-stop-shopping proposals, a voluntary skill
standards system can provide a powerful means of ensuring our education and training
programs work together.
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But the tremendous scope of the task and the intrinsic importance of ensuring a
comprehensive, national system militate against the ability of any one group to develop
the system on its own. That is why the private sector has actively sought the Federal
Government's assistance in bringing the necessity partners together.

Title IV of Goals MOO takes us to this critical nest step by providing impetus
and structure for the sta.inholders to develop a skill standards system. The title .

establishes thei National Skill Standards Board, with balanced representation from
business and indusuy; organized labor; and educators, community-based organizations,
and state and local governments in addition to the Secretaries of Labor, Education,
and Commerce, and the Chair of the National Education Standards and Improvement
Council, also created in the Goals 2000 legislation.

The Federal role in this endeavor does not include top-down mandates or more
bureaucracy. Rather, the Board's task is to help the major stakeholders to develop the
sYstem, by:

identifying broad clusters of major occupations that involve one or more
indusuies in the United Stang and

for each occupational cluster, promoting the development and adoption of
of skill standards, and the means of usessing and certifying the attainment
of such standards.

The legislation ensures that the process of developing skill standards is inclusive and
representative. It specifically requires the balanced participation of the key players in
each industry or occupational duster and provides for extensive opportunities for public
participation and comment before the Board endorses any proposed skill standards.

It is time to take the nen step. Our entire economy is suffering from the current
mismatch between jobs and skillg our widgets and our children deserve better. The
development and adoption of a velmitary, naticinl skill standards system will help make
sure that Americans equipped with new economy skills are ready for new economy jobs.

Thank you.

3
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. I appre-
ciate the work of your staff and the staff of this subcommittee,
along with the work of the various civil rights groups in this coun-
try, responding to concerns as to civil rights in developing these
skill standards. I think we have reached a consensus on that, and it
has been very helpful.

As you know, Mr. Secretary, I am from Flint, Michigan, the
birthplace of General Motors. At one time, we used to have about
80,000 General Motors employees there. Now, we have somewhere
between 40,000 and 50,000, depending on sales out there in the
market. Very often in this country, we find unemployment increas-
ing or stabilizing, even in the midst of a recovery. We find, at the
same time, productivity in this country going up.

What message should that send to our education and training
people, the fact that we have a different situation out there: pro-
ductivity increases and our unemployment stabilizes.

As a corollary to that question, how good, in general, is training
in this country? I would like to ask you as a college professor, and
you can decline if you want, if you were to give a grade to training
in this country in general, would you give it an A, B, C, D, or F?

Mr. REICH. Mr. Chairman, in partial answer to your question,
with regard to the labor market system that we have, the system
we have in place for getting people from job to job or getting people
ready for a job without a college degree, I would give the entire
labor market system we have a D. It is not quite failing, but it is
close to failing, and it is certainly failing many Americans.

The irony, of course, is that we have a public and private system
in this country, rivaled by none, with regard to moving financial
capital from place to place. We have laws, regulations, brokers, and
commissions. We have a system of exchanges, one of the most
elaborate and most successful systems in the world, for moving
money to the highest and best use.

We do not have, as compared to other industrialized nations, a
good system, a modern system, for helping people move from job to
job, getting the training, the support, the counseling, the informa-
tion they need. One of the things I am going to dedicate myself to,
and again look forward to working with this committee on, is creat-
ing such a system. It is not going to happen overnight, but it is des-
perately needed by more and more Americans.

Chairman KILDEE. We have out there among our training mecha-
nisms JTPA. I know that is not what you are here to testify on di-
rectly, but has that system worked as well as you would want it to
work?

Mr. REICH. No, it has not. On the basis of information that I
have gleaned, and I am reading all the studies I can and going out
and watching and looking at all of the training centers I can possi-
bly watch and look at, I think that JTPA is doing a fair job for
some populations which it was intended to serve. It is not doing a
very good job, and in fact some studies show that it is doing a very
bad job, having a perverse effect on young people, particularly
teenagers and particularly teenage boys, with regard to giving
training.

One thing we know about training is, it has to be intense, and
sometimes it has to be long. Short-term non-intense training does
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not work. With regard to poverty populations, one of the most suc-
cessful training programs we have is Job Corps. What is there
about the Job Corps that characterizes it and makes it different
from many of our other training programs? It is intense, it is long
term, and it really changes people's lives. It is a very expensive
program.

The needs of people in this country who have been unfortunate,
who are living in places where there has been a breakdown of both
the family and the economy, are enormous. We are also addressing
today the needs of working class Americans, average Americans.
They, too, now need a great deal of help finding new jobs, getting
better jobs, getting employed.

Chairman Krum& I am the chief sponsor of a bill that would in-
crease the number of Job Corps centers by 50. I have seen real
training take place there for real jobs. I think we really have to
proceed along that line to get training, particularly for our people
who are disadvantaged and really can be lost. We have to address
that, and I know the President is very concerned with improving
that program.

One final question. You said, 'Training for what? How do we
prove we have the training?" And the employer may ask, "How do
I know the person is trained?" Those three essential questions.
After those questions are answered, what role does employer-pro-
vided training play in the scheme of things?

Mr. REICH. Employers around America are spending approxi-
mately $30 billion a year training their employees. This is a good,
hefty sum. Thirty billion dollars is about what the States and the
Federal Government spend on unemployment insurance. It turns
out, on closer inspection, that approximately two-thirds of this
sum, about $20 billion, is spent on employees who already have col-
lege degrees. The 75 percent of Americans without 4-year college
degrees, who are in the most need and are most in danger of losing
their way economically, are getting a relatively small portion of
that $30 billion package.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
Mr. Good ling? Mr. Gunderson?
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, welcome back. One of these days we will let you

quit testifying and get some work done, but it is always enjoyable
to hear your presentations.

You know that some of us are concerned about the board. I am
sitting here trying to figure out if we are so much in agreement
that we are focusing on the minute details or if the minute details
are so much the foundation of what we are trying to do that unless
we resolve this, nothing works. I have not figured out the answer
to that yet.

Let me read to you what Mr. Hall, from the business community,
is going to say later in his testimony. He said, "However, the fear
in the business community is that the national board would divert
the development of skill standards away from employers, employ-
ees, and training providers. For skill standards to work and to have
real meaning, the individuals who will be using themthe employ-
ees, the employers, and the training providersneed to be involved
at every stage of the process."
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I will follow that up, if I might. We are not clear, very frankly,
as we look at the legislation, whether you mean this as voluntary
or mandatory. Let me just share the language that troubles us.

In section 403(b) of the bill, you say it is the intent to "encour-
age, promote, and assist in the voluntary development and adop-
tion of skill standards." If you contrast that with section 403(a), it
says, "The Board shall identify broad clusters of occupations . . ."
and it goes on to say, "This shall be done" by, I think it is, 1995.
You actually use the language on page 88 of the bill, where you
say, "The National Board determines, after public review and com-
ment, that these standards are appropriate for the industry or oc-
cupation."

That seems to tell every industry that you can develop any kind
of voluntary skill standards you want, but this boardnot you, the
industryis going to determine whether they are appropriate for
your industry and for your occupation. How do you alleviate this
concern that we are going to create an all-powerful board, as op-
posed to facilitating the development of voluntary skill standards
within each respective industry?

Mr. REICH. Congressman, perhaps the word "board" semantically
conjures up the wrong images. I envision a clearinghousea group
of business, labor, and education peoplewho are able to identify,
under section 403(a), broad clusters of major occupations where, as
I have tried to identify just a moment ago, there seems to be some
need.

Again, the business community is absolutely critical here and the
education community is critical. This is a forum. It is a conversa-
tion where we say, "It looks like we do have a need here." If they
are wrong, if there is not a need, those standards will never be
used. This is why they are voluntary. If they are right, supply and
demand come together.

In section 403(b), it says: "encourage, promote, assist in the vol-
untary development and adoption" by the groups of those stand-
ards.

Again, if the board is wrong, if there is no need, then those
standards will not be used. They will be utilized only if those stand-
ards genuinely respond to the underlying questions: What should I
be training for? How can I prove that I have that skill? And for the
employer to say, Where can I find the people I need? This is all a
matter of supply and demand.

Unfortunately, in legislative language, we talk about boards and
we talk about "representatives." The minute we talk about repre-
sentatives, we all get into the language of legislating. Let me again
hasten to say and underscore, the purpose here is to answer the
three questions and to bring supply and demand together.

We want to create a forum in which business, education, and
labor have a better chance than they do now of identifying areas
where skill standards would ease market adjustments, bring people
and skills and areas of need together, and also provide some bench-
marks for young people and others who want to get skills and com-
munity colleges and technical institutions who want to know what
they should train people for.

61



57

Mr. GUNDERSON. How would you respond if, rather than a board,
we created an advisory commission that had the advisory function
but made it clear that it was not an all-powerful board?

Mr. REICH. Congressman, I would be pleased if you called it a
banana. It does not matter. The semantics really do not matter.
The function is the most important thing.

I did not mean to be flippant with you just now.
Mr. GUNDERSON. No, I am not offended.
Mr. REICH. To the extent that the semantics are getting in the

way with regard to conjuring up images of regulatory authority, I
would be very open to exploring different words that have less of
that kind of effect.

Mr. GUNDERSON. The concern I have, and I think we agree, is
that we are playing catch-up in this area. You are recommending a
28-member independent national board. You and I both know that
you are going to have to develop the regulations to make sure the
board is independent but not so independent that, very frankly,
you and Secretary Riley cannot get done what needs to get done.

Then you are going to have to establish an appointment process.
If I understand correctly, we are going to get three appointments
from Bob Michel, three appointments from Tom Foley, and three
appointments from Bob Dole, and three appointments from George
Bush, and then the administration is going to figure out who they
are, and they are going to have 12 of their own to counterbalance
those congressional appointments. Then we are going to have these
four official appointments being the Cabinet secretaries and the
chair of NESC.

Then, all of a sudden, we are going to get this group together and
they are going to say, "By God, we have an appointment, and we
are going to do something to change the world." And you are going
to say, "Wait a minute, guys. We have to get something done." I
really worry.

That is why, in the bill that I and Congressman Good ling have
introduced, we have said, frankly, we are Republicans, giving you,
the Secretary of Labor and the Secretary of Education, the author-
ity to put together a compact. If you want an advisory commission
that helps you, that has involvement from the private sector, I am
all for that.

I think we are going to spend more time creating and controlling
this board than getting done the very mission that I think you and
I, and I think most of us, seek to do on a bipartisan basis.

This seems to me, with the possible exception of this civil rights
isoue on disparate impact, to be the only two real stumbling blocks
that we have to work out. Any help you can give us in that regard
or willingness I would appreciate immensely.

Mr. REICH. Again, I am gratifiedmy staff has told me, and
other staffs working here continue to work very closely together
that there is very strong bipartisan support with regard to dealing
with the problem and also coming up with a solution along these
principles.

As you said, we do not want a big bureaucracy that suddenly
meets and says, "We are going to change the world, and we are
going to mandate something that is not here." The proposed legis-
lation gives them no power to mandate anything.
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Again let me underscore. If this board fails to do what the
market needs it to do, if it fails to identify areas where there -really
is a need for jobs, and where, if people were skilled appropriately,
they would be able to fulfill that need. If the board fails to do that,
which is its central function, overcoming that market imperfection,
then the board becomes, very rapidly, useless. If it fails to do what
it is supposed to do, it literally has no function.

What I hear you saying, and I understand exactly what you are
saying, is that you do not want to create a large group of people
who all feel that they are representatives of some other group of
people, and that their entire purpose in being there is simply to
represent their constituency. I understand that. That is why the
word "representative" is an unfortunate word.

On the other hand, it is vitally important that if this board, or
whatever you want to call it, is going to be able to identify areas of
potential needs and potential skills and bridge that gap, there are
people at that table from the business community, from the educa-
tion community, from the labor community, because those are the
communities that have the most information about how to bridge
that gap.

I do not have any better idea about how to make sure that they
are all around the table and how to also ensure that there is this
kind of national clearinghouse.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Do you see this as primarily related to the
youth apprenticeship programs or to our existing apprenticeship
programs as they exist in the adult trades?

Mr. REICH. This board and the voluntary skill standards that em-
anate and are encouraged and facilitated by this board would help
in every respect. It would help with regard to youth apprenticeship
or school-to-work programs because it would provide information,
answering those three questions that I presented.

It would help in people getting a new job, people who are dislo-
cated workers who want training: Where do I train? What do I
train for? Employers: Where do I look to get the people I need? It
would help an aerospace technician. The engineer probably has a
college degree, but let's take the aerospace engineer who wants to
get some skills which might build on aerospace engineering. The
aerospace engineer has no idea right now where there are jobs that
build upon those skills.

This certification process and this board, if it works and func-
tions as it should, will provide some answers to those questions.

Mr. GUNDERSON. The Chairman is ready to gavel me down, so let
me make a closing comment here. I hope that our goal is to break
the mold in designing new apprenticeship programs for the 21st
century, in not establishing a national skill standard for industrial
apprenticeship trades of the 1950s. We have to figure out how we
can accomplish that. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Mr. Gunderson.
Mr. Ford?
Mr. FORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The Secretary's concerns triggered something familiar to me, and

I started searching back through my computer for it. Then I had to
consult with my colleague who came to this committee with me in
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1965, Mrs. Mink. I said, "Who was that guy that Johnson had as
Secretary of Labor, who came down and said what he is saying?"

It was Willard Wirtz. He used slightly different language to de-
scribe a set of concerns that you just described when you talked
about putting supply and demand together.

There were members on both sides of the aisle who reacted like
the gentleman from Wisconsin who said, "That sounds like a very
complicated group of people to put together to do something." That
was late 1965.

It was because the older members in my party and the other
party could not conceptualize that we would ever be where we are
in 1993, where there was not a single industrial job out there avail-
able to an illiterate worker, that was an unknown in those days.
We could get jobs in the 1960s for people who could not read or
write and who could not speak English, but we cannot today, not
even at minimum wage, unless it is sweeping the floor or doing the
most menial of service jobs.

Because this committee was unwilling to wrestle with a concept
that was a little bit novel for the time, we have wasted 30 years to
start talking again about what you are talking about here today. I
want to tell you how grateful I am that somebody came along
before I finiEhed my career and picked up where Willard Wirtz left
off, and I hope you have better luck with the Congress of 1993 than
he had with the Congress of 1965 and 1966.

We were busy passing programs like they were going out of style.
"What do we need business people to tell us what we ought to train
people for?" Educators told us that. We have learned, some of us,
over the ensuing years that neither business nor educators have
the answer, when they are operating independently of each other.

As you said, we have some places in the country where we are
already doing this. I keep talking about it, and I have talked to you
about it. I want to get you out there. We are going to invite the
members of the full committee out there, when Mr. Good ling and I
get an itinerary, to look at some of the places where people are
doing what we think is what ought to be done to get us through the
end of this century.

Actual arrangements have been made by educators and trainers
with industries, with a specific industry, where the industry says,
"Let us help you develop a curriculum. If you train a person and
say that they have capability A, before you teach them capability
B, and then you teach them capability C, when they get to the
point where they are proficient in capability D, we will hire them
and teach them E, F, and G."

There is a school in my district that has been doing that for jobs
that are not even in the same State with the school for 10 years. So
w6 know it can work, if you have businessmen of good will and
educators of good will, but more importantly if they will sit down
and talk together. Sometimes you have to force them into it.

This committee, again going way back into the 1960s, was the
rst committee that said that vocational educators in this country

had to have a business advisory committee. When we first did that,
the traditionalists in vocational education said, "Oh, we are going
to have a lot of messing around with businessmen."
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In some places, the business advisory committee became the op-
erator of the downtown dime store, whose idea of training was
really very limited. We go nowhere with it for years. We are still
arguing with people about whether or not, in vocational training,
there is something for educators to learn from businesses about
what they ought to be teaching in vocational education.

Now you are coming along with this. I know that Mr. Gunderson
is going to be right at the front of the parade for something that
really is kind of avant garde. It is deja vue all over again. Let us
not have somebody sitting here, 30 years from now, saying, "Who
was that Secretary of Labor who told us we ought to get off our
duff and do something about this?"

We muffed it the last time. I was a very junior member, as was
Mrs. Mink, of the committee then. We watched our elders, with
their wisdom, sort of brush it off as a pie-in-the-sky idea. "Maybe
the Japanese can do it, maybe the Germans can do it, but it is not
for us." You have come along now, and you are talking to people
who are not as hidebound by tradition as this committee was in
1965, and I wish you well.

The interesting thing about these provisions of Mr. Kildee's bill
is that we have already had a flurry of concern by the civil rights
groups, which I believe have been satisfied because we dealt with
the same people we dealt with in writing the 1991 Act. I believe
that everybody, on all sides, came ,to the table trusting each other.
It was in relatively quick time for that kind of an issue to be
worked out.

There are others who are saying, Mr. Secretary, that this part of
the bill is really such a great idea, and it is so sexy, that we should
not tangle it up with Secretary Riley's education bill. We ought to
go with this all by itself, because this is going to make us all heroes
if we pass it.

I do not know what that really means to us, but some people
want to kill you with kindness, and some people want to kill you
with misdirected concern about your zealousness to get there by
running over civil rights. We will work through this, and we will
get it done, but it actually has to be.

Let me leave on this record one thing. You said it. One thing you
do not emphasize hard enough, but you started it with me in the
very first meetings we had. You said that Bill Clinton is very con-
scious of the fact that 75 percent of the kids in school now are not
going to finish college. That is the flip side of saying that only 25
percent of our kids are graduating from college.

Everything you look at says: if you do not finish college in this
country, you have a pretty rough chance of ever making it onto the
lower rung. You and Secretary Riley as well, and others from the
administration, have kept saying, "We want to concentrate on the
people who get missed in the regular system with an opportunity
for college."

That does not take anything away from what we are doing with
the new loan program and public service and other things to en-
courage even more people to go to college.

Even while we encourage more people to go to college, we have
to recognize that some of them are not, for a whole variety of rea-
sons, going to go and also that only about one-half of the people
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who start are finishing college today, and that the average time for
a 4-year degree is 5 now, not 4 years.

These are realities. We did not wish for this, but that's the reali-
ties we live with. If we don't pay attention to people like you who
are talking about that 75 percent, and what we could do for the top
one-halfforget them all. Let's accept, going in, we have never
been able to do anything and get them all.

If we could get the top one-half of that 75 percent, we can revolu-
tionize the workforce and recapture a middle class working popula-

. tion in this country, which is disappearing, in my part of the coun-
try, before our eyes like sand going through an hourglass.

You referred to young people coming out of high school, getting
$16-an-hour jobs. In my part of the country, as long as you had not
gone to jail by the time you were 18, Ford, General Motors, or
Chrysler would hire you.

You did not start for $16, but it did not take you very long to get
there, and you had fully-paid health benefits, and you had vaca-
tions, and you had everything. In a couple of years, you could buy a
new car and get married. In a couple more years, you were buying
a new house in my congressional.district. You did not have to know
how to add two and two and get less than five.

The jobs that were then available do not exist any longer. The
kid who falls through the cracks now is a guaranteed failure. For
every person we have known in our lifetime, who made it without
education, that leaves with us the impression that there is some-
thing wrong with people saying, "You have to have it, or you can't
make it."

The truth of the matter is that the young people in my district
know that they cannot get past the front door of an automobile fac-
tory if they are not computer literate, never mind able to read and
write. They cannot get an interview for a job, for the lowest-paying
job in the plant, if they are not computer literate.

That is revolutionary, and that is what I believe you are talking
to us about here. I hope that we are able to retain this in the bill
and get you started on that project. Thank you very much.

Chairman KILDEE. Mrs. Unsoeld?
Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The National Skill

Standards Board has the power to certify skill standards and the
assessment of workforce skills, but I am concerned that there is no
one on the board who has that expertise in assessment. Does that
bother you?

Mr. REICH. Congresswoman, the way the board is now structured
would permit appointees who have that kind of expertise. There is
nothing to

Mrs. UNSOELD. Ensure it.
Mr. REICH. [continuing] ensure it, but it would permit it.
Again, it would seem to me, from the standpoint of Congress and

the President, in putting the specific board together, if the board
was going to have any positive effect whatsoever in identifying
those skill shortages and also identifying areas to which the non-
college gradual.e could aspire but also, for that matter, being a
broker in a labor market system that increasingly needs that kind
of brokerage function, the ability to undertake and the knowledge
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of skill assessment would be a very important attribute in selecting
those people. It would be one among many attributes.

Mrs. UNSOELD. As proposed in the bill, what do you see as the
role of educators on the National Skill Standards Board and the in-
stitutions of higher education?

Mr. REICH. I see the role of educators as bringing to the table an
understanding of how people learn, of what the educational institu-
tionsnot only colleges but community colleges, technical institu-
tions, and othersare capable of doing, a deep understanding of
how people learn how to learn.

Remember, what we are talking about in developing skill stand-
ards is not the capacity to suddenly go on the job and know every-
thing forever that needs to be understood with regard to that job.
There will be no such jobs in the future economy. You cannot ever
stop learning in the future economy.

What you do need is to develop a tool kit which enables you to
continuously learn on the job, and those tool kits come in many
shapes and sizes. Educators are critical, in terms of understanding
what the nature of what those tools may be.

Mrs. UNSOELD. Are you going to be able to ask for, or expect to
get, additional appropriations for training and retraining?

Mr. REICH. Overall, with regard to training and retraining, the
President has asked for an increase in fiscal year 1994 of over $1
billion and, in fiscal year 1995, of slightly more.

In the great scheme of things, I do not think that is fully ade-
quate to the task, but we want to start slowly and make sure that
the program really does meet the needs of people who, in fact, are
out there right now on their own without any knowledge or infor-
mation or access to training.

The demand is huge, but we need to establish not only the skill
standards, but also the one-stop shopping, places that are easily ac-
cessible in communities. Instead of getting your unemployment in-
surance over here, and checking with the employment service over
here, and getting a training program there, and maybe just coming
across a training program by accident over here, they all need to
be integrated and consumer friendly.

Finally, the third piece is a school-to-work system in which busi-
ness, labor, and educators are actually designing a curriculum for
people, perhaps eleventh and twelfth grade, perhaps one additional
grade, employing some education at the worksite, enabling people
to achieve whatever occupational standards they may want.

In other words, what I wanted to sketch to you is, these are all
pieces of a system which the United States does not have at all.

Mrs. UNSOELD. Very quickly, I have a question about the general
applicability of the standards. If you have somebody who is meet-
ing the standards and has been trained accordingly, but it turns
out is in another skill line where there is a job availability, is there
a general application of skills that can be made that will serve
them in good stead, or are they going to have to go back through
another retraining program?

Mr. REICH. They do not have to do anything. Again, let us take
the case of the defense worker, the aerospace engineer who is very
highly qualified and highly trained. That person would like to
know and understand where those skills might be applicable and

6 7



4

63

also would like to understand what credentials might be useful for
getting a new job that builds upon the skills that aerospace engi-
neer :las already.

It is perfectly possible, for example, that there is a skill standard,
as I suggested by way of illustration, in environmental remedi-ation, in which an aerospace engineer can bring the aerospace en-
gineer's skills to bear, get a certificate or a credential in environ-
mental remediation, and then be an engineer who can undertake
environmental remediation. That person could do it anyway, but
the credential provides the employer with a signal that this par-
ticular individual has mastered an area of competence.

Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Miller?
Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, thank you for your explanations this morning. I

am not quite clear. When we are done with developing these stand-ards, they are to be used in what setting at that point?
Mr. REICH. The standards are used in two ways. They are used

both at the supply side and on the demand side by a prospective
employee who wants to show and signal to an employer that he orshe has mastered a certain area of competence. They may have
other ways of doing it as well. This is a supplement to, perhaps,
Dther ways of showing it.

This is simply: "Mr. Employer or Ms. Employer, I have a certifi-
cate of competence. I have a particular occupational standard in X
or Y." That improves the labor market in just the ways that I sug-gested.

It also works on the other side. The employer can be on the look-
out for people who have a certificate of competence or mastery in
X.

Mr. MILLER of California. The budget committee uses a term
called "crosswalking." Do we take these standards and crosswalk
them to vocational education programs or to employer/employee
training programs? Where do we go with these standards? Does a
community college redesign its program in hazardous waste to
issue a series of certificates? That is what I do not quite under-
stand.

Mr. REICH. Congressman, let me give you a specific example. Let
us assume, for the sake of the argument, that the skill standards
board had facilitated, urged the development, discovered actually,
that industry needed and that there was a skill gap with regard to
the upgrading of computer machinery.

We know, in the 1980s, a huge amount of information technol-
ogies were bought up by the private sector in the United States. I
personally have reason to believe, on the basis of an awful lot of
data I have uncovered, that American industry needs people to
continuously maintain and upgrade those computers. Right now, a
lot of American industry has to rely on people with college degrees
or more. Many of those jobs, functionally, do not require college de-grees.

Suppose there were a credential as computer maintenance spe
cialist. Suppose that I never attended college, but I wanted to get agood job-
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Mr. MILLER of California. I understand, but who issues that cre-
dential? Does the Iowa State college system have to go to the board
to put forth a curriculum that will lead to the issuance of that cre-
dential?

Mr. REICH. No. No.
Mr. MILLER of California. Does the IBM Corporation go to the

board or a technical school?
Mr. REICH. Not at all. Let us, once again, follow the illustration.

Suppose that there were indeed a credential called a "Computer
Maintenance Specialist." At that point, community colleges and
technical colleges could decide for themselves, on the basis of their
assessment of the market, whether they wanted to offer courses in
computer maintenance and upgrading that would enable individ-
uals to qualify for the credential developed through the system of
which we speak.

The data they have now they did not have before. That is that
the private sector has made a tentative decision that there are jobs
out there because the private sector is part of this process. If the
private sector were not part of this process, then the process would
not have any validity nor any utility.

The fact that the private sector, entering this process, has indi-
cated that it needs computer specialists who are able to maintain
and upgrade is a very powerful signal to the educators.

Mr. MILLER of California. I agree with all that. Maybe I am not
clear in my statement. I understand that.

My concern is, when the educators decide they are going to do
this, who certifies that this is a program that leads you to that cer-
tificate?

Mr. REICH. The program itself does not have to be certified.
Mr. MILLER of Claifornia. But if I cannot go to the employer, and

the employer has agreed
Mr. REICH. You then have an assessment. You, the individual

who wants to be, say, a computer maintenance specialist, would
apply for an assessment. You would have an assessment, and the
board would arrange for you to be assessed. Ideally, that is not a
test, as we talked about before. It is more performance oriented.

The board would authorize assessments. The board would ensure
that assessments follow a particular set of routes. The community
college would not be involved, necessarily, in the assessments. It
could be involved in the assessments, but the board would certify
the assessment process through its endorsement function.

The only reason t3n--- community college would be offering these
particular courses is, the community college senses that there is a
demand out there, and graduates of that community college would
be in a better position to get that certification than people who did
not go to that community college.

Mr. MILLER of California. We are not going to settle this in 5
minutes, but I think there are some serious questions about this
approach. One, the way you just explained it there, it sounds to me
that, as opposed to giving people a broad range of skills that allow
them to move from a job five times in their life or eight times in
the coming generations, we are back into niches for people as com-
puter specialists or environmental specialists.
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Mr. REICH. Again, maybe computer specialist was an unfortunate
illustration. A computer specialist, somebody who understands
computers and can maintain and upgrade computers, is really a
cross-section. It is a very large field of competence.

The purpose underlying hereand again, let me make this very
clear, if I have notis not to supplant the market. It is to improve
the way the market is functioning, to get supply and demand to-
gether. That degree of structural unemployment, Congressman,
that I talked about before is very much a function of people not
having the right skills, at the right place, and at the-right time,
and not even knowing what skills they should get.

A system of broad skill competencies, voluntarily based, driven
by the private sector but with educators involved, and also labor
and others, provides a very powerful signaling device on both sides
of the equation, both on the supply side and the demand side, as to
what I need to get, what I could get, how I could signai that I have
that particular training, and where the jobs are out there. It also
helps employers have the same signal on the other side, in terms of
where I can get the people I need.

Not long ago, I was talking to the president of a major computer
company in the United Statesand I do not want to overdo com-
puters; this is not just futuristic. I asked him, "Where are the good
jobs?"

In fact, it was much of the question that Chairman Ford asked a
moment ago. If we are losing our middle class because the factory
jobs are leaving, give me some examples of the kinds of jobs that a
non-college graduate could do in your industry that would pay well,
where there are shortages right now, and where there are jobs out
there.

Without blinking an eye, this computer executive said, "We need
people who are computer literate and are able to actually maintain
and upgrade these machines. We also need a set of people who are
able to provide customer service, which is very close to maintaining
and upgrading. It is continuously offering advice and counseling to
customers who buy these computer systems and need that kind of
advice about how to utilize best those computer systems." He said
to me, "You don't need a college degree to do this. Those people
can be trained."

The market is failing precisely in the way that I have been talk-
ing about. There is no credential. There is no way that people who
need employment can see that there is indeed a field out there, and
there is no way that peopie who need employees, who have that
training without a college degree, can actually find the employees
they need.

Cu ;re are not supplanting the market. The idea here is to simply
fill in the gaps, which are growing before our eyes, in the skills
people have or fail to have and what the market actually requires.

Chairman KILDEE. I know Mr. Miller will want to pursue this
question further at some other time.

Mr. Roemer?
Mr. ROEMER. Good morning, Mr. Secretary. It is nice to see you

up here once again. I think you have been here twice in less than a
week. If we are going to solve some of the problems with retraining
our workforce and reinventing and reinvigorating our education
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system, obviously you are going to be a big part of that. So I hope
we see a lot more of you up here.

Just last week, you and I talked very briefly at a Democratic
caucus about the historic opportunity that we have coming before
us. We do not need to get too fragmented in our approach to
coming up with a solution to the school-to-work bill that we will be
working on.

Hopefully, will not get too fragmented on national service,
school-to-work, elementary/secondary reauthorization, and school
reform, so we can get a major piece of legislation that addresses
many of the problems that this committee has talked about today.

One of my concerns, Mr. Secretary, is when will this board that
we are talking about make some of the recommendations on cre-
dentials? What is our timing? Then what is our timing on a school-
to-work bill?

Mr. REICH. The reason, Congressman, that this piece of legisla-
tion is here now and the reason that we chose to connect it to the
education bill is twofold. It is partly because education and work do
need to be tied together, and it is completely appropriate conceptu-
ally.

It is also because this is such a basic piece of the rest of the pack-
age that once you have in place the capacily to generate skill
standards and develop skill standards, everything else becomes
much easier because then you can mobilize community colleges,
technical institutes, proprietary institutes. An awful lot of your
training then begins to be focused in areas where you do need
training.

Again, we view this as a basic building block. Sequentially, ideal-
ly, this has to start before all the rest of the pieces of legislation.

What I would like to do with regard to the rest, Congressman, is
be back before the full committee within the next 4 to 6 months
and again, before I do that, I look forward to working with your
staff and with you and having a lot of discussions about thesebut
with an omnibus, a much more comprehensive workforce reinvest-
ment system, comprising all of the elements that we talked about
before.

That is, assistance for workers who are laid off, in terms of get-
ting new jobs. That is not categorical assistance, not dependent on
the reason they were laid off. Combining that assistance with job
counseling and also, critically, information about where jobs exist.

Integrating unemployment insurance with this job skill system. I
do not want to bore you, but I could go on into another little 40-
minute lecture about how the unemployment insurance system is
really becoming somewhat obsolete, in an economy which is
moving from a cyclical unemployment problem to a structural un-
employment problem.

Then also a school-to-work system, as we talked about just a
moment ago, with one-stop shopping to integrate all of these serv-
ices.

Those are all pieces. Ideally, we would like to come back with a
piece of legislation that had all of these pieces in it so that Con-
gress would have the entire view. But this particular piece of the
puzzle, on creating occupational skill standards, I believe is impor-
tant. It may not, to the average person as we talk about it, sound
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so exciting, but it is very important with regard to laying the foun-
dation for everything that follows.

Mr. ROEMER. Let me give you an example of something that, over
the weekend, happened in my district. I visited an elementary
school that is applying for a grant to keep their school open 5 days
a week until 8 o'clock at night and 1 day over the weekend. If they
can get enough money in this grant, they can work through the
neighborhood in integrated services, health care, adult education,
and so forth.

One of their main areas of focus is not, as you mentioned, on
downsizing IBM or Boeing or new job creation. It is to hone in on
one specific skill of an adult to help them get a job, whether that
be a computer skill, whether that be a math skill, whether that be
a language skill. Six hundred people have been signing up for adult
education at this one elementary school.

Will you support programs which would give grants to schools to
use them in more innovative ways, especially in neighborhoods and
in inner cities? Do you think that this one-stop shopping at a
school, because it is already a viable place and safe place in most
neighborhoods, is something that we can look at for retraining as
well?

Mr. REICH. Congressman, the way we are envisioning it, the one-
stop shopping place that is a career center would be available to
anybody who has either lost a job or actually would like to upgrade
their skills. It would have all the information

Mr. ROEMER. What if we do not have a career center, and the
school is already there?

Mr. REICH. The point I was going to make is that this center
would be a place where people could get information about the
availability of those adult education courses. Absolutely. The short
answer to your question is: of course.

We have, in this country, a very good adult education system.
We have, in this country already, proprietary schools all over.
Many Americans are spending billions of dollars at proprietary
schools, which offer trainingsome of it good, much of it not so
good. We have a Federal system. We have a State system. We have
all kinds of opportunities.

Again, people are very confused: What should I train for? What
do I need? What are even the fundamentals I need? How can I
show that I indeed have the training? What jobs are actually out
there?

We need to take advantage of the resources already out there. It
is not so much that we do not have enough resources. We do not
have enough resources in certain areas, but we also have to create
an information system so people can find out about the adult edu-
cation and they know what kind of adult education they need, in
terms of that particular job down the road.

Mr. ROEMER. My pointand this is it, Mr. Chairmanis that
these schools can serve as the clearinghouse, as I think you envi-
sion, for getting information out to people and serving as a place
where we educate people in all four of the ways that you have elu-
cidated: downsizing, helping people that have lost jobs in middle
level positions, new job creation through our competitiveness bill
that we are working on in Congress now, and combining health
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care and adult education and some of the new things that you are
talking about. Thank you, and I look forward to working with you.

Chairman KILDEE. Mrs. Mink?
Mrs. MINK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, Mr. Secre-

tary.
I heartily agree with all of your comments on the importance of

undertaking this activity. The tragedy is, really, that 75 percent of
our young people do not know, upon gradual...on, what they are
going to do, what kind of a job they are capable of winning, what
they can look forward to in the future, except perhaps initially
some dead-end job. Emphatically, the development with industry
and with the labor people and educators, some definition of what
job skills are required for the huge array of potential job opportuni-
ties in our market is critical.

My problem, I think, stems also from what Congressman Miller
was saying. I find it difficult, with all the support that I feel for
this legislation and its importance, to make the connection with
the bill to which it is now attached, and that is the elementary and
secondary education reform concept and the importance of provid-
ing quality education for our young people.

As I see the significance of your proposal, it is for those who are
in the job market so that they can identify where it is their job po-
tential is and what kind of training and education they need to
have in order to get those job opportunities which are not dead-end
but which have a potential for them to reach the top.

Putting this into this education/schools bill I find difficult, be-
cause there we are talking about what you ought to know in the
third grade and sixth grade, and how we are going to measure the
school's ability to deliver this educational content. When, in your
title, you are talking about assessments and certification and all of
that, it troubles me a great deal. I read into it and I connect those
words with the other words that are in the primary legislation.

So I would like to ask, is the real effect of your proposal to stimu-
late the elementary and secondary schools to provide better educa-
tion so that these young people not going on to college may prepare
themselves better for such career opportunities which do not neces-
sarily require a college education?

Having said that, if that is really the effect, then are we not
saying to our elementary and secondary educators that they ought
to find time for these skills development, and that the forum you
are constructing, which is going to set up these skills, will have an
impact on the kinds of educational programs that will be offered in
elementary and secondary schools.

If they do not then, actually you are kicking the kids out of high
school and saying, "Now you can look for the job category to which
you ire inclined. Now you must go on to higher education. Now
yol, must go to a community college or a vocational college in order
to get the credentialing so that you can qualify for a good job."

This is the confusion in our minds. How do you fit this in to an
elementary and secondary school reform bill?

Mr. REICH. Congresswoman, let me just make two points. Hope-
fully, I can clear up some of the confusion.

First of all, the reason this is here is, we envision, as you and
many others do, that in the new economy, education is a continu-
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ous process. It must not and it cannot end at the age of 16 or 18 or
22. It is continuous. It is lifelong. That is simply the way the econo-
my is now organized. People have to continuously re-skill, if not on
the job then they have to have opportunities to re-skill and relearn
outside the job.

Many people are going to be laid off, or they are going to lose
their jobs, or they are going to change jobs. The average person
will change jobs, six, eight, or 10 times.

Mrs. MINK. I have no problem with the retraining and the
impact of that.

Mr. REICH. In terms of conceptually. That is why it is so closely
tied in with the schools.

Point number two. Hopefully, these kinds of skill standards will
provide an incentive and a stimulusnot only to schools but also
to training institutes, to community colleges, to all institutions in-
volved in developing learningas to where are the jobs, what kinds
of skills are necessary, in terms of fields of competence, that one
must have.

Forty years ago or 30 years ago, it was possible to envision a
career in either a factory or even a clerical career or typing. It did
not pay very much, but it was a career. You could have, even in
the high schools and training institutes, all over the Nation,
courses in typing. In the new economy, typing has given way to
word processing, and data processing has given way to the manage-
ment of computer databanks.

In the old days, we simply knew that there was an occupation
called typist or clerk/typist, and you either had the skill or did not
have the skill. It was fairly easy to convey whether y ou had the
skill or didn't have the skill. Now we are in a new economy in
which it is much more difficult to convey whether you have a skill.

By having skill standards, you are indeed, as you said, providing
a stimulus and a direction to all kinds of institutes as to what
kinds of learning and competencies are useful, not specific compe-
tencies that are going to become obsolete but broad-based compe-
tencies that are going to be useful in the economy of the future.

Mrs. MINK. After this bill becomes law, what distinguishing fea-
tures will a high school graduate have, in terms of his or her skills,
that a high school graduate does not now generally have?

Mr. REICH. I would hopeand here, again, this is a matter of
speculating on the kind of effect that this signal will have if we did
have 15 or 20 broad areas of skill standards, areas of competency,
that did indeed reflect where the economy was evolving and also
the kinds of new jobs that were out there for people who did not or
could not get a college degree, I would expect that high schools
would begin to adapt their curricula in the following ways.

For one thing, I would expect that high schools would provide
greater emphasis, particularly in the junior and senior years, on
particular skill': that undergird all of these new occupations. That
is, number one, critical thinking, the ability to think and ask ques-
tions, how to solve problems and identify problems, work collective-
ly in a group or work independently. All of these new skills are
necessary as a baseline.

Second, I would expect and hope that high schools would begin to
combine, in the eleventh and twelfth grade, opportunities for
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young people to actually experience the world of work and provide
a bridge, just the beginnings of a bridge, not only for those kids
who are not going on to college but for all young people, a bridge
which might even carry over to a thirteenth year, a bridge that
would blend some work experience and some school experience.

Secretary Riley and I have talked a great deal about this. We
still are not prepared to propose a particular apprenticeship or
school-to-work curricular plan. We are working very closely with
many groups on this subject. It is a very complicated subject. Elope-
fully, we will have something here soon.

The point that you are raising and the point that I want to re-
spond to is the signaling effect that having skill standards might
have, ideally, upon all kinds of institutions, signaling where those
jobs are and what those skills might be.

Chairman KILDEE. The Chair is going to have to enforce the 5-
minute rule, because there is a number of people here.

Mr. Good ling, do you have a question?
Mr. GOODLING. I will wait.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Green?
Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Like all my colleagues, Mr. Secretary, it is good to see you here

again in a visit before the committee. I like the idea of the Depart-
ment of Labor and the Secretary of Labor working with an educa-
tion issue, because as you said, we hope it will carry forward to
where we are training our young people for jobs that will be there.

I like the ideas of the bridge from school to work and the higher-
order thinking. I know a lot of our elementary and secondary
schools are going to that in curricula around the country, to actual-
ly teach problem-solving instead of just manual skills.

One of the concerns I have and the reason I am glad you are
h2re is, sometimes in government, whether it be State or Federal
Government, the right hand does not know what the left hand
does. That is what is good about having education and labor actual-
ly sitting together and talking about those issues.

One of the concerns I have is, in speaking of that right hand over
the left hand--and you will get a letter in the next few daysis
that we found in Texas, and particularly in Houston, that the De-
partment of Labor has listed some critical occupations that are al-
lowing, for example, imported workers to come in. Yet, our Texas
Employment Commission actually has applications on file for these
particular ones. These are not semi-skilled or skilled jobs; these are
college degrees.

A good example is, the Department of Labor shows a shortage in
biologists, for example. Yet, in Houston, we have 23 applicants for
biologists and 331 statewide. We still have lots of chemical engi-
neers, because we are still having problems with placing some of
the folks. We graduate a lot of chemical engineers, but the Depart-
ment of Labor says there are not enough qualified, yet chemical en-
gineering, design engineering, in Houston alone, we have 222 that
have filed with the TEC, our Texas Employment Commission, and
almost 400 statewide.

I think maybe we might look at these. These are high tech jobs. I
hear, even in Houston, the number of people who are losing these
jobs to imports, whether we are transferring those jobs overseas or
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bringing foreign nationals here to work. It is so apropos that you
are here today, when this has been an issue that has been dis-
cussed, at least in Houston in the media, for about the last 3 or 4
days. You will get more information on it.

I would like to see you here to talk about that, because we need
to continue that effort. I also think that within the Department of
Labor, we might need to look at what jobs we do not have people
there now but there actually are. I am sure that could happen in
any part of the country, much less Texas.

Mr. REICH. Thank you, Congressman. I will look into those specif-
ic examples you gave me. As you know, the Department of Labor
indeed does certify, with regard to immigration, areas of labor
shortages. It has been doing so for many years. It is authorized,
indeed required, by law to do that. I will check in those particular
areas.

Mr. GREEN. We will follow up to you with the information we
have.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Sawyer?
Mr. SAWYER. Thank yot , Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, I am glad you are here, and I am looking forward

to being able to get you back to work in fairly short order.
The topics that you have talked about today are particularly tell-

ing when you talk about signaling, creating the market for skills.
At almost every point, we talk about building linkages. In the first
section of this title, particularly section 5 and section 9, 401(aX5)
and 401(aX9), there is a discussion of one element of this undertak-
ing that is of particular concern.

Even if we do an ideal job of education reform in the first 76
pages of this measure and prepare ourselves well from page 77 on,
we will have somewhere between 75 and 80 percent of our work-
force out there with skills that go uninventoried and uncertificated
and for which there will be a very difficult market match as we see
the economy shifting.

To give you one example, the kinds of skills it takes to weld nu-
clear propulsion systems for attack submarines, we may need one
or two more of those but we are not going to need large numbers of
them. Yet, those skills are extraordinary in their quality. Trying to
build first a certification and a match between not just welding but
welding of a very special character and the applications they may
have throughout a complex economy, it seems to me to be one of
the largest challenges that you face.

Do you have any thoughts about how the techniques that are de-
scribed in Title IV can be applied to that 80 percent of the work-
force for whom that credentialing and match process is perhaps
more critical than anybody else in the labor force today?

Mr. REICH. Congressman, I take it you are referring to people
who already have certain skills that are in demand?

Mr. SAWYER. Skills for which there is no inventory and for which
there is no inventory of demand. There is probably a better inven-
tory of demand than there is of existence.

Mr. REICH. I see no reason why the skills board could not, with
regard to the encouragement and facilitation of all kinds of certifi-
cation programs, encourage the certification of certain skills of the
sort you referred to, which are not in great demand but necessary
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that people at least have a piece of paper and be able to show in
their job application that they have a certain competence.

Mr. SAWYER. Perhaps I was too specialized in my description.
One of the talking points in vocational education is that we are de-
veloping too many welders of the kind that we needed in the 1950s.
That is probably true, but the fact of the matter is that welding of
one kind is not the same kind as high-demand welding is today.

If I take another arena, the use of composites in airframes is a
very high skilled, highly specialized kind of job. Its applicability in
modern fighter aircraft may not have a great deal of use in the
next 8 years, but in automobile frames, in lightweight mass transit
systems, there is enormous applicability.

There is a range of evolving skills that are in the workplace
today that it seems to me we are having difficulty identifying and
applying, using the techniques that you have described here. I
think the techniques are enormously applicable, but I do not think
there is a way to address that within the structure of the legisla-
tion that we have.

Mr. REICH. As you pointed out, section 401(aX5) does provide or
at least indicates, and there are subsequent sections, that in which
the purpose would be to help workers obtain certifications of their
skills in just the manner you talked about, both to protect against
dislocation but also to pursue career advancement. The implication
clearly is the continuous upgrading of skills of all sorts.

I would not envision that the board, as part of its mandate to de-
velop a relatively small number-15 or 20 basic, broad skills com-
petencieswould get into quite the detail you talked about with
regard to composite materials, but those kinds of certifications
could be built upon the basics.

For example, someone who wanted to upgrade a set of skills with
regard to composite materials or with regard to advanced welding
certainly could get, I expect and hope, a certification of a broad
sort which permitted that person to prove that tne person had
some underpinnings of u..derstanding of an industrial process and
then could go on to get an even more advanced and specialized cer-
tification, not through the board so much but which might be stim-
ulated by the board.

Let me take one step back here. The advanced welders or the
people involved in composite materials today need to have skills
that are more than the specialized skills that they might have of
an advanced technical nature. Most often, they need to know and
understand the system in which they are working. That system un-
derstanding requires a set of fundamentals, which many American
workers, for one reason or other, through no fault of their own,
simply do not have.

I had the privilege yesterday afternoon of spending an hour with
Edwards Demming, one of the great men of management theory
and a constant critic of American companies, a man who, almost
sin.glehandedly, put Japan on the route that Japan is now on. Dr.
Demming is a very old man.

I asked him, "What is it that we need to teach American workers
and American employers? What is the learning that they are
having the hardest time getting?" He kept saying, "They have to
understand that they are working in a system."
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"We have to get away from specialized knowledge. Yes, we need
specialized knowledge," and I cannot imitate his voice; it is a
growling, wonderful voice. He said, "We have to understand that
everybody is embedded in a system and has some responsibility for
making the entire system work."

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Strickland?
Mr. STRICKIAND. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Secretary, thank you.
As I sat here this morning, my mind has literally been flooded

with questions. I have had a lot of conflicting feelings because I see
the very significant benefits of what is being attempted, and yet a
lot of questions and potential problems concern me.

I am thinking about an effort to avoid a large bureaucracy, and
yet I see, at least at this point, no way to avoid that. When I think
of the assessment tools that must be developed, the repository of
records, how to access those records on the part of those who would
need them, the way the workforce changes, and the skills needed to
do certain functions change, literally from month to month or year
to year.

Part of my concern you just spoke to, when you were talking
about your conversation with Dr. Demming. The skills we attempt
to evaluate or test or assess or credential, in my mind, need to be
somewhat general in nature because of the way the workforce
needs to change so rapidly. I guess what I would like for you to
speak to, if you could is, how do we avoid this bureaucratic struc-
ture that, at least where I am right now and listening to all this, I
fear may be necessary in order to carry out this?

Mr. REICH. Congressman, the way we avoid it is to create a struc-
ture that actually enhances market forces, pushes the market in
the direction that the market would eventually go anyway.

I keep referring back to supply and demand, market imperfec-
tions, people who need and want to get skills but do not know what
skills to get, employers who need skilled people but do not know
how to find them. This kind of a system, functioning as we think it
would function, would link supply and demand without a bureauc-
racy. You do not need a bureaucracy to establish standards.

We have had, in this country, a history going back to the 1920s,
of standards in industry which are simply there. They provide focal
points, signals around which the private sector and other institu-
tions rally. In fact, the beauty of a system like this is precisely that
you do not need a bureaucracy.

What you have is a group of people, individuals, bringing to the
table their respective insights and wisdom from business, labor,
education, and so forth. They understand their mandate is to try to
identify areas of potential skills, where people could get some
broad areas of competence, where employers need a signal as to
where they can get that area of competence.

That board would, in effect, allow and possibly provide some seed
money for groups that are already developing these kinds of stand-
ards, these kinds of certifications and to other groups as well. This
is going on all over the country already.

What this board does is, it ensures that everybody is at the table
when these standards are being developed, and it ensures that the
results are portable. You can move from State to State, and if you
have that credential, you can show employers in the future that
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you do have the credential. It would ensure that the assessments
are not biased. It does not have to do the assessments themselves;
it would simply endorse assessment processes as part of the overall
skill standard system.

The beauty here is that this particular board has to do very little
itself: it is simply giving an imprimatur, if you will, to a lot that is
already underway and being done and encouraging the market to
work in the way the market is already working. This is not a step
in the direction of a bureaucracy.

There are only two alternatives to this. One is to do nothing and
let the market function the way it is but, again, with higher and
higher levels of structural unemployment and lower and lower
levels of income for a lot of people who simply do not have the
skills they need because they cannot get them, do not know where
they can get them, or cannot afford a college education.

Alternative two is to establish a very complicated labor market
system of the sort that you have in some countries, where you have
government doing a lot of these things.

It seems to me that neither of those alternatives is one that we
ought to choose. This is a minimalist approach. It sets a framework
for the private sector, educators, and others to rally around.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Thank you, MT. Secretary.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Payne?
Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. It is always a

pleasure to see you and listen to your theories. It is great to take
your academic background and merge it here with the reality.
Hopefully, it will all click.

I just have a concern about the opportunity to learn standards. I
strongly support standards and goals. I think it makes a lot of
sense to be able to have standards where certificates can be porta-
ble, as you menConed, taken across State lines. I have seen educa-
tion fail students, in particular in urban centerscities like
Newark, where I live and grew up.

When we then talk al.)out statewide standards, we always find
that the majority of the .::oungsters who are at the bottom of the
standards or the tests are from those urban areas. Those who do
well, of course, are from the Princeton and the far hills and those
places in our State.

I just wonder how we are ever going to change these two soci-
eties that was talked about in the Kerner Commission report. How
are we ever going to ensure that there is an opportunity to learn.
The kids fail, but the schools fail the kids. The kids, of course, are
the victims.

I know that you have set up a board of 20 people, but once again,
you do have five set aside for public, parents, and civil rights
people, but the other 15 are heavyweights: educators, bureaucrats,
standards measurement experts, business people. You need that,
but I see the advocate group being submerged because of the pre-
ponderance of others.

Be that as it may, I just wonder how we are ever going to be able
to bring these two societies together and have some incentive for a
society to attempt to provide for those in the inner cities in order
to perform on standardized tests.
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Mr. REICH. Congressman, as you are aware, better than I, we are
developing a two-tiered economy right now. Our major cities are
composed of two kinds of work, broadly speaking.

They are the people who work in the glass and steel towers
downtown, including managerial, professional, and technical work-
ers, most of them with college degrees. Then you have a very large
number of service workers, who are either working in custodial oc-
cupations or clerical occupations in those glass and steel towers or
working at street level, in retail, restaurants, hospital, and hotel
occupations requiring very little skill.

The gap between the two populations, the college-educated mana-
gerial, professional, and technical and the non-college educated is
growing sociologically and growing in terms of salary, wages, and
compensation.

How are we going to overcome it? The first step, it seems to
with regard to all of the topics we are talking about today, is to
ensure that the schools available to inner city populations, schools
available to the children of people who are disadvantaged, are good
schools.

As the Secretary of Labor, there is not all that much I can do
directly, but I have been working very closely with Secretary Riley,
who is absolutely committed to this. The President is absolutely
committed to this. We will work with you and do everything we
possibly can do to ensure that all children have access to the best
kind of education they possibly can.

Beyond primary and secondary school, we have to ensure that
there are avenues of upward mobility for young people who cannot
afford or otherwise will not go on to college. What worries me is
that a 4-year college degree is becoming the parchment separating
the two classes of our workforce.

One of the purposes of this kind of legislation is to create new
avenues of upward mobility so that the non-college bound or the
non-college graduate can aspire to gaining good skills for good jobs
at good wages.

Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Engel?
Mr. ENGIT:L. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and welcome, Mr. Secre-

tary. I agree with what you have said, in terms of skill standards. I
think it is very important to have minimum standards in the labor
force. I commend you on your work and leadership.

I can think of no two things that go better hand in hand than
education and labor. Unfortunately, for far too long, we have over-
looked this important connection.

I represent a combination of an inner city district and a middle
class district in the Bronx, New York, which is located in New
York City, and some, of the suburbs to the north of the city. I was
very disappointed that the Senate did not pass the President's stim-
ulus package, because certainly the New York City economy des-
perately needs stimulus, with 10 percent unemployment and a lack
of jobs for the people, especially for our youth.

I had an interesting conversation with President Clinton shortly
after he was elected. I am a big believer in the fact that as we
downsize our military, we have a number of people who could serve
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as role models, to come into the inner cities and work with our
youth and families.

I am wondering if you could comment. Have there been discus-
sions on such a program? I think that using displaced defense and
military personnel in this manner would be a wonderful program.
As we are establishing national goals, I think that we should look
at putting this in the program.

Mr. REICH. Yes, Congressman, there have been discussions. There
is an enormous pool of talent out there. As you know, the military
has served as one of our major training centers, avenues of upward
mobility for many of the young people who otherwise would not
have that kind of avenue of upward mobility.

Many of the military skillsunfortunately, not all, and perhaps
not even a preponderanceare applicable in the civilian sector.
There may be ways of utilizing those skills in our schools and also
with regard tb all kinds of publicly related needs, if those people
cannot otherwise find jobs. I think that part of our military rein-
vestment strategy is looking at precisely that set of issues.

Mr. ENGEL. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Secretary, we deeply appreciate your tes-

timony here today. We look forward to working with you on this
and other matters pending before this committee. Thank you very
much, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. REICH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman KILDEE. Our next panel consists of Mr. Rob Hall, Vice

President, Government Affairs Council, National Retail Federation,
Washington, DC; Dr. Sam Meisels, Associate Dean for Research
and Professor, University of Michigan School of Education, my
alma mater; Dr. Janice Earle, Office of Systemic Reform, National
Science Foundation, Washington, DC; and Dr. Linda G. Morra, Di-
rector, Education and Employment Issues, General Accounting
Office, Washington, DC.

If you will come forward, you may summarize your testimony, if
you wish, and your full testimony will appear in the record.

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, may I say that one of the impor-
tant reasons for Mr. Hall being here is, he is with the National
Retail Federation, and the industry has received a skill standard
grant from the Department of Labor. That is why we think it is
important that he talk about that.

Chairman KILDEE. We appreciate that, and we know several of
our witnesses have very tight schedules. Feel free to vacate when
you have finished your part, if you have to. We can submit ques-
tions to you in writing. We really appreciate your patience this
morning. The Secretary was put on at the last moment, but in the
nature of things here in Washington, that does happen. We appre-
ciate your patience.

Mr. Hall?
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STATEMENTS OF ROBERT HALL, VICE PRESIDENT, GOVERNMENT
AFFAIRS COUNCIL, NATIONAL RETAIL FEDERATION, WASHING-
TON, DC; SAMUEL .1. MEISELS, ASSOCIATE DEAN FOR RE-
SEARCH AND PROFESSOR, UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN SCHOOL
OF BUSINESS. ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN; JANICE EARLE, OFFICE
OF SYSTEMIC REFORM, NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION.
WASHINGTON, DC; AND LINDA G. MORRA, DIRECTOR, EDUCA-
TION AND EMPLOYMENT ISSUES, GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Representative Goodling,
and members of the subcommittee. On behalf of the National
Retail Federation, I am pleased to have the opportunity today to
speak to your committee about an area of increasing national im-
portance in our schools, in our workplaces, and in the lives of the
young men and women who are entering the workforce every day.

I am talking about skill standards. For far too long, educators
and business people have scratched their heads and said, "What
are we going to do about education? How are we going to better
train our young people? How are we going to find better qualified
applicants?"

Mr. Chairman, the establishment of voluntary industry-based
skill standards will be a first step in the right directionthe right
direction for the business community to communicate to our Na-
tion's education and training systems what kind of skills we expect
our applicants to have.

There are any number of ways you can go about developing skill
standards. You can make it an academic exercise, you can impose
standards from the top down, or you can go where skill standards
will be used every daythe workplace.

Since December, the National Retail Federation has been work-
ing on a Department of Labor funded project to develop, imple-
ment, assess, and certify job skill standards. We believe that our
approach is one that begins at the workplace, with retail employees
as well as employers. Our Grant Management Committee is made
up of retail employers, employees, union representatives, educators,
and job training experts. I am pleased today to have with me Kath-
ryn Mannes, the project's coordinator.

Our project puts educators and industry leaders at the table to-
gether, with both sides clearly listening. In fact, after this testimo-
ny, we will be leaving for our second Grant Management Commit-
tee meeting, which is hosted by DECA, the Distributive Education
Clubs of America, as part of their annual conference. Prior to
meeting on skill standards, the committee has been invited to ob-
serve the DECA competition for 10,000 marketing education stu-
dents and to meet with the DECA National Advisory Board to iden-
tify skills most wanted in a retail employee.

A creative and comprehensive job/task analysis process has been
dlsigned to encourage as much industry participation as possible.
The project crosses industry sectors and size barriers. Last week,
retail workers from stores ranging from two to 2,000 employees
participated in two full-day DACUM sessions to chart what they do
in their jobs. Workers discovered major similarities, for example, in
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how employees of a large department store are encouraged to
mimic the autonomy of the small shopkeeper.

We expect to have preliminary job skill standards established for
the "Career Sales Associate," the largest category of retail employ-
ees, by the end of this project year. Momentum and enthusiasm for
the project are growing, and we are excited about the potential.
But we are concerned about raising the expectations of the indus-
try and making sure standards will be used. To guarantee that
these standards will be implemented, industry must continue to
take the lead in the assessment and certification phases of the
process.

Our approach has been to collect data in a way that will be as-
sessable and to prepare the industry for a continued commitment,
not just to piloting the standards but to the education and training
that will back them up. In essence, our goal is to have as much in-
dustry "buy in" as possible.

Now to the legislation that is at hand today. We support the pro-
posed legislation as long as industriesand here I mean employers,
employees, and their training providerscan continue to take the
lead in developing their own voluntary standards.

There is much to praise in H.R. 1804. The purposes of the legisla-
tion are squarely on target. The legislation identifies all the appro-
priate stakeholders that should be involved in the development of
skill standards. The idea of a national board is a good one in
theory, so long as the board serves in a somewhat reactive mode
and gives stamps of approval to those partnerships that have suc-
cessfully developed skill standards. We envision a national board
that would validate skill standards devele-, 7 by industry partner-
ships of business, education, and labor.

While the retail industry is generally supportive of the goals and
ideas of the proposed legislation, we continue to have some con-
cerns about the potential problems H.R. 1804 could create for retail
employers, employees, and others. Today, we are a committee of re-
tailers, union representatives, job training experts, and educators,
working together to develop and test voluntary industry-based skill
standards.

Under the scheme outlined in H.R. 1804, a national board will
endorse standards that industry and others determine through yet
undefined broad clusters of major occupations. Would the retail in-
dustry be considered a cluster? Or would we have to redo our work
with others in the service industry?

On the all-important subject of industry ''buy in," we fear that
the retailers we have brought to the table, and we now have over
25, would be less interested in a national skill standards project
headquartered here in Washington, staffed with detailed employees
from the departments of labor and education. The present role of
the departments of education and labor, serving as industry cata-
lysts and providing seed grant money, has been largely successful.

If that role could continue under the new board, then most of in-
dustry's concerns would be lessened. However, the fear in the busi-
ness communityand this goes beyond the retail communityis
that the national board would divert the development of skill
standards away from employers, employees, and tr.iining providers.
For skill standards to work and to have real meaning, the individ-
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uals who will be using thememployers, employees, and training
providersneed to be involved at every stage of the process.

Also from our reading of the legislation, there is still some lin-
gering concern about the voluntary nature of the standards. We be-
lieve that can be cleared up with appropriate language and realize
that the intention of the drafters is to make the skill standards vol-
untary.

In closing, I want to applaud the efforts of the departments of
labor and education for their hard work on this legislation. I par-
ticularly want to mention Secretary Reich and his staff. They have
reached out to the employer community and have already respond-.
ed to a number of the concerns we have raised. We stand ready to
work with him, the Department of FAucation, and members of this
subcommittee in furthering the efforts of developing skill standards
to assist the American workers of tomorrow reach their career po-
tentials.

[The prepared statement of Robert Hall follows:]
STATEMENT OF ROBERT HALL, VICE PRESIDENT, GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS COUNSEL,

NATIONAL RETAIL FEDERATION

Mr. Chairman, Representative Good ling, and members of the committee, on
behalf of the National Retail Federation, I am pleased to have the opportunity to
speak to your committee about an area of increasing national importance in our
schools, in our workplaces, and in the lives of the young men and women who are
entering the workforce every day. I am talking about skill standards. For far too
long, educators and business people have scratched their heads and said, "What are
we going to do about education, how are we going to better train our young people,
how are we going to find better qualified applicants?"

Mr. Chairman, the establishment of voluntary, industry-based skill standards will
be a good first step in the right directionthe right direction for the business com-
munity to communicate to our Nation's education and training system what kind of
skills we expect our applicants to have. There are any number of ways that you can
go about developing skill standards. You can make it an academic exercise, you can
impose standards from the top down, or you can go to where skill standards will be
used every daythe workplace.

Since December, the National Retail Federation has been working on a Depart-
ment of Labor funded project to develop, implement, assess, and certify job skill
standards. We believe that our approach is one that begins at the workplace . .

with retail employees as well as employers. Our Grant Management Committee is
made up of retail employers, employees, union representatives, educators, and job
training experts. I am pleased to have with me today Kathryn Mannes, the Project's
Coordinator.

Our project puts educators and industry leaders at the table together, and both
sides clearly listening. In fact, after this testimony, we will be leaving for our second
Grant Management Committee meeting which is hosted by DECA, the Distributive
Education Clubs of America, as part of their annual conference. Prior to meeting on
skill standards, the committee has been invited to observe the DECA competition
for 10,000 marketing education students, and to meet with the DECA National Advi-
sory Board to identify skills most wanted in a retail employee.

A e--:ative and comprehensive job/task analysis process has been designed to en-
courati, as much industry participation as possible. The project crosses industry sec-
tors and size barriers. Last week, retail workers from stores ranging from two to
2,000 employees participated in 2 full-day DACUM (Developing A CurriculUMI ses-
sions to chart what they do in their jobs. Workers discovered major similarities, for
example, in how employees of a large department store are encouraged to mimic the
autonomy of the small shopkeeper.

We expect to have preliminary job skill standards established for the "Career
Sales Associate." the largest category of retail employees, by the end of this project
year. Momentum and enthusiasm for the project are growing and we are excited
about the potential. But we are concerned about raising the expectations of the in-
dustry and making sure standards will be used. To guarantee that these standards
will be implemented, industry must continue to take the lead in the assessment and
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certification phases of the process. Our approach has been to collect data in a way
that will be assessable, and to 7repare the industry for a continued commitment not
just to piloting the standards, but to the education and training that will back them
up. In essence, our goal is to have as much industry "buy in" as possible.

Turning to the legislation which is the subject of today's hearing, we support the
proposed legislation as long as industries [employers, employees, and their training
providers] can continue to take the lead in developing their own voluntary stand-
ards. There is much to praise in the current draft of H.R. 1804. The purposes of the
legislation are squarely on target. The legislation identifies all of the appropriate
stakeholders that should be involved in the development of skill standards. The idea
of a national board is a good one in theory, so long as the board serves in a some-
what reactive mode and gives stamps of approval to those partnerships that have
successfully developed skill standards. We envision a national board that would vali-
date skill standards developed by industry partnerships consisting of business, labor
and education leaders.

While the retail industry is generally supportive of the goals and ideas of the pro-
posed legislation, we continue to have some concerns about the potential problems
H.R. 1804 could create for retail employers, employees, and others. Today, we are a
committee of retailers, union representatives, job training experts, and educators,
working together in effort to develop and test voluntary industry-based skill stand-
ards. Under the scheme outlined in H.R. 1804, a national-board will endorse stand-
ards that industry and others determine through yet undefined broad clusters of
major occupations. Would the retail industry be considered a cluster? Or would we
need to redo our work with others in the service industry?

On the subject of the all-important industry "buy in," we fear that the retailers
we have brought to the table [and they now number over 25] would be less interest-
ed in a national skill standards project headquartered here in Washington, DC
staffed with detailed employees from the Departments of Education and Labor. The
present role of the Departments of Education and Labor serving as industry cata-
lysts has been largely successful. If that role could continue under the new Board,
then most of industry's concerns would be lessened. However, the fear in the busi-
ness community, and this goes beyond the retail community, is that the national
board would divert the development of skill standards away from employers, em-
ployees, and training providees. For skill standards to work and to have real mean-
ing, the individuals who will be using thememployees, employers, and training
providersneed to be involved at every stage of the process.

From our reading of the legislation, there is still some lingering concern about the
voluntary nature of the standards. We believe that can be cleared up with appropri-
ate language and realize that the intention of the drafters is to make the skill
standards voluntary.

In closing, I want to applaud the efforts of the Departments of Labor and Educa-
tion for their hard work on this legislation. I particularly want to mention Secre-
tary Reich and his staff. They have reached out to the employer community and
have already responded to a number of the conceri s we have raised. We stand
ready to work with him, the Department of Education, and members of this commit-
tee in furthering the efforts of developing skill standards to assist the American
workers of tomorrow reach their career potentials.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Mr. Hall.
Dr. Meisels?
Dr. MEISELS. Chairman Kildee, Mr. Goodling, and members of

the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to speak with you
today.

Without being overly dramatic, I want to begin by noting that we
are poised at an important moment in history. Because of the at- -
tention devoted to readiness by the first national education goal,
because of the renewed national commitment to helping young
children begin school well, because of the need to find new ways of
assessing young children due to the failure of past methods, we are
in a position to alter the way that early childhood assessment takes
place and to improve children's chances for school success.

I want to take a few minutes today to talk about what we mean
by readiness and to relate this to issues of assessment as they fit
into H.R. 1804.
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Children are frequently described as ready or not ready, as if
readiness were something within the child; something you can
have, an entity of some sort. But readiness is not an ability, al-
though it certainly reflects higher order mental activity. It is not a
gene, a chromosome, or any other such thing.

In contrast to this approach, the view of readiness that I hold is
that it is bidirectional: it focuses both on children's current skills,
knowledge, and abilities and on the conditions in which they are
reared and taught. Since different children are prepared for differ-
ent experiences, and children respond differently to apparently
similar environmental inputs, readiness must be seen as a relative
term.

It can be applied to individual children, but it is not something
in the child, and it is not something in the curriculum. It is a prod-
uct of the interaction between children's prior experiences, their
genetic endowment, their maturational status, and a whole range
of environmental and cultural experiences that they encounter.

Not only is this a restatement of what we mean by readiness, it
has some major implications for what we can do with early child-
hood assessment.

Readiness is usually measured by means of group administered,
objectively scored, norm referenced paper and pencil tests. Millions
of these tests are administered to young children every year. The
content of these tests is unfamiliar or uncomfortable to many chil-
dren. They are highly abstract. They are generally very verbal, and
they have many biases against children who have not experienced
these sorts of things before.

Children taking these tests are assessed on isolated skills, in set-
tings devoid of context, rather than being evaluated on familiar
tasks, in natural settings in which they are asked to use what they
know and have had experience with previously.

There is an alternative to this. The alternative is performance
assessment. Even though here I am talking about education at the
outset of school, I was interested to hear Secretary Reich talk
about performance assessment at the other end of the educational
spectrum as well.

Performance assessments are methods that permit students to
demonstrate their knowledge or skills through solving problems,
doing mathematical computations, writing journal entries or
essays, conducting experiments, Presenting oral reports, or assem-
bling a portfolio of representative work.

This form of assessment emphasizes recording children's class-
room performance, documenting teachers' activities, and under-
standing and interpreting children's work. No other approach to
measuring readiness can focus so clearly on what the child brings
to the learning situation and what the learning situation brings to
the chi:d.

The ttchnical advisory panel for the first national education goal
cited four sources of information to be used as part of the assess-
ment of progress toward this goal. These sources of information are
consistent with the type of performance assessment I just de-
scribed, and they include the following.

One, parent reports regarding health, child development, and
child rearing practices. Two, teacher reports: that is, systematic in-
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formation on child performance in the classroom. Three, a profile
of children's skills that is an individually administered develop-
mental inventory. Four, a performance profile of performance port-
folio that represents a highly contextualized view of child activity.

These four sources are intended to tap five dimensions of learn-
ing and development, and I will just briefly mention them so you
will see the breadth of this: Physical wellbeing and motor develop-
ment, social and emotional development, approaches toward learn-
ing, language usage, cognition, and general knowledge.

Never before have we sought to assess children on as large a
scale as this. Never before has the U.S. Government contemplated
an assessment of early childhood development as multifaceted as
this. Hence, our technical panel also recommended the establish-
ment of an oversight group, a National Commission on Early Child-
hood Assessment.

The purpose of this commission would be threefold. One, to assist
in tracking progress toward the accomplishment of the first nation-
al education goal; two, to oversee the development of an early
childhood assessment system, consistent with the principles I have
been articulating here; and three, to ensure that the assessment is
used to improve practice so that more children are successful in
school.

I urge you to give consideration both to the establishment of this
commission and to endorsing the broad outlines of the assessment
program I have suggested to you. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statemer t of Samuel J. Meisels follows:]
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ASSESSING READINESS

Most readiness and early school achievement instruments erg group-

administered, objectively-scored, paper and pencil tasts that are of limited

educational value. Their content is generally abstract., verbally-mediated,

end potentially biased against children unfsmiliar or uncorthrtable with

middle &as manners and mores. Children taking these tests are assessed on

isolated skills in settings that are devoid of =text, rather than being

evaluated cu tasks in natural settings in which they are asked to use what

they know and have had experiencewith previously. The entire test-taking

experience is dominated by Ming in bubbles, moving the marker, making

sure that everyone is in the right place. These activities may be related to

test taking, but they have very little to do with !loading" or the skills that are

supposedly being tested (8tailman & Pearson, 1990, p. 38).
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Reading, mathematics, and language are not learned or usessed well in

a decontextualized fashion. They are mastered in context. Yet, those who

construct these tests persist in testing isolated skills out of context in part

because of the belief that such tests are more "objective" than assessments

that are situated in the lives of children's daily activities. How "objective"

these testa are is highly questionable. Moreover, if one wishes to draw valid

conclusions about a student's profile of strengths and difficulties, one would

have difficulty using the data from these tests. They may inform us that a

child does not have strong letter knowledge, but they cannot tell us which

specific letter the child knows or does not krtow. They may tell us about a

child's overall ability to recognize shapes, objects, or sound-symbol

combinations, but they will not be able to tell us how children combine thee.

elements into the intellectually more &mending tasks of reading. The

justificrion for using standardized, group-administered achievement tests

for children below Grade 3 is very dubious and questionable.

It is time for us to make a transition to an alternative paradigm:

Performance Assessment. Performance assessments are methods that prmit

etudenta to demonstrate their knowledge or skills through solving problems,

doing mathematical computations, writing journal entries or essays,

conducting experiments, presenting oral reports, or assembling a port:folio of

representative work. Nearly every itate in the nation has begun to

experiment with soma form of performence assessment for obtaining

achievement data in high school (U.S. Congress, Office of Technology

Assessment, 1992, p. 5), and some states (e.g., Michigan and Vermont) have

mandated that some performance data be collected on all students at various

points in their school careers.
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Performance aesessment, also known as "authentic assessment," is a

method for documenting cbildren's skills, knowledge, and behaviors using

actual classroom-based experiences, activities, and products. Although

uniformity concerning the principles of performance assessment does not

exist there are several features that are common to various s pproaches to

performance assessment. First, performance assessment documents

children's daily activities; it doss not simply provide a "anapahot," or a

discontinuous view of children's accomplishments. Second, it provides an

integrated means for evaluating the quality of children's work. This work is

collected in a manner that bridges and integrates the broad range of

etirriculura areas and engages children in the meta-cognitive task of

evaluating their own learning. Third, performance assessment is flexible

enough to reflect an individualized approach to academic achievement

Although performance assessments should be based on well-thought out

values and systematic standards of knowledge and curriculum development,

the actual implementation of t%ese values and standards can be adjusted in

relation to a specific classroom, teacher, and child. Finally, performance

assessment is intended to evalliata those elements of learning and

development that group-administered achievement taste do not capture very

well: analysis, synthesis, evaluatior,, and interpretation of facts and ideas

the so-called "higher order thinking skills" as well u student initiative and

creativity.

Group-administered tests have been a part of the educational scene for

nearly a century. Performance assessment can make no such bout. Indeed,

relatively little evidence is available to demonstrate the effectiveneu of

performance assessment However, performance assusment is particularly
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appropriate for use with preschool and early elementary school children.

These children ere in the midst of extraordinary shifts developmentally,

shifts that ars difficult or nearly impossible to capture adequately on one-

dimensional usessments that offer few choioss and that dictate both the

method and the timing of response. Such essential elements of performance

assessment as developmental continuity, expanding the repertoire of

response, and assessing children directly within the context in which they are

leaning renders them particularly suitable for use with young children.

In particular, performance assessment provides us with an opportunity

to understand more about children's readiness. At its heart, readiness is

interactional, including a dual focus an the child's status and an the

characteristics of the child's educational setting. These two foci are essential

to performance asusernent. Indeed, this fern of esseeernent is based en

using teachers' perceptions of their students in actual classroom situations

while simultaneously informing, expanding, and structuring them

perceptions; it involves students and parents in the learning and asseument

process, instead of relying on measures that are external to the classroom and

family context; and it providas for genuine accoli,ItAhnity that syetamatically

documents what children are learning end how teachers ars teaching.

Central ta all of these elements is the emphasis on recording children's

classroom performance, documenting teachers' activitin, and understanding

and interpreting children's work. go other approach to measuring readiness

can focus so clearly on what the child brings to the learning situationand

what the learning situation brings to the child. Where these two are joined,

madiness can be studied, assessed, and nitrtured, and the assessment proceu

itself can contribute positively to children's development.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Doctor.
Dr. Earle?
Dr. EARLE. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the

subcommittee. I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you
today regarding the National Science Foundation's Statewide Sys-
temic Initiatives Program.

For about the last 2 years, the Foundation has been engaged in a
major reform effort with States to improve mathematics, science,
and technology education.. The idea here is that the Foundation
works in partnership with the States. We do not. tell them what to
do or how to do it. We are there to be a catalyst, with some dollars
to start them up, and then to work closely with them over the 5
years that they have awards from the Foundation.

As of this moment in time, we are working with 20 States and
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Next week, we expect to make
five more awards to five additional States so that we will end up
working with about 26 in this program. States have about 5 years
and roughly $2 million per year to work with the Foundation in
making the kinds of comprehensive reform changes we envision.

The Foundation uses a competitive, merit-based review system to
decide which States get awards under this program. That has been
a very interesting process for all of us.

What we found is that all 50 States have participated in some
way with us in this program, either through submitting a prelimi-
nary proposal to us, submitting a full proposal to us, or in being
selected for the last stage of the review process, which is a site
visit, where teams of outside experts go onsite and take a really
close look at what the States say they are going to do and try to
figure out if that in fact is what they are going to do and whether
they have the capacity to do it.

We have some criteria that we are very interested in, when we
go out there and take a look at States and review their initiatives.
It has to do with things like the degree to which they have some
real commitment to reform mathematics and science education, to
what degree are they willing to focus their resources, to what
degree are they willing to come up with some new resources, to
what degree are they willing to coordinate what they already have.

We are very interested in their vision of mathematics and sci-
ence education reform. The National Science Foundation cares a
great deal about content issues. We are very interested in States
that want to implement national standards, and create State stand-
ards that reflect the national standards.

We are interested in States that develop assessment systems that
are aligned with those standards and that are moving toward per-
formance-based and less toward the multiple choice, fill-in-the-
blanks kinds of tests. We are interested in States that can figure
out how to address the equity issues, so that all kids have an oppor-
tunity to have the best kinds of content and curriculum and teach-
ing available.

We are very interested in States' willingness to take a look at
policy reform and to help school districts and schools figure out
how to be more flexible so that the kind of teaching and learning
we want to see is more likely to take place. We are interested in
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the degree to which States have a strategic implementation plan
that makes sense, given their culture and their context.

We have learned a lot of things in the last 2 years about this sys-
temic reform business, I think. Let me just tick off a few of the
things that I think we have so far.

The first has to do with phase-in. This takes a lot longer than we
thought. We started out giving States full awards. I think we would
do a planning or a phase-in period, if we had to do it over again. It
takes a lot of time to get the right staff on board, to get the subcon-
tracts operating, just to get the whole consensus process together,
longer than we thought.

I think the flexibility in the way the National Science Founda-
tion has worked has been a real advantage here. The governor's
office decides who responds to our RFP, and we have had lots of
different places in the education system take the lead. We have
had State departments of education take the lead, we have had
universities take the lead, we have had boards of regents, and we
have independent councils or agencies, such as the Montana Coun-
cil of Teachers of Mathematics. There is no set rule about where
the energy or activity or ideas come from. We let the States figure
that out and then tell us how they are going to put it together.

I think we have learned a lot about partnerships. Of course, they
all say they have partnerships when they submit the proposals.
But it is like marriage: it is easy to start up and hard to maintain.

One of the things I think we are really going to be looking at
over the next couple Of years is how you maintain these partner-
ships, keep them from drifting back off into the turf, and the rival-
ry we all know is there in every political system and at every level.
We do not know how to do that, but I think we are going to keep
an eye on it. We know we need to watch it.

The notion of focusing resources has been an interesting one. I
think the foundation agrees that $10 million, which is the total
amount available through this program, in the large population
States does not buy you a great deal. Yet, it is very interesting that
these States have been anxious to compete for it.

I think the reason is that the money is flexible. They can spend
it on teacher development, they can spend it on curriculum devel-
opment, they can spend it on developing new assessment systems,
and they can spend it on public information and public awareness.
One of the reasons that this has been so successful is that it is very
uncategorical in its approach to things.

One of the things we found out through this program is that the
capacity and the infrastructure fcr the kind of reform in math and
science education that we have been thinking about at the Founda-
tion, the capacity is not really there in the way that we would like
to see it. I think partly that is because of budget cuts, and staffs
have really been stripped down.

I think one of the things we are doing through this program, and
this is the result so far, is really creating new kinds of leadership. I
think the program is creating new kinds of leadership, leadership
that, hopefully, will last long after the funding is no longer there.

Let me make one final point here, and that has to do with the
absolutely critical importance of providing technical assistance to
the States in efforts of this kind. It has to do with the capacity
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issue that I talked about a little bit before. Nobody knows how to
do this exactly, including those of us at the Foundation and at
other places at the national level and at the State le l. el and at the
district level.

I think the whole process is a learning experience. It is one in
which we work together to try to figure out whether the systemic
strategy idea, which seems to be a very powerful notion, can really
result, in the long run, in better achievement of kids. Since we do
not know exactly how to do it, I think it is very important to stay a
little bit loose, until we know more than we know now about what
works and what doesn't work and what combinations of things
work.

There is a lot of technical assistance that has to go on with this
kind of an effort. The National Science Foundation has a contract
out for 5 years, which is a good part of the life of this program,
which will be trying to get the best experts in the country and
making them available to people in the States so that they can
learn from each other about how to go about the system reform ini-
tiatives that we have going.

As a systemic effort designed to make fundamental reforms, this
program is, understandably, a little bit high risk. Nevertheless, I
think our preliminary evidence, based on the first 2 years, shows
that we are getting the kind of participation in the States that we
had hoped. It is resulting in the leveraging of resources. The NSF
dollars in fact are attracting other State and local dollars out
there. As a group, I think that these projects will provide us with a
great deal of information about systemic reform for the whole
country.

Thank you so much for letting me describe our systemic effort,
which is targeted at improving mathematics and science education.
I will be glad to answer any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Janice Earle follows:1
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Mr. Chairman, and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the
opportunity to testify before you today regarding the National
Science Foundation's Statewide Systemic Initiatives Program.

The Statewide Systemic Initiatives (SSI) Program is a major
effort by the National Science Foundation (NSF) to encourage
improvements in science, mathematics, and engineering education
through comprehensive systemic changes in the education systems
of the states.

Working with states on issues relatee to K - 12 educatior
represents a new strategy for NSF. Traditionally the Foundation
has worked with university-based researchers through grant
awards. The $SI program, however, is one where the Foundation
works in partnership with states to implement reforms so that the
elements of the system operate in a more coherent and productive
fashion. Through a competitive, merit-based review process,
states are eligible to receive up to 10 million dollars over five
years. It is expected that through the policy-making process,
state leaders will create and modify laws and regulations that
promote programs leading to scientific literacy for all.

Statewide Systemic Initiatives must be built on solid models of
change, provide new directions for mathematics and science

-- education, demonstrate broad involvement and commitment from all
important partners, and make maximum use of state and local
resources in the context of a sustained statewide initiative.

CURRENT STATUS OF THE PROGRAM

Twenty states and one commonwealth (Puerto Rico) were awarded
cooperative agreements under this program during the first two
funding cycles. States that have awards are: Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Louisiana, Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina,
Ohio, Rhode Island, South Dakota, California, Georgia, Kentucky,
Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Mexico, Texas, Vermont, and
Virginia (Attached to this testimony are summaries of our current
SST awards). In FY 1993 thirty states submitted preliminary
proposals and 28 states submitted full proposals for the third
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round of funding. Eleven were selected for site visits, and five
are being recommended for funding for FY 1993. We do not expect
to make new awards under this program during FY 1994.

Progress in each state is regularly monitored and an annual
review of progress is conducted. During the third year of
operation, each state will participate in a comprehensive review
of progress to date.

THE REVIEW PROCESS

The review process begins with required preliminary proposals
that are received three months prior to the deadline for full
proposals and are reviewed by NSF staff members. Principal
investigators are then sent extensive advisory comments.

The SSI Program uses a two-stage review process for fulla
proposals: panel reviews and site visits.

Full proposals are first reviewed independently by scientists,
mathematicians, science educators, mathematics educators, policy
analysts, and assessment experts. After panel discussion, each
panel rates the proposals as: (1) highly competitive and worthy
of a site visit; (2) competitive and worthy of a site visit if
funds permit; and (3) definitely not worthy of a site visit.

Site visits are critical for identifying states with programs
that are likely to succeed. SSI programs are complicated and
complex, involving multiple institutions and partners. There is
a need for strong ties to policymakers, business leaders, and the
community, as well as to educators. It is not possible, within
the limitations of a proposal, to fully describe all aspects of a
project. Site visits provide opportunities for verification and
clarification regarding the quality of relationships among the
partners, and the degree to which commitments and points of view
are shared.

Three weeks before the site visit, the PI receives a set of
questions requesting clarification on the issues raised in the
initial panel review. Responses to these questions are made
available to the site visit team upon arrival. Following the
site visit, the PI has an additional two weeks to respond in
writing to questions generated by the site visit.

Site visit teams consist of four external reviewers, an SSI
program officer and, occasionally, another NSF staff member.
Each on-site visit lasts two days and consists of intensive
meetings with the PIs and key policymakers such as governors,
Legislative education chairs, state board of education members,
and chief state school officers. Small group sessions are held
with teachers, administrators, scientists and mathematicians,
parents, representatives from business and industry,

2
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representatives from higher education, and state education agency
staff members. These sessions are highly interactive, and give
site visit team members a chance to probe issues not explicitly
addressed by the review panels.

Team members develop a report that includes a recommendation for
funding based on their assessment of the individual reviews,
panel reviews and findings from the site visit.

REVIEW CRITERIA

Team members use the following criteria as guidelines for
evaluating the quality of state SSI projects:

1. State commitment. Do states exhibit a commitment to
fundamental reform of mathematics and science education?
Are the changes they propose pervasive? Do they identify
local resources which will be used to support NSF funds and
focus discretionary resources on their mathematics and
science education reform (e.g., Eisenhower, Chapter 1,
Chapter 2, Vocational Education, and funds from other
sources)?

2. The state's vision for mathematics and science ducation.
Does the vision include appropriate new directions and
approaches with regard to curriculum goals, changes in
school structure and decision-making, equity, teacher
preservice and inservice, assessment and accountability, and
articulation within the system? Is the vision understood
and shared by project partners?

3 Consensus on the current status of science and mathcmatics
ducation and on identification of the most serious problems
that need to be addressed. Are the problems identified as
the key concerns to be addressed in the proposal shared by
project partners?

4. Partnerships that nable the ffort to succeed. Are
educators at all levels, scientists, mathematicians, the
business community, parents, and science and technology
centers all involved? Are key policymakers (governors,
legislators, state and local boards and departments of
education, and boards for higher education) working
collaboratively with the project? Are strategies proposed
that will result in significant and sustained changes in
schools?

5. Implementation plan to provide management and oversight of
the project. Does the state have the capacity to
effectively organize, implement, and monitor this project?
Are proposed key staff able to assure successful
accomplishment of the project?

3

97



93

6. Evaluation plan. Will data be used for mid-course
corrections, as well as outcomes? Is evaluation integrated
into the management plan?

Following receipt of site visit reports and follow-up responses,
SSI staff analyzes all materials and makes recommendations to the
Assistant Director for Education and Human Resources (EHR), who
then forwards them to the National Science Board for action.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT AND OVERSIGHT

As part of this program, NSF provides advice to all states
through meetings with program officers and feedback during the
review process. In addition, representatives from funded states
have opportunities to attend PI meetings and special conferences.

-

Principal Investigators or Project Directors (PIs/PDs) attend two
meetings a year convened by the NSF to address issues concerning
both the national SSI Program and their individual states. These
meetings have created a national network, provided opportunities
for PIs and PDs to focus on common issues, and helped them
identify available resources.

NSF began a technical assistance program in April 1992 to assist
SSI states on-site with issues such as strategic planning,
curriculum development, equity, staff development, assessment,
project evaluation, and public awareness campaigns. This effort
resulted in an electronic network to facilitate communication
among all states; biannual PI meetings; and forums for discussion
of important issues such as managing systemic reform.

NSF believes that technical assistance is a critical component of
this pr=jram. For example, budget cuts in recent years have left
states and districts without an "infrastructure" that builds
capacity for and can support reform. Intensive leadership
experiences for state, district, and school staff about content
issues, pedagogy, and reform strategies are needed.

In addition, ongoing monitoring of SSI initiatives is provided by
the EHR Division of Research, Evaluation, and Dissemination.
Regular written reports are submitted to NSF and distributed to
the evaluation and technical assistance contractors, and the PI.

States conduct their own evaluations and the changes in
implementation plans resulting from that study are negotiated
during annual program reviews. This permits a thorough
assessment of a state's progress and facilitates appropriate
shifts in project direction.

70-820 0 - 93 - 4
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NSF also has in place a process for a aulti-year evaluation of
the SSI Program. The evaluation will determine the effectiveness
of strategies for change, the extent to which significant policy
changes ow-ur, the achievement of students, and the improvement
of teachers and schools. Five interrelated data collection
activities will be used in the analysis: case studies of 9
states; documentation via telephone and periodic visits to all
states; statistical indicator data from various third-party
sources; pilot teacher surveys; and data obtained from state
evaluators and NSF monitors.

LESSONS LEARNED

o Use of a competitive review process has been essential.
The process is devolopnental and permits states to tske
advantage of new learning at each stage. In addition,
holding multiple competitions over three years, has
resulted in improvements in the quality of proposals.

o NSF is sot directive regarding who should respond to
the .C.7P, and the governor's office in each state was
etas to determine who should reply. This resuIts in
broad-Cased coalitions led by interested and
imowledgeable partners. State Departments of
Education, Boards of Higher Education, universities,
and independent entities (e.g., the Montana Council for
Teachers of Mathematics) have all provided leadership.

o It takes states losger to begin implementation of
systemic reform (e.g., hiring staff, finding office
space, contracting) than was originally anticipated by
either the Foundation or the states. A phase-in of
funds in the beginning of an initiative would be nor.
effective.

o The flexibility of the program encourages states to
focus initially on areas of greatest need, and respond
to demographics, culture, and context. However, states
are also developing strategies about how they vill
achieve statewide impact.

o The SSI program has stimulated partnership development
in the states. One theme that we hear repeatedly is
that the process of developing an SST proposal is, in
an of itself, a valuable activity for states. The
implementation process results in serious partnerships
between K-12 and higher education, schools and
mathematicians and scientists, education and business
and industry, among the SSI and other NSF initiatives

c49t

3



95

in the state, and between the SSI and other
comprehensive state reform initiatives.

O SSI initiatives have been remarkably successful in
obtaining other funding. Key examples are the
Department of Education's curriculum framework grants
and other NSF funded initiatives such as the teacher
collaborativas and teacher enhancement grants. The SSI
has also been a catalyst that hras focussed resourcs in
states. SSI initiatives have focussed resources such
as higher education and state Eisenhower funds, Chapter
2, and foundation grants. Some states are beginning to
coordinate with Chapter 1 funds.

O SSI has heightened awareness of mathematics and science
education reform. In all SST states there are serious
discussions underway about the importance of
mathematics and science education, and the need for
state curriculum frameworks that reflect the national
standards. States are developing reconmendations about
the kinds of curriculum materials that need to be in
classrooms. In the New England states, the discussion
has spilled over state boundaries and they are now
participating in regional meetings around areas of
common concern.

o The SSI is focussing an teacher development. All SKI
states are engaged in substantive teacher enhancement
activities that incorporate programs that are tied to
national and state standards, are of significant
duration, and include follow-up support. States are
providing leadership in developing new approaches in
curriculum, instruction, and classroom ssssssss nt.

O Many SSI states are identifying changes in teacher
preparation and certification policies that reflect
direction set by new state goals and frameworks.

o SSI states are addressing how to rebuild the education
infrastructure in education, science, and mathematics
through programs aimed at creating new state leadership
in mathematics and science education, identifying
regional specialists who vill work with schools, and
training lead teachers.

O Many states have a significant amount of reform
activity underway. They have to identify strategies
for how to integrate the SSI into other ongoing, large
scale efforts.

6



96

CONCLUSION

The SSI Program offers states a unique opportunity to work
cooperatively with the National Science Foundation on projects
that are designed to fundamentally reform science and mathematics
teaching and learning. Although there are significant
differences among the states--in culture, wealth, and
demographicsover the past three years, the SSI prograa staff
has worked with all 50 states in some capacity, either by
responding to preliminary proposals or reviewing formal
proposals. A key feature of the program is a technical
assistance nodal that anticipates problems and provides SSI
states with access to expertise. SSI is truly a national program
representing states with a wide variety of characteristics and
approaches to reform.

As a comprehensive and systemic effort designed to enable
fundamental reform of science and mathematics education, the SSI
Program is understandably high-risk. Nevertheless, preliminary
evidence supports the view that this comprehensive effort is
engaging the appropriate participation of the key decision-makers
and performers at the state level. It is also resulting in
substantial leveraging of resources in excess of the 10 million
dollars each state may receive from NSF. Moreover, the SSI
projects as a group are providing a knowlodge-baso on systemic
reform to the Nation.

Thank you for this opportunity to demmribe our systemic reform
effort, targeted at improving mathematics and science education.
I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
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1992 Grantee

CALIFORNIA
Governor: Pete Moen
Principe, Invesegerter NI Honig
State Superintendent of Schools
California Department of Education
721 Capitol Ma/I
Sacramento, CA 96814
(916) 657-2914

Fivo-Yeer Avow* $10.000,000

The California Advocacy for Mathemana and Science (CAMS) initiative will bring together
top-level leadership from the SUM Superintendent of Public Instruction and the Governor's
Office of Child Deveiopment and Education in support of improving mathematics and
science educadon with an empeads on full pardcipatioa for underrepresented group. The
CAMS inidative addresses several barriers to the improvement of R6 science and twiddle
grades =thermic/ program in the State.

The program hae throe oidoctism
1. Galvanising public support for improving mathematics and science education.

2. Developing and promoting elementary science instruction.

3. Replacing the ma ciaiiculum aad iustnactional Moms of mlidle grades
mathemaiko instrucdan with materials and activities condiment with NC131 standards.

The CAMS inidative will make use of specikl meedngs with policnnaken. business and
community leaders, and educators to heighten public awareness oldie importance of
science and matheniatics education. Prokmional development and support will provide the
basis for improved science instruction in the elementary grade, and mathematics
instruction in the middle gr.cles.
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3



'to

98

1991 Grantee

DELAWARE
Governor: Midvale Cando
Princi 001 Invade nee: Melon Fees
Delaware Department of Public lacruction
P.O. lox (402
Dover. DE 19903
(302) 7396700

Swo-Va Mont SIAM U01

The overall manikin of the projea a to contnbute to the national agenda to improve
mathernatia. saence. and computer education by building on a commitment to systemic
change made through participation tti the national 'lir-Leaning' project and State reform
efforts. This mil be accomplished through a bantam statewide effort reaching all of the
armenn. particular* reaching out to traditionally usdemtned populations.

The ermalle Wit of the profsat ere te
r Prcenote rigorous science and mathematics content and pedagogy. Specific activities

mil (a) review and revile Sole curriculum goals in mathematics' and science: (b)
establish a Center for science and madiensatics education at Delaware Sate University
that will sponsor teacher training wasitahops and design efforts to improve minority
parnapadon in ornhematica and science ethion: (c) esabibb selection criteria

- and Identify scliaois that will participate in Prgect 21 (tin Rein:ming schooit and

three non-Reba/nag schoca in the &Kasai and (d) inrca widow and
mathematics nerthaacntnt each particiFesing 'ascot that identifies gosh.
Manual outcome. and Mai developsent

2. Promote continued adore change in schools aid the community. Specific activities
will (a) identify major community segments that are part of participating achook'
communsties and develop strategies to pentode the Various segments to become
involved an the reform drown (:4 initiate a science and mathematics seminar senes for
teachen and die public (c) prepare a science and madiemana newaiener fat patents:
and (d) condaa esnaarricalar seance and mathematics armides in Prmect 21
schools.

3 Develop student perfoymance armament uutramena Specific actinides will (a)
inventor, proven measures for student performance in mathematics and science: (b)
collect timeline data on student knowledge and community values about science arid
mathematics education: (c) initiate a attain/restudy of school Fragem in gienCe
and mathematic educadon reform: and (d) develop c Armin performance
measures aligned with curneulum development =num

5
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1991 Grantee

CONNECTICUT
Gewgaw Lowed Wad*,
Pr11111.11 InVeRlgater JINN Galen

Educadon Consultant
haw Department of Educarion
P.O. Roe 2219
Hartford. CT 06145
(202) 5611931

FiveYow Avow* 17,81111.72S

The overall of the pref emit to meet the National Educational Goal of taadienimia

and science achievement for all ConnecticutR-12 students. with a paniailar Sxus on

unclaimed and underrepreatosed youth. through alocattersa semewide eke madam ail

of die &Mum.

The waft seas of the mime are tet
t Establish* leglithe action The Cceinecdon narks* for Education in

Mathemada. Science. and Technology. which Mamie mdie vehicle for lcogierm

spats* change than* ndrocasiog reform. sewing of ethwarionsi modanis, wad
providing technical sesireace so Wino' diadem.

2. Reform 1-12 madiematica and Kielce learning through district-WM =Mae* refor
and enhancement and amemom of smdent ammosad palomino*.

3. Creme higher educadco partnerthips for 14,12 education throtagh dialogues between
Imitutes of Higher Education (GEE) and ocher groups.colaboadon of Efirs with

local schools and other organizations. and resIniamingof teacher preparation

curricula.
4. Creme a climate for change through minority 110:4111. parent

involvement. and school/

amines collaboration'.
S. Implement a campaign for public undemanding through cooperative activities

between The Connecticut Academy. the Connecticut Suisse: Roundtable. the
Connecticut Public Television. ind various other coeporate andmedia partners.
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1991 Grantee

FLORIDA
Govanion Lawton Chiles
Principal Investigator Jack Lappart
Florida Deparnnent of Education
320 West Gaines Street. Suite 344
Tallahassee. FL 32399-0400
(904) 9224207

Five-Year Award: $7.913.882

The goals of the project are grouped under three initiatives:

Initiative 1. Restructuring K-8Science Education using ''Roridaa fragile
anwircarnant- as a theme.

7 Develop Flonte's Awes assisemsent Soviet akAg. which provide suggesticos for
instructional materials. alternative assessment strategies. asailabieresources, networks.
database& and stareof-the art technology.

3 Expand partnerships and use Florida's science-rich institutions and natural and
human resources as part of CUrriCUluM guide impiemenation.
Have every elementary and middle school condua a significant project to study and
improve Florida's environment.

initiative 2. Reettuaurt the education of science teachers.
Q Develop new approaches to teaching science at the postsecondary leml.
7 Restructure elementary and middle school teacher preparation programs.
3 Revise teacher certification and recertification requirements to indude Florida's new

envtronmental theme courses.

Initiative 3. Develop teacher and community support for systemic Change.
3 Provide teachers with resource& training. and support through a comprehensiveladaship model.
3 Establish a statewide interactne communicabons network to guide and support

restructuring K-8 science education.
3 Etuild broad-based Communits, undetstanding and support for Mtn:Causing efforts to

allure conciminion of this Dateline initiative prclect
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1992 Grantee

GEORGIA
Govimor UN Miller
Principal Investigator Michael Padilla
University of Georgia
Boyd Graduate Studies Research Center
University of Georgia
Athens. GA 30602
(706) 542-1763

R-w-Year Award: S10,000,000

The Georgia Imtiauve in Mathematics and Science Project GLMS) focuses on teacher
education. adopts improved curricular matenals and instructional techniques, and uses
ppropnace assessment techniques. Five universitv-based regional centers. geographically

located throughout the State. will link schools with university faculty, current instructional
material. new pedagogics. and other resources to support Georgia's vision of science and
mathematics education. In addition. policy revisions, public awareness. and parent support
vnll be developed to support the following goals:

1. To increase the successful parocipation of underrepresented groups in mathematics
and saence.

2. To develop teachers with strong content and pedagogical foundations in mathematia
and science.

3. To recruit and retain the highest quality teaching force.
4. To develop and implement curriculum based on a set of comprehensive principles

that is application-based. interdociplinary in nature, and requires active learning
participation.

5. To design innovauve assessment techniques that reflect curriculum goals and
instrucuonal strategies appropriate to mathemaucs and science.

6. To initiate fundamental changes in the State edumnonal stnieure that will empower
students. teachers, pareno. administrators, and the community n achieve greater
scientific literacy.

7
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1992 Grantee

KENTUCKY
Gomm= Wallace WAkinson
MOM Elitener Michael Howland
Kentucky Science and Technology Counal
P.O. Box 1049
Lexington. KY 405101-1049
(609) 233-3502

Fhte-Year Anent 1111.172.300

The juint venture between the Department of Education and tbe Kennaciry Science and
Tedmotogy faunal. Inc.--Partnership for Refoew initiative' in Science and Stathestuics
(PRISil)turlds upon the Kentucky Education Reknit Act MEM to adds= sped& needs
and burien that hinder tee resunation; ascience and natIsessancs education in the State.

The predisot hos these genic
1. To ensile Kentucky =Wens to acquire the concepoul knowledge. proem skills. thinking

skits. awl Was of wind that characserite scientific Kinsey.
2- To encourage note Kenersciot studenu. especially those tram underrepresented groupa to

Maw peelers leading so science. osdaemeia. and teeeneicipeosaeo careers.
incIstAing teaching.

3. To mat the general public and oon leaders in Kentucky roue of the nine at
knowledge mei skills in saadiesanica science. and whitebait, as inporunt outcomes of
whicsion.

To &chime thew gosh. PR= 3M coordinate toarnaostia and science inidstitei in dendopisg
teacherspecolint so support change en daimon practices. altering teacher preen& prognias.
dmelopeng lad ispieseenong a plan a fares med.:Odom by underrepresented groups sad
estarsignog police to enhance awnents and name otroathetorics and science eekaostion.
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LOUISIANA
Govan= Edwin Edwards
Principal Nwarstigatort Kerry Oavideon
Depuw Commissioner
Academic Affairs and Research
Louisiana Board of Regents
150 Riverside Mall. Suite 129
Baton Rouge. LA 70601-1389
(504) 342-4253

Five-Vwsr Award: 310,000,000

Louisiana's SSI program is administered bv the Louisiana Stumm Inniative Program
Council (LaSIP). an interagency council created be the Governor.

LaS1P is implementing six initiative=
1. Presavice--A statewide review of prnervice mathematics and science prcgrams is

being conducted and making recommendations for chain, m the Board of Regents.
2. InserviceTwenty projects have been selected for implementation. These projects

are being conducted by colleges and universities (systemic sites) in cooPeration with
local education agencies.

3. Teacher CertificaticeRecommended modification of cerdfitalion for elementary
and middle grades are bung developed and submitted to die Board of Ekmentary
and Secondary Education for action.

4. Curriculum and MatenalsMathematics and science curriculum frameworks (R-12)
are being developed.

S. Educational TechnologrCurrent uset will be expanded. and new toes will be
evaluated and employed.

6. Professional ParmersPracuuoners are making students aware of the role of
mathematics and science in careers. They are invobed in mservice. presentee. and
systemic site atomics.

a
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MASSACHUSETTS
Governor Salim Wald
Principal Immedgetor Sow Taw Iman

Massachusetu Department of Educanon
ISIS Hancock Street
Quincy, MA 02169
(617) 770-7505

Rye-Veer Ames* S10.000,000

Partnenhips Advancing Learning of Mathematics and Science (Prcject PALMS) seeks to

improve science and mathematia educational opportunity and outcomes through Olt!.
cunicular. leadership. and partnership initiatives. Irma= comp:eons include the
following

1. Pray:luting the first-ever State cumculum framework far Mimachusetts.
2. Hiring science and mathematics specialists by the Department of Education.
3. Implementing a new science and mathematics Mauer Teacber certilkation standard.
4. Using the State curriculum fmmework to develop curriculum alteratioos that will be

activineased. with great potential for incarcerating educational telecommunications
networla and other technotogies into the clammons.

S. Developing linkages between schools and colleges to align presenice and imesvirz
curriculum with the States framework.

To support school-based chrnge. leadership academies for teachers and administrators will

focus on mecuml and usanizational alterations that will foster continuededucational

reform at the school site. Parmenhips with the media. informal education =auk business

and industry. and community groups will coordinate a public awarenes campaign an the

importance of mathematics and 3CiCACe literacy.
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1992 Grantee

MICHIGAN
Gesenton JOhn Ennis*
Principol inemotigoter Sherif Sheltered
Michigan Deparmient of Education
P.O. Bost 30008
Lansenc MI 48509
(SIT) 373-7248

Finsofwar Award: 111-9110.570

The Michipn Statewide Sister= Initiative in Mathematic and Sciaue (MSSI) mU
implement a comprehensive transformation of science and mathematic educadon by
coordinaung policy initiatives akeadv In place with curricular. leadership, and partnechip
initiatives to support school-based change in science and mathematics education.

Michisson pions five oxismeblei inatnrontione
1. Develop a Sulu wises statement for mathematics and science education. circulate it

resese it. and obtain endonernents from the MSSI SteeringCommittee. the
State Board of Eduction. and a range of stakeholder grout*.

2- Dawn and any out a arscatitic Fmk* if gatiisigisgialation mu( Staespacir
ftwrgnms. and nisoleend that *lengthen or impede the Vision. The renew will he
widdyshared with key policvmaken. and recommendationswill be reviewed annually
to determine the extent of impineentation.

3. Crease Maids f Umtata irowine in 25-50 targetedschool districts. This Width*
will focus on econotnicallv dbadvanoged urban and mtreme nual districts. along
with other districts interested in reform in mathematic and science educatice. The
Models wul generate new knowledge about aeaung successful community coeliac*
to reticent mathematics and science education.

4. Reform aleakr aturrues programs to bnng them into line with the State's *ion for
mathematic and science education.

S. Develop and coordinate Stair4sw1 gaff aweleesend to support mathematic and
science education recto consistent with the *Winn statement.

I. Create an etehumunt plot that will determine the success of the project's proposed
outcomes aa well u the success of other State-level acdvities to reform mathemada
and science educatton.
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MONTANA
Governor More Ratiset
Principal krsmatigstur John= Lott
Department of Mathematical Science
Univeriitv of Montana
Miro= MT 59112
(406) 243-2696

Fiimolme Awn.* 211.842.175

The Was cd thy Preiset are to-
1. Redesign the grades 942 mathematics commit= using an integrated

interditriOnarr *approach for Al student'.
2. Derelcc and publish curriculum and =eminent maceriais fee grades 9-16.
3. Incorporate die use of technology in all faxen and at all levels of mashanada

education.
4. Increase the participstice of rnales and :t:ative Americans in mathematics and

science and increase the nunther of =mks and Haim American teachers in these
Yen.

S. Establish new certification and recenikanon standards far teachers.
11. Using an integrated interdisciplinin approach. mews new teachers to incorporate

the new curriculum and materials into their =rising.
7. Prepare insenice teachers in grades 946 to implement integrated mathematics

PCOgraML

& Athise. inform, and influence the legislature. the general public, and other public and
pew= sectors of the Scale to suppat implementation of the new programs.

112
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1992 Grantee

NEBRASKA
Governor lien Nelson
Program Oleerson Wen Ward. Professor
Nebraska Math and Science Coalition
P.O. 130h 880326
Lincoln. NE 68588-0326
(402) 472-8965

Ftve-Voar Ansi* $4,681,814

That soak of the project Ma to-
1. Initiate a distance learning prirct that will employ educational television, videodisc

technology, and electrorucs networks in supi nt of mathematics education with a
particular emphasis on providing support for rural Nebraska schools.

2. Initiate a teacher training prMect. beginning with elementary teachers and
progresting to recondary teachers, that supporet implementation of the NC114
standards, and will specifically increase the number of mathematics reguiremena for
elementary certification.

3. Ensure that all initiatives under this prilect are concerned with making mathematics
and science education cultutally relevant for all students.

4. Develop a public awareness campaign that generates public support for reform in
mathematics and science education.

5. Develop a science initiative that compiemenn the effom in mathematics education.
G. Develop the Nebraska Mathematics Coalition to assure 4.spport after NSF funding ends.
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MEW MEXICO
Governor: Bruce king
Principal investigator: David Colton
University of New Mexico
Albuquerque. NM 87131
(905) 277-1999

Five-Year Award: SC* 4,000

New Mexico will foster s venue change that will improve mathernaucs and science
eduauon in New MerSco's K.8 public schools. The systemic change will be basedon the
Re:Learning mc.lx, of schoolbased reform and will incorporate new content. pedagogy.
And armament in mathentarm and science.

me projrm wil
t Establish a State-level council astakeholders to provide guidance and ovenight for

systemic change actiaaa.

2. Establish regional technical arnicance centers whose staffs will wort directly with K-8
schook in implememing systemic change.

I Initiate staff development programs in approximatelY 90 elemeacaryand middle
schook in each year of the p,ograna. with each whool participating ina 2-year
program of summer and academic year staff devekaposent activities guided by the
Re:Learning model of schookimed change.

4. Assist in Me desehopment and dissemination of State aandards. areaarnentsrnems.
teacher Licensure requirements, and staff development policies that are aligned with
the standards being prepared by the NCTM. NSTA. and AAAS.

5. Support postsecondary curriculum reforms and COMMUllit? orpnizations.initiatives
that are consistent with (4) above.

7 . Create the conditions needed to reduce the performance gain typically asaociated with
gender and ethnicity in math and science.

IL Evaluate annual progress in meeong these goals.

114
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NORTH CAROUNA
Governed Jamas HUM
Principal Invandatator: Me Is DPW Ditcbor
North Carolina Science a- Mathernana" Alliance
410 Oberlin Road. &the 506
Rakish. NC 27605
(919) 7334161

,e-Yar Annan* 17.116115141

-11so seals af this peaMet are to eatablish 10 regional paretssaltims 10 astalyito Meal
rassurem ta:

1. Provide the training, mama. suppon. and incentives for madam and schools to
trandonn science and mathematics instrucnon ins° a paradpstory bandana
exploradon of she menday wortinp of technoiogy maid Ms ward world.

2. Dock, school and community-0mM initiatives that Mama op-pormaitin for
women and minorities in scienCe, matbemadca and tedsnalogy.

3. [moire smidems. parents. pradidas scientism and moistens and commanity and
educational leaden us improving science and asmisemada edwasima throe. local
and smaewide effora.

The 10 regional partnenhips include scientism engineers. besith sad other technical
profersions with Mumma peens and medals. The acanifies include 3de:stir-Teacher
exchanges chat imam adman" and machos working ',tether so phin mod implement
cartoons suppon mantles and summer industry and maven* Masashi's.. In addiaon.
support seams of universes. educaton. future teachem prem. and Mown profesionals
compde and distribute resource maseriah for classroom and school we. Tech4rep
programs support cumcuia that offer high school students the opportunity so connea their
high school mathermuca and science courses to degree programs in Embalm* colleges.

0,91,
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OHIO
Governors Grape %foresail
Principal inuseniestar Jane MAW' Kars
Condit Professor of Science Education
Monis Unhersny
Oxford. OH 45056
(5)3) 529-1686

Five-Yrsar Awe,* $11.6411.000

The Oluo Mathemaiir and Science Discovery Proyect is a statewide effon to improve
olucational 041[001411 in mathematics and science by building conserve for educational
goals. improving preservice education. and creating prcrasonai development opportunities
for middle senor and junior high school mathematics and science teschen.

TM gars of the pm** ars to
I Establish 10 regional amen staffed by teams that include mathematician and

'Genre/educates and seacher-lesdas and that coplanar problem solving and
inquiry-bred binniction.

2. Use re:sends strategies IASI awes chsnges in truclan learning.

3 Perform additional research to tons on the adaption or creation of new inquisTbred
urructional =aerials.
Provide ongoing support to prinking teachers and develop a kaderslsip core that can
Introduce new approaches to the learning of mallard= and science. The new
approaches will include entreated use of technology and the implementation ci
evaluation and amennment strategies that complement inquirrbred instruction.

1991 Grantee
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1992 Grantee

PUERTO RICO
Gametic Pedro Rosalie
Panama Invest leatan Manuel Gomez
Univenity of Puerto Rico
P.O. Box 364994
University Station
Sro Juan. PR 009364964
(909) 7644369

Rue-Year Award: 910.000.000

The Puerto Rico Statewide Systemic Initiative in Science and Mathematics Education is a
joint venture between the Puerto Rico Department of Education. the Resource Cenaer for
Science and Engineerin g. and the Puerto Rico General Council of Education to role
science and mathematics curriculum in grades 11.42. This collaboration provides a method
to link expertise in science and mathematics education, institutions of higher education.
and policy iratiatives to systemically alter Puerto Rloo's educational system

The pro*/ mill
i. Ream the science and mathematics ainiaslum, with a focus on students' cognitive

Milk and depth o( scientific undemanding.

2. Revise the teacher preparation curriculum w upvade amitOct matter undermadlag
and inuructional methods.

3. Promote parent and community involvement in school improvement dram

4. Develop. pilot, and adopt Deff assemment methods corsiment with revised ctiniculuan
materials and instructional practices.

S. Establish and measure islanduide standards of excellence in science and mathernatict
education.

Twenty-one model schools tone elementary. middle. and secondary school in each ot the
Commonwealth's seven geographic regions) will be the vehicles for main and
disseminating the reforms. They will serre as regional centers for 10 additional schools. By
the year 2000. all 1.600 schools in Puerto Rico will have reuructured their science and
mathematic education programa.
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1991 Grantee

RHODE ISLAND
Gamma,: Orme innilen
Prineinal kmealgomr: Rmanath Delarti
Rhode Island Department of Elementary and
Secondara Ern:loon
2: Hams Sweet. Room 201
Providence. RI 02104
1401) 277.2$21

Rva-Yanr Amer* 11111.3131.0110

Rhode Istand's project is focused on charm in science and mathematics education reform
for K-8. incceporanng the reforms into the statewide muter plan for science and mathematics
education K-16. The goals of die Rhode island Statewide Summit Initiative Program art to

I. Establish a kadembip tem at the Deparment of Elementary and Secondary Educadon.
2. Work with the special leplatine ccoandmion to dewlap a roam plat for mathematics

and science edema= &Ilk
3. Establish resource apecialiats five aims throughout' the law and timely teacher

training centers to enhance sciame and mathanatics education.
4. Develop statewide Ita Ideate and machemadm famemelta.
S. Dineminate statewide framework; and provide dials= opportunity so review their

existing minicab so determine how to internam the frameworks.
S. Establish leadership mum at the school level to review aad implement hatmeworka.
7. Work with private lemur through Rhode bland Mathematics and Science Educadon

Collaborative...hid% will enshish a demist/home int all school.
t Identify a mak force on undampreaemed populations that will identity national

programs that work with diem pc/natation*.
R. Develop performance-bred areinnent strategies for mathematics and science.

10. Create a liaison wick higher education to work with college and unkversity teacher
preparation.
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1992 Grantee

VERMONT
Governor Housed Dun
Principal investigator Bruce Richardson
Vermom Depanment of Educauon
120 State Street
Montpelier. VT 05620
(802) 82153121

nviwYme Awed: S9.11611.922

The Vermont Statewide Systemic in Maine in Science. Math and Technology is a
collaborative protect between free sectoneducanon, business. higher education.
government. and the community at large-4o Increase the mathematics. science, and
tedmology petforrnance of all students. To cam out this pn:ject. the Vermont State Board
of Education and the Agency for Dereiopenent and Community Affairs will ioindy establish
the Vermont Instigate for Mathematics. Science and Technology.

A two-pronged approach will couple achool4seesd change efforts with State policy
initiatives Maim components include the foliewimp

1. Creating a stattmide Sdence/Matbernatia/Technology (SNIT) wading cUniculut
framework to guide load curriculum development. professional development. and
aNle1110tIlL

2. Providing intensite professional development programs for toschen through meow
institute& Year-round suppcet and a varien timber woke:mai development
stratecim

3. Redeogning college science. mathematics and tethrioiogy comma to strengthen
prantal training for new teachers, and developing alternative whiten for meted
career S/MPT teachers.

4. Developing a statewide. integrated strategy for Science/Mathematics/Tedmology
performance assaiments that build on Vermont's esisOng usesswent modem work
through mathematics and witting portfolios.

S. Creating a statewide S/t4/1" telecomputing network that links schools with
representatives from business and higher education.
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VIRGINIA
Gerstner t. Damps. Maw
Principal Invandipme Jam Mll &dins
Winer Department a Educauon
II N. 14th Street

James Monroe Budding
Richmond. VA =19
IMO 215.21176

FrmYmar Awe* 1111.615.914

1992 Grantee

'The Virginia Qualin Eder:limn m Sctence ana Tr-cinema vxx.x.sr, tall extend two
Oror Sate efforts already under uatthe Decrement CM Education s -Wald Class
'Education." 3.11 'arabusous lOner pan to define iearnme outcomes for all madame snd
Mockforee MOO: a biste-nbbon mnel report to the Gamma that calk fa a somatic and
technologscall Iterate csisera

The easiest wad feces en improving methetnetite and edema edesetien in erodes
Kal. Weeds denaleesed an esessehe needs aementent. and bent this dertieped
the seven hallowing lenteeitents et V-01.1EST:

1. Creamy/ a schoolamed mathemascs and science lead teachers risraite.
2. Developing nen presentee and Mamma model foe teachers
3. Tying sekaton criteria for insauctsonal mammals and armament reform to the effect
4. Omelopang a leadership component foc school snd Musa adarramwers.
S. Condueung a cossram..a amen camparn.
I. Supporting teadtemacs and science educauen through the States

telecolmuniations mom tif-PEK
7. inspromg

The PI mu omck melt 7 component coordinators. a State Action Coma and 10 Leal
Action Council us aerie a management structure that links content (through the
ernponensi with a proem (Saw and Local Amon Grecian for local involvement
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Dr. Earle.
Dr. Morra?
Dr. MORRA. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, Representative Good ling,

and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased to be here today to
discuss our report on systemwide education reform.

My testimony today will focus on four districts that have had
many years of experience with systemwide reform. They differ in
size, spending level, poverty level, and approach, yet their experi-
ences offer insight into the potential Federal role in systemwidereform. In these districts, systemwide reform has been a long-term,
ongoing process that requires substantial commitment and effort.

Systemwide reform includes five key, interrelated system compo-
nents: one, goaL or standards expected of all students; two, curricu-
la linked directly to those standards; three, high-quality instruc-
tional materials appropriate to the curricula; four, professional de-velopment to enable teachers and other educators to understand
the curricula and the most effective instructional approaches; and
five, student assessment systems that are based directly on the cur-ricula.

The standards are the driving force in these reforms. They define
what students should know and be able to do, and they apply to all
students. A growing consensus exists that high standards, incorpo-
rating higher-order skills related to complex reasoning and prob-lem solving, should be set. Efforts are underway on a variety of
fronts to develop high standards.

The districts we visited had developed standards for all students
at each grade level. These standards included a vision of the types
of utowledge, skills, and abilities students need when they gradu-
ate. This provided a focus for decisions about all other elements of
the system: curriculum and instruction, professional development,and assessment.

Three of the districts began reform in the 1970s or early 1980s
and established standards related primarily to basic skills and rais-
ing achievement test scores. Each district had been working for
several years, however, to incorporate high standards into itssystem in key subject areas, such as math and reading. The stand-
ards issues in 1989 by the National Council of Teachers of Mathe-
matics were being used extensively in three of the districts.

Student assessments related to the district's curricula were a keypart of the instructional reform. Student progress in achieving the
standards was monitored frequently.

In one district, for example, students were assessed four to six
times a year on tests designed to monitor progress toward the dis-trict's standards. Results were provided quickly so that teachers
could follow up with individual students, as necessary. This focus
on student achievement also led to a change in the role of princi-pals, who focused more on helping teachers teach and students
learn and less on their more traditional role of administrators.

The experiences in these districts provided several key insights
into the process of systemwide reform. First, systemwide reform
was a long-term process, requiring vision and commitment. In each
case, as reform unfolded, all system components, including stand-ards and assessments, were changed, sometimes annually, as the
districts acquired more experience and monitored their success.
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In these districts, the superintendent was a key force for the
reform. Each provided the vision and leadership to develop and
maintain consensus in support of reform. A key factor in their suc-
cess was their longevity in the district.

Second, technical assistance was important. Technical assistance
was ongoing as the reforms evolved, and districts saw it as essen-
tial. The districts hired private or university consultants to help, in
areas such as conducting needs assessments, setting standards,
writing curricula, and developing assessment tools. In one case, ihe
district used State-developed curriculum frameworks as a starting
point for developing its own standards and assessments.

Third, teacher support was critical. The districts obtained teach-
er support by training the teachers about the need for and the
process of reform, involving them in writing the new standards,
curricula, and assessments and providing training in various in-
structional approaches.

The four districts used a variety of methods to provide profes-
sional development, such as staff retreats, summer workshops, and
training during school hours for which substitute teachers were
provided.

Two districts established teacher centers. For example, one °stab-
lished three teacher centers that provided intensive training over a
period of 5 to 8 weeks in instructional practices and other aspects
of reform. The difficulty in maintaining professional development
efforts was also demonstrated. For example, one district recently
had to close its teacher centers because of budget constraints.

Fourth, assessing overall progress toward high standards may be
difficult. Districts are likely to have more difficulty in measuring
overall success as they incorporate new, higher standards. Districts
track the progress of reform efforts through the use of norm refer-
enced standardized achievement tests. Such tests, though not di-
rectly linked to the district's curricula and standards, are a recog-
nized measure of student achievement in basic skills.

To measure student progress toward new, higher standards, dis-
tricts will need a broader range of assessment instruments, such as
portfolios and demonstrations. The districts we visited were devel-
oping and training teachers to use these relatively new types of as-
sessment, but aggregating results of these tests to measure
progress is more difficult than using norm referenced tests.

Fifth, current Federal programs may not support systemwide
reform. Existing Federal categorical programs, such as Chapter 1,
played little part in these districts' reforms. District officials said
that Federal categorical programs targeted to specific groups of at-
risk students, such as the disadvantaged or those with disabilities,
were not supportive of reforms directed ta improving achievement
of all students. On the other hand, Federal programs did not seem
to significantly hinder reform activities.

The districts' use of federally-funded technical assistance was
mixed. The two larger districts had obtained some assistance from
federally-assisted centers. The two smaller districts, on the other
hand, did not seek such help. One superintendent pointed out that
his district needed onsite consultation and support and that the
nearest Federal lab was too far away to make that practical.
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We did not assess the extent to which federally-funded research
and technical assistance efforts currently support systemwide
reform or the extent to which they could do so. However, we noted
some potential limitations. For example, many of the Federal tech-
nical assistance centers target specific programs, such as Chapter 1
or bilingual education programs.

Mr. Chairman, systemwide reform holds promise for improving
student learning, but in the absence of State and Federal actions,
maintaining commitment and finding resources for systemwide
reform may be difficult for many districts. Systemwide reform is
slow, it is evolutionary, and it is continuous. It demands a great
deal of time, commitment, and flexibility from its participants.

Continuing reform over the years may be difficult for many dis-
tricts. Frequent changes in leadership make commitment harder to
maintain. Yet, we know that nationally, superintendent turnover is
quite high, especially in large urban districts where the average
tenure is only 2 years. Also, many districts are facing significant
financial difficulties. Finding funding and energy for reform, while
trying to adjust to reductions in State and local funding, may make
undertaking systemwide reform a more difficult task in the mid
1990s.

The Congress could take a variety of actions if it wishes to en-
courage district level systemwide reform. For example, Congress
could support efforts to develop voluntary high national and State
content standards and support the development of exemplary as-
sessment methods appropriate to those standards.

The Congress could ensure the availability of technical assistance
and professional development to districts implementing or seeking
to implement systemwide reform.

The Congress could make existing Federal categorical programs
more conducive to systemwide reform by, for example, giving prior-
ity for grants to applicants serving targeted groups in the context
of systemwide reform. However, in making these types of changes,
provision should be made to ensure the needs of at-risk students
are met.

Congress could also direct the Secretary of Education to take
steps to disseminate information about successful reform efforts
and to review the scope and functions of the Federal research cen-
ters, labs, and technical assistance centers to determine the extent
to which they could assist in systemwide reform efforts.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. I would be glad to
answer any questions that you or other members might have.

[The prepared statement of Linda G. Morra follows:]
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY BY LINDA G. MORRA
SYSTEMWIDE EDUCATION REFORM

FEDERAL LEADERSHIP COULD FACILITATE
DISTRICT-LEVEL EFFORTS

Even after a decade of reform, our schools still need help. Many
educators and policymakers now believe that to significantly
improve student learning the education system as a whole must be
changed. Systemwide reform includs five key components: (1) goals
or standards for all students, (2) curricula tied to those goals,
(3) high-quality instructional materials, (4) professional
development, and (5) student assessments tied to the curricula.
Attention is also being focused on setting high standards,
including such skills as complex reasoning and problem solving.
Efforts are underway at the national and state levels to develop
voluntary standards and related assessment systems. Systemwide
reform can be i long-term process requiring substantial commitment
and, effort. We believe that Congress could facilitate district
efforts to undertake such reforms.

DISTRICTS WE VISITED HAD UNDERTAREN SYSTEMWIDE REFORM. The four
districts had developed standards for all students at each grade
level that included a vision of what students needed to know when
they graduated. Those standards provided a focus for decisin!
about all other elements of the system. Student assessments
related to the district curricula were a key part of the
instructional reform. When evidence showed progress was not
sufficient, districts made changes to improve learning.

COMMON THEMES IN REFORM IMPLEMENTATION. The experiences in these
districts provided several key insights into the process of
systemwide reform. First, systemwide reform wax a Iong-term
process, requiring vision and commitment. Second, technical
assistance was important in developing and carrying out the
reforms. Third, teacher support was critical. Fourth, assessing
overall progress toward high standards may be difficult. Finally,
current federal programs may not support systemwide reform.

IMPLICATIONS FOR FEDERAL ROLE rm FOSTERING SYSTEMWIDE REFORM.
Having key components of the education system linked together
promotes monitoring of student achievement to ensure that progress
continues and enables all school personnel to work together to
improve student performance. However, without state and federal
actions, maintaining commitment and finding resources for
systemwide reform may be difficult for many districts. Voluntary
national standards could provide a starting place and direction for
districts undertaking reform. But national standards and
a sssss merits alone are not likely to ensure widespread reform.
Congress could take a variety of steps--in addition to supporting
voluntary national standards--if i wishes to encourage districts
to undertake systemwide reform. Among other things, Congress could
help ensure that dietricts are aware of promising reforms, can
provide sufficient professional development, and have the
assistance they need to develop and implement reforms.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

we are pleased to be here today to discuss our report on systemwide

education reform requested by the full committee and this

subcommittee. Even after a decade of reforms, our schools still

need help. Twenty years of data from the National Assessment of

Educational Progress show that our present education performance is

low and not improving. For xample, less than 10 percent of 17

year olds demonstrate the skills associated with the.ability to

function in'more demanding jobs or to do college work, such as

carrying out multiple-step problems, synthesizing information, and

drawing conclusions. Also, gaps in achievement between minority

and nonminority students are still wide.2

The 1980s saw a host of education re 41f . But those reform's/063
largely addressed individual parts f the system, such as merit pay

for teachers, smaller class sizes, and an increased number of

academic.credits for graduation. Many educators and policymakers

now believe that to improve student learning the education system

as a whole must be changed. Attention is being focused on change

designed to improve student outcomes by determining what students

should know and be able to do, and ensuring that all the key

components of the educational system are directed to achieving

those outcomes.

My testimony today will focus on four districts that have had many

years of experience with systemwide reform. They differ in size,

spending level, poverty level, and approach, yet their experiences

offer insight into the potential federal role in systemwide reform.

2Systemwide Education Refers: Federal Leadership Could Facilitate
District-Level Efforts (GAO/HRD-93 -97, April 30, 1993).

2Xna V.S. Millie, Eugene H. Own, and Gary N. Phillips, America's
Challenge: Accelerating Academic Achievement, Educational Testing
Service (Sept. 1990).

1
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In these districts, systemwide reform has been a long-term, ongoing

process that requires substantial commitment and effort. We

believe there are steps Congress can take if it wishes to encourage '

the nation's 15,000 school districts to undertake systemwide

reform. Lot me expand on these findings.

BACKGROUND

4
Systemwide reform includes five key, intorrelated system

components: (1) goals or standards expected of all students, (2)

curricula linked directly to those standards, (3) high-quality

instructional materials appropriate to the curricula, (4)

professional development to enable teachers and other educators to

understand the curricula and the most effective instructional

approaches, and (5) student assessment systems that are based

directly on the curricula.'

The standards are the driving force in those reforms. They define

what students should know and be able to do, and they apply to all

students. A growing consensus exists that high standards,

incorporating "higher order" ski/le related to complex reasoning

and problem solving, should be sot. Efforts are under way on a

variety of fronts to develop high national standards. The

mathematics standards issued by the National Council of Teacheri of

Mathematics in 1989 have become a model for other efforts, such as

those sponsored by the Department of Education and professional

organizations such as the National Council of Teachers of English.

Many states are also working to develop these types of standards.

'These components of "systemwide" reform are often discussed in the

literature in the context of "systemic" reform, which addresses an
even broader view of the education system. See, for example,
Marshall S. Smith and Jennifer O'Day, "Systemic School Reform,"
Politics of Education Association Yearbook 1990, p. 233-267.

2
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These state and national standards, and related assessment systems,

are meant to encourage reform and provide a direction for it. They

will present broad frameworks of what students should know in

specific subjects. Local educators would have considerable

flexibility in using the standards, for example, in adding content

to reflect local needs and in detailing curricula. Proposed

legislation, among other things, includes provisions for developing

national standards for what students should know and be able to do.

THE DISTRICTS WE VISITED

HAD UNDERTAKEN SYSTEMWIDE REFORM

The districts we visited had developed standards for all students

at each grade level that included a vision of the types of

knowledge, skills, and abilities students need when they graduate.

This provided a focus for decisions about all other elements of the
system: curriculum and instruction, professional development, and

assessment. We saw in these districts a clear focus on learning

and a willingness to make changes, either in individual teacher

approazhes or in district policies, to help students achieve.

Three of the districts began reform in the 19705 or early 1980s and

established standards related primarily to basic skills and raising

achievement test scores. Each district had been working for

several years, however, to incorporate high standards into its

system in key subject areas, such as mathematics and reading. The

standards issued by the National Council of Teachers of Matnematics

were being used extensively in three districts.

Student assessments related to the districts' curricula wore a key

part of the instructional reform. Student progress in achieving
the standards was monitored frequently. In one district, for

example, students were assessed four to six times a year on tests

designed to monitor progress toward the district standards; these

tests supplemented other information teachers used to make

3
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judgments about each student's progress. The purpose of these

tests was to focus attention on students who needed assistance.

Results were provided quickly so that teachers could follow up with

individual students as necessary. This focus on student

achievement also led to a change in the role of the principals, who

became "instructional leaders." They focused more on helping

teachers teach and students learn and less on their more

tradittonal role of administrator.

when test scores or other indicators showed progress was not

sufficient, districts made changes in curricula and instruction.

For example, after several years, one district recognized that

students' scores in math and science wore not rising to the extent

anticipated. Officials revamped their curricula and a sssss ments

and put an emphasis on math and science districtwide.

COMMON THEMES IN REFORM IMPLEMENTATION

The experiences in these districts provided several key insights

into the process of syltemwido reform.

First, Systemwide Reform Was a Long-Term Process Requiring Vision

and Commitment.

Reform in these districts was a long-term and continuing effort.

Three of the districts had been in the process of reforming for

over a decade; the fourth had begun in the mid-1980s. In each

case, as reform unfolded, all system components, including

standards and nts, were changed as the districts acquired

more experience and monitored their success. In these districts,

the superintendent was a pivotal force for the reform. Each

brought considerable expertise and experience to the district and

provided the vision and leadership to develop and maintain

consensus in support of reform. A key factor in their success was

4
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their longevity in the district. Each began reform within a few

years of coming to the district and stayed for many years.

Second, Technical Assistance Was Important.

Technical assistance was ongoing as the reforms evolved, and

districts saw it as essential because of lack of time and

experience among district staff. The districts hired private or

university consultants to help in areas such as conducting needs

assessments, setting standards, writing curricula, and developing
assessment tools. Districts varied in the extent of outside

assistance obtained. For example, two districts developed long-

term relationships with consultants who were directly involved in

many aspects of the reform. In contrast, another relied heavily on

research by district personnel but also obtained assistance from a

variety of sources, mostly on a short-term basis, to provide

guidance on reform and training in a variety of instructional

approaches. In one case, the district used state developed

curriculum frameworks, which are nationally recognized, as a

starting point for developing its own standards and assessments.

Third, Teacher Support Was Critical.

Administrators saw teacher support as ciitical to successfully

Implementing reform. The districts obtained teacher support by

training the teachers about the need for and process of reform;

involving them in writing the new standards, curricula, and

assessments; and providing training in various instructional

approaches. Yet, providing necessary staff development, training,

and time to work on the standards may be one of the most difficult

implementation issues for reform. The districts we visited devoted

considerable energy to these purposes. The four districts also

used a variety of methods to provide professional development, such

as staff retreats, summer workshops, and training during school

hours--for which substitutes were provided to free teachers for

5
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training. Two districts established teacher centers. For example,

one district established three teacher centers that provided

intensive training, over a period of 5 to 8 weeks, in instructional

practices and other aspects of reform. This is in marked contrast

to the short-term in-service training teachers often receive.

The difficulty in maintaining professional development efforts was

demonstrated in at least two districts where, as district funds

became more constrained, funding for professional development was

reduced. For example, one district recently had to close its

teacher centers because of budget constraints, even though many

teachers had not yet attended.

Fourth Assessing Overall Progress Toward High Standards may Be

Difficult.

Districts tracked the progress of reform efforts through the

results of norm-referenced, standardized achievement tests. Such

tests, though not directly linked to the districts' curricula and

standards, are a recognized measure of student achievement in basic

skills, and low scores on such tests were usually one reason reform

was undertaken. Although we cannot make a causal link to the

reform--because many factors affect students' test scores--students

in these dictricts made substantial achievement gar,.ns as measured

by these tests, and officials pointed tg those gains as evidence of

reform success.

Districts are likely to have more difficulty in measuring overall

success as they incorporate new, higher standards. To measure

student progress toward these new standards, districts will need a

broader range of assessment instruments, such as portfolios and

demonstrations. The districts we visited were developing--and

training teachers to use--these relatively new types of

assessments. But aggregating results of these tests to measure

progress is more difficult than using norm-referenced tests.

6
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Efforts are under way at the national and state levels to develop

ways to use such assessment mechanisms beyond measuring individual

student achievement, to compare achievement across, for example,

districts or states.

Fifth, Current Federal Programs May Not Support Systemwide Reform.

Existing federal categorical programs, such as Chapter 1, played

little part in these districts' reforms, although the districts

received funding from a variety of such programs. District

officials said that federal categorical programstargeted to

specific groups of at-risk students such as the disadvantaged and

those with disabilities--were not supportive of reforms directed to

improving achievement of all students. On the other hand, federal

programs did not seem to significantly hinder reform activities.

We did not study in depth how those at-risk students who have been

the traditional focus of federal programs fared under reform in the

four districts we visited. However, teachers and administrators in

two of the districts noted that teachers believed they were better

equipped to deal with at-risk students in the regular classroom,

and officials from one district pointed out that the proportion of

students with disabilities that were mainstreamed had increased

during the course ,f the reform. On the other hand, success is not

guaranteed. For example, in another district, test scores of

minorities improved but still lagged far behind those of

nonminorities. The district was still looking for ways to improve

achievement of minority students in relation to nonminorities.

The districts' use of federally funded technical assistance wax

ixed. Districts used systems such as the Educational Resources

Information Center in researching reform issues, and the two larger

districts had obtained some assistance from federally assisted

centers. The two smaller districts, on the other hand, did not

seek help from thus. types of centers and laboratories. One
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superintendent pointed out that his district needed on-site

consultation and support and that the nearest federal laboratory

was too far away to make that practical. We did not assess the

extent to which federally funded research and technical assistance

efforts currently support systemwide reform, or the extent to which

they could do so. However, we noted some potential limitations.

For example, many of the federal technical assistance centers

target specific programs, such as Chapter 1 or bilingual education

programs. Also, there are only 10 regional laboratories, which

have and could support reforms in a more general sense than centers

associated with individual programs. There are also education

research and development centers which assist school reform

efforts; many focus on discrete parts of the education process,

such as assessment or teacher evaluation.

IMPLICATIONs FOR FEDERAL ROLE IN

FOSTERING SYSTEMWIDE REFORM

Mr. Chairman, systemwide reform holds promise for improving student

learning. Having key components of the edncation system linked

together promotes monitoring of student achievement to ensure that

progress continues and enables all school personnel to work

together to improve student performance. Systemwide reform can

accommodate a variety of instructional and administrative reforms

and could provide a framework by which their success can be

measured.

But, in the absence of state and federal actions, maintaining

commitment and finding resources for systemwide reform may be

difficult for many districts. Systemwide reform is slow,

evolutionary, and continuous. It demands a great deal of time,

commitment, and flexibility from its participants. Continuing
reform over the years may be difficult for many districts.

Frequent changes in leadership make commitment harder to maintain,

and yet we know that nationally superintendent turnover is

8
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relatively high, especially in large urban districts, where the

average tenure is 2 years. Also, many districts in the nation,

again including many large urban districts, are facing significant

financial difficulties. Finding funding and energy for reform

while trying to adjust to reductions in state and local funding may

make undertaking systemwide reform a more difficult task in the

1990s.

Local involvement and acceptance of the standards that drive the

reform are necessary. The districts we visited were using existing

standards, both the national mathematics standards and state

standards, as guides but were adapting them to local curricula.

The emphasis on teacher involvement also reinforces the need for

local input.

In conclusidn, if voluntary national standards, and related

assessments, are developed, they could provide direction and serve

as a starting point for district reform. But national standards

and assessments alone are not likely to be sufficient to ensure

systemwide reforms are undertaken or that ihey are compatible with

the national standards. The Congress could take a variety of

actions if it 4ishes to encourage district-level systemwide reform.

For example, congress could

support efforts to develop voluntary high national and

state content standards and support development of

exemplary ment methods appropriate to those

standards.

-- ensure availability of technical assistance and

professional development to districts Lmplementing or

seeking to implement systemwide reform.
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make existing federal categorical programs more conducive

to systemwide reform by, for example, giving priority for

grants to applicants serving targeted groups in the context

of systemwide reform. In making these or other changes,

such as those recommended by recent studies of Chapter 1,

provision should be made to ensure the needs of at-risk

students are met.

Congress could also direct the Secretary of Education to

-- take steps to disseminate information about successful

reform efforts, and

review the scope and functions of the federal research

centers, laboratories, and technical assistance centers to

determine the extent to which they could assist in

systemwide reform efforts.

In undertaking these or other actions the Congress should include

federal and state governments as well as private agencies whre

appropriate. Further, recognizing that some districts and states

are already undertaking systemwide reform in the absence of

national standards, these actions should help ensure those efforts

are directad toward the new, higher standards envisioned in current

national standard-setting activities. Finally, although these

actions are outlined in the context of encouraging district action,

they are not meant to preclude federal support for state- or

school-based reform.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. I will be happy to

answer any questions that you or members of the Subcommittee might

have.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Dr. Morra.
I have a question for Dr. Meisels. Doctor, performance assess-

ments ask teachers to look at assessment in a brand new light and
must, therefore, it seems to me, require a great deal of staff train-
ing. How is this accomplished in the sites in Michigan where you
are testing performance assessment?

Dr. MEISEIS. We are currently working in Flint, as well as in sev-
eral other districts, such as Willow Run. I am not sure if I said the
right or the wrong thing.

Chairman KILDEE. You said the right thing.
Dr. MEISELS. It happens to be the case. In fact, performance as-

sessment requires a rethinking of the way that teachers work with
children, in terms of evaluating their work.

We have found that the amount of effort that is involved in this
is not impossible because at this stage, when we go beyond Michi-
gan, there are more than 6,000 children and 250 classrooms that
are involved in working with us at the University of Michigan on
performance assessment. It does entail a commitment on the part
of school districts to do some retraining. We think the commitment
is greater at the beginning and then, over time, decreases.

Chairman KILDEE. Have you operated in a preschool area, where
very often you fmd the teachers are very young, often underpaid,
and have less training? Have you worked with that type of profes-
sional group?

Dr. MEISEIS. We are working with teachers of preschool and
teachers of Head Start as well as State-funded preschool programs.
Most of our Head Start work is in the State of Massachusetts, and
we are also working here in the District of Columbia with the Dis-
trict of Columbia public schools and some of their prekindergarten
programs. So there is a lot of diversity among the teachers. We, as
well, have a contract with the Bureau of Indian Affairs to work
with teachers in three sites, two in New Mexico and one in South
Dakota. Again, we are talking about a lot of diversity.

We have found that the more expert teachers are, the more able
they are to do this kind of observational assessment. But with
training and support, we can bring them along so that everyone
can participate in it. So I think this is very consistent, for example,
with what is asked for in the Head Start standards.

Chairman KILDEE. I have a question to both Dr. Earle and Dr.
Morra. In this whole question of systemic reform which we have
been talking about for several years, and we reported a bill out
which almost passed, no one agrees exactly as to what systemic
reform is. Everyone seems to be for it. Are there certain basic, es-
sential components which a good systemic reform program should
include? Could you tell us what some of those components are?

Dr. EARLE. Yes, I can give a try here. I think we know what -it is.
I think we do not exactly know how to do it. I think it is the strate-
gy part that we are lacking, more than a knowledge of what ele-
ments need to be included.

From my point of view, I think we need to think of curriculum
goals and standards, assessment systems, teacher development pro-
grams, and policy backup for all those things, in a way that makes
them coherent and aligned with each other. Those are the pieces, it
seems to me, you have to have right.
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You have to have the alignment, you have to have the partner-
ships to create that alignment, and you have to have the content
standards and assessments and teacher development going along
the same track. They cannot be fighting each other or going off in
different directions.

Once you have that piece together, then the issue becomes, How
do you do that? That is where I think the NSF program is really
attempting, through the States we are working with, to find some
answers to that.

Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Morra?
Dr. MORRA. If our four districts were here, I think they would

say to you that there are elements that are key. Those elements
are starting with the standards, and that the standards are for all
kids, and they all emphasize that it is critical they are for all kids,
not just for some kids.

The standards have to be in all areas; they cannot just be in one,
although you may have to start there. They think that eventually
they have to be for all areas and for all grades. They believe thaf
those standards should be tied into a curriculum. That curriculum,
in turn, has to be tied into instruction. Teachers need to be trained,
and they believe that is an absolutely critical part of the link. All
this has to be tied into assessment.

They would feel strongly that those five areas are interconnected
and must be linked. They would also feel that it is important that
there be some local ownership and involvement in developing those
standards.

Chairman KmnEE. Thank you very much.
Mr. Good ling?
Mr. GOODLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I had one question for

Rob, but since we spent 2 hours, most of which had nothing to do
with Title IV, which is what the whole story was supposed to be
about, I did not get a chance to ask him.

Chairman KILDEE. I will mention that to Secretary Reich.
Mr. GOODLING. Well, it was not all his fault. I am just sorry ev-

erybody else left now. Everybody is saying the same thing we have
heard for the last 3 years, no matter where we have testimony:
Would you please give us some flexibility? Would you slow down
the categorical business? We could make better use of your money.
We would serve children better. But they are all gone, so they did
not hear your efforts yet. I heard flexibility come out of everybody
again today.

For the record, the one concern I was going to mention to Rob,
which he mentioned in his testimony, is that the language in Title
IV is vague with regard to who will actually be responsible for the
development of the skill standards and the related assessment and
certification system.

The language in section 403(c) of the bill states, "The National
Board shall invite and obtain the full and balanced participation of
representatives from business and industry, employee representa-
tives, and representatives from educational institutions, community
based organizations, State government, appropriate State agencies,
and other appropriate policy development organizations."

It does not say how the organizations will be selected or work to-
gether. There is no language requiring the partnerships of indus-
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try, labor, and experts in the field of education and training be de-
veloped from the bottom up, which is exactly what they are doing
presently with the grants that are out there. Nowhere is the word
"partnership" even mentioned, and yet industry-led partnerships
are what have proven to be critical to make the grants from the
departments of labor and education work.

That, I think, is what Rob was explaining as one of his concerns
with the way the legislation is put together.

I have a couple of questions for the witnesses. In the GAO report,
I have a feeling that you had a strong focus on the need for long-
term professional development in order for teachers to effectively
assist their students in achieving high standards. In our hearings
that we have been having, most of the people who have done some-
thing about this seemed to have used Chapter 2 money. Did you
find Chapter 2 money being used for the training or retraining as
they went forward with their reform efforts?

Dr. MORRA. We found some of the training was actually provided
through external funding that the districts were able to secure.
Local businesses sometimes provided some of the money. One dis-
trict got a State grant that enabled them to do some of the train-
ing. Another district got some foundation funding.

Title II funds were not specifically mentioned, and it seemed to
be that districts were using whatever they could lay their hands on
to provide that kind of longer-term training.

Mr. GOODLING. In the testimony in the Chairman's district on
Saturday, Title II was mentioned over and over again. In a hearing
in my district, the day before, it was the one place they could get
their hands on some money to do what you have to do if you are
going to make any changes, and that is to train the people who are
going to be on the firing line: administrators, supervisors, teachers,
and so on. They made good use of Chapter 2 money. I just won-
dered whether these four districts used it in that manner. We have
been cutting back on Chapter 2 money, so it makes it more difficult
for them all the time.

The second question I would have is this. On page 15 of your
report, at the bottom of the page, there is a footnote which indi-
cates that service delivery standards could discourage some dis-
tricts from implementing reform based on high content standards,
if substantial resources are necessary to meet the related service
delivery standard. This is what I have been trying to preach and
preach and preach: we may discourage the people who need the
reform efforts the most and need our help to provide some of the
money because there is no way under the sun they can meet those
delivery standards.

Not only on the bottom of page 15, but I think in your testimony
you indicated a concern about whether they could or could not
meet these standards and then would not be available for grants.

Dr. MORRA. There are some, certainly, in the field as a whole,
and there is debate about whether delivery standardssometimes
called opportunity standardsare needed. We wanted to reflect
that debate in our report. That certainly is an issue that many feel
strongly about.

In our districts, I think it is important to mention that they
ranged pretty broadly, in terms of per-pupil expenditures. We had

137



133

two districts that were over the average per-pupil expenditure and
two that. were really below it, one of which in particular was a very
poor district with about a $3,300 per-pupil expenditure.

That district would say that there is some ability to reprogram,
to prioritize resources and try to undertake the systemwide reform.
On the other hand, there is an issue with some of the school dis-
tricts that are the type of school district that, let us say Kozol de-
scribed in his Savage Inequalities. Can they do systemic reform at
the same level, at the same time, with the same resources as a sub-
urban school district?

Mr. GOODLING. Dr. Meisels, I appreciated your testimony. I am
glad you mentioned Flint. My whole purpose, of course, of includ-
ing the commission in my legislation came from the points you
made with the goals panel and the encouragement of the goals
panel to do that.

I do not see how we can determine what it is we are supposed to
do, first of all, to have children ready to learn, and I do not know
how we determine whether they are ready to learn if we do not go
out and study the situation and get some recommendations. I do
not know how we can handle goal number one without some kind
of commission effort on that part.

Do you believe that the legislation that is before us would be
better served if it included the early childhood commission?

Dr. MEISELS. I do believe it would be much better served if it
were inclusive in that way. I have actively, for the last several
years, worked with both the resource panel on Goal One and the
technical advisory group and staff to the goals panel. I believe that
the work we have done fits very well with the legislation that you
are looking at now. I would hope that it could all be incorporated
in some way.

The national commission that we are talking about here is some-
thing that would have an oversight role. It is something that would
lend us some authority, as we attempt to do major innovation
within the field. It is something that I think would be like an
anchoror perhaps a rudder is a better wordfor you on the com-
mittee and for Congress in general and the Department of Educa-
tion to know that we are going in the right direction. That is what
I see it as doing for us.

Ultimately, the commission is not going to devise these assess-
ments. The commission is going to have oversight over those who
do devise them.

Mr. GOODLING. In the hearing in the Chairman's district on Sat-
urday morning, I believe every one of them, at least all of those
dealing with any kind of early childhood education, said, "Please,
please stop asking us for standardized test assessments of these
youngsters. It is devastating and accomplishes nothing."

Dr. MEISELS. It proves to be extremely harmful and very mislead-
ing. It is time that we take steps in different directions, steps that I
think can be very productive for children and teachers and fami-
lies. That is what we are laying out for you here.

Mr. GOODLING. In relationship to Dr. Earle, I understand that
each State received $2 million under the NSF program for math
and science reform. Do you think that was a sufficient level of
funding?
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Dr. EARLE. Each State is eligible to receive up to $2 million per
year. Interestingly enough, in the first year, they did not all ask
for it. They did in years two and three of the competition.

No, it is not enough, but it is enough to get started. I think that
is one of the things we found. It is going to both cost more and take
longer than our program. It is going to take more than the money
we have available, and it is going to take longer than 5 years. I
think the notion that this is a long-term effort is absolutely correct.
But it does seem to be enough to get people's attention, to get them
starting on the process, and to get them thinking about how to le-
verage the money.

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Sawyer?
Mr. SAWYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I began to think I was

invisible down here. Everybody kept talking about how everyone
else had left. I am not chopped liver down here, folks.

Virtually every one of you has talked about the importance of
professional development and teacher training, the ability to ele-
vale that element along with the expectations that you measure at
the other end, and in fact, the importance of professional develop-
ment in order to be able to use newer and more effective assess-
ment techniques. Yet, I look at the majority of the Midwestern
States and the way in which they are organized to deliver their
services in the most fundamental ways.

I compare my State of Ohio often with a State that, for most of
the last 20 years, has been roughly the same size, Florida. They
have roughly the same blend of rural and urban areas and a popu-
lation that is within a million or so of one another. My State has
612 school districts, and Florida has 66. I am not saying that Flori-
da makes a lot of sense for Florida to have some of those districts
as large as they are.

But I am absolutely certain that in Ohioand, I suspect, Michi-
gan and parts of Pennsylvaniathere are districts that simply do
not have the wherewithal, the capacity to develop the kinds of in-
stitutional support that systemic reform implies and demands in
the kinds of things you are talking about.

Mr. Good ling is talking about flexibility and the need to ensure
that. One of the ways we have tried to begin to build that in is to
allow and in fact encourage districts to act in consortia, particular-
ly in arenas like professional development, to move from the dog-
and-pony show into something that is more lasting and more sub-
stantive.

Are there ways that we can do a better job, in terms of encourag-
ing, provoking, and promoting that kind of joint activity, if in fact
you think it is necessary and useful?

Dr. EARLE. I have a comment about that. One of the things we
have learned through the NSF program is that a lot of States are
developing a regional strategy to implement. Ohio is actually one
of them. I do not know if it is recreating something that used to be
or creating something new or a little bit of both. It does not take
away from districts. Districts continue to exist and do what they
do.

For some things, and I think professional development is defi-
nitely one of them, it makes sense to get together, in some other
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pattern besides individual districts, to take a look at how to help
teachers get additional skills, whether it is implementing content
standards or a new assessment or whatever it is.

I would say that a good number of our States, and even some
surprising ones like Rhode Islandyou may think, "Well, Rhode
Island does not need to divide itself into regions." There is some-
thing about this notion of regions that are already there, as inter-
mediate units of some kind, or creating them if they are not there
for the exact purpose that you d ascribed.

Mr. SAWYER. Are there others?
Dr. MORRA. To some extent, I think that the districts would say

that their own approach was unique and had to have the input of
their community, their teachers, their principals, and so forth.
Each felt strongly that there needed to be input into developing the
standards, in developing the curricula, and aligning it to instruc-
tion.

They would do things, for example, like having different teachers
become the instructional leaders to look into a particular package
and see whether it was suitable. So there was a lot of work that
goes with part of the teacher support that is directly in terms of
developing that district's specific approach. They would say that
was important.

On the professional development side, it sort of crosses the
boundary in that some of the development activity is actually a
training activity. We have basically teachers who have stood up
and done a lecture model, very often for many years. This whole
system requires a very different teaching style. That kind of train-
ing has to start at why the district is reforming and what the
reform is envisioned to look like. It has to continue on into teach-
ing differently, teaching for the higher-order skills rather than the
lecture format, working with groups, being much more of a coach
than a lecturer.

That kind of professional development may have some common-
alities across districts. But other parts of it, I think the district
would still feel that it needed to sit down to develop its own
system.

Mr. SAWYER. Dr. Meisels?
Dr. MEISELS. I would just like to say that we should not underes-

timate the complexity of reform. We should not underestimate the
complexity of changing assessment and curriculum. This is, indeed,
a very complicated matter. It is something that people have had a
long time to learn how to do the way they do it now.

So whether it be systemic reform in math and science, whether it
be systemic reform in early education or in assessment, this is
going to take a long time. It is going to take a lot of support. I
think that pulling together coalitions and consortia are very impor-
tant. In fact, I cannot see how local districts can take some of these
ideas and, on their own, implement them.

We are talking about standards development. We are talking
about assessment development. For that, we should, I think, have a
number of optionsnot a single option by no meansbut a
number of options or opportunities and as many supports as make
sense, given our resources so that we can help people to do some-
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thing. The doing of it will be so complex, let alone the development
of it, that not all of us can do all of those tasks.

I do not think those 600 districts in Ohio or the 500 we have in
Michigan or even the 64 in Florida can all do that. They do need us
to create models and create incentives for adopting those models.

Mr. SAWYER. Thank you.
Chairman Kum. Thank you very much. I think that corrobo-

rates on of your ideas for an amendment, does it not? I think that
was a very good question.

We have a similar situation in Michigan as you have in Ohio. We
have one city in my district, a larger city of my district, that has
three school districts. It is the city of Burton, Michigan. There is
Bentley, Bendell, and Atherton. They would probably benefit by
some type 04. possibility for a consortium, working together.

I really appreciate your testimony today. I really appreciate also
your endurance and your patience. Scheduling around here is very
difficult. We had to get the Secretary in. We will have a markup
or, this, hopefully, on Thursday. We have had Secretary Riley
before, but Secretary Reich had not been here before.

I really appreciate your patience, your understanding, your en-
durance, and your tremendous help in your testimony this morn-
ing. It has been specifically helpful to us. It has not been general-
ities. Very specific things have emerged from your testimony that
will be helpful as we draft this. So I want to thank you for that.

We will keep the record open for 2 additional weeks, even though
we hope to have the markup on Thursday. That is one of the con-
tradictions that exist around here at times. We will keep it open,
nevertheless, because the full committee will still have the benefit
of that testimony. We may even have some additional questions for
you, which we will submit in writing.

With that, we will stand adjourned. Thank you.
[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub-

ject to the call of the Chair.]
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Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale E. Kildee, Chairman,
presiding.

Members present: Representatives Kildee, Miller of California,
Unsoeld, Roemer, Green, Woolsey, Strickland, Payne, Good ling,
Gunderson and Roukema.

Staff present: Susan Wilhelm, majority staff director; Tom
Kelley, legislative associate; Jack Jennings, education counsel;
Omer Waddles, staff director, Subcommittee on Postsecondary Edu-
cation and Training; Jay Eagen, minority staff director; Niche Ile
Carter, system manager/staff assistant; Mary Clagett, professional
staff member; Randel Johnson, labor coordinator; and Andy Hart-
man, education coordinator.

Chairman KILDEE. The Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,
and Vocational Education convenes this morning to discuss Title
IV of H.R. 1804 which proposes to establish a National Skills
Standards Board.

Secretary Reich appeared before this committee May 4 and testi-
fied that the establishment of skill standards within industries is
critical to raising and training the skill levels of all workers.
Today's hearing was scheduled in order that members could have
another opportunity to discuss the issue raised pertaining to Title
IV.

And shortly, I think, Mr. Good ling is on his way here. We would
recognize him for an opening statement. Other than that, my usual
procedure, I will get the witnesses up to the table and then we will
save our questions until after their testimony.

So our witnesses this morning are Cheryl Fields-Tyler, American
Electronics Association; Marc Tucker, President, National Center
on Education and the Economy; Margaret Piesert, Director of the
Health Care Workforce Project, Service Employees International
Union; Raul Valdes-Pages, President and CEO, Denver Technical
College; Mike Baroody, Senior Vice President for Policy and Com-
munications, National Association of Manufacturers; Dr. Paul R.
Sackett, Professor of Schooling in Labor and Industrial Relations,
University of Minnesota. If they would come up to the table,
please.

(137)
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STATEMENTS OF SHERYL FIELDS-TYLER, AMERICAN ELECTRON-
ICS ASSOCIATION; MARC TUCKER, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
CENTER ON EDUCATION AND THE ECONOMY; MARGARET PIE-
SERT, DIRECTOR OF THE HEALTH CARE WORKFORCE
PROJECT, SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION; RAUL
VALDES-PAGES, PRESIDENT AND CEO, DENVER TECHNICAL
COLLEGE; MIKE BAROODY, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT FOR
POLICY AND COMMUNICATIONS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
MANUFACTURERS; AND PAUL R. SACKETT, INDUSTRIAL RELA-
TIONS CENTER, UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA

Chairman KILDEE. Unless you made arrangements among your-
self in order of testimony, we will proceed in the manner which I
called. That would be Ms. Cheryl Fields-Tyler.

Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of
the subcommittee. I am happy to be here this morning.

My name is Cheryl Fields-Tyler. I work with the American Elec-'
tronics Association. I direct AEA's activities in workforce policy
and practices, and I am directing our demonstration project funded
by the Department of Labor to explore this whole area of voluntary
skill standards.

I want to start off with a story. Over the past year or so, I have
been spending a lot of time out in our companies to try to ascertain
how the world of work is changing and why as an industry we need
skill standards.

One particular place we visited several weeks ago is a large elec-
tronics telecommunications manufacturing company. We met with
four frontline workers, hourly workers, all of whom had been with
the company at least 15 to 25 years. Across the table from us they
sat and explained to us how their jobs had changed.

Number one, until about 4 years ago they literally had to raise
their hands on the manufacturing floor to consult with a peer sit-
ting next to them. They had to make an appointment, basically, to
use the rest room facilities. It was o. very typical Tayloristic, seg-
mented work type of environment, very high pressure, very isolat-
ed, very uncollaborative, and in no way were the frontline workers
consulted or involved in the work product process.

Over the last 3 to 4 years an unbelievable transformation has
taken place in that company. The people that 4 years ago had been
in this very isolated work environment are now doing cost control,
are doing production scheduling, are ordering their materials di-
rectly from outside vendors.

These are people with high school diplomas. Most of them have
been in their jobs, again, for 20 and 25 years. They have been re-
trained after being on the job for that long. It was wonderful.

A wonderfully mature woman, probably in her late 50s, talked
about the skills that she had learned in her workplace arid how
that had impacted the way she interacted with her grandchildren
because she had learned new communication skills, new ways to
even work with her own personal finances. It was a fascinating
story.

I share that with you to try to give you some insight into how
the world of work is changing in my industry.
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AEA represents the high-tech industry broadly conceived. We
are over 35 SIC codes, almost 3,000 member companies in our asso-
ciation all over the country. Eighty percent of our member firms
are under 200 employees so we are really at the forefront of the
small company entrepreneurial spirit in this country. We are the
toolbuilder for the rest of the economy in many respects.

And we are also an industry that, when you look at us, you
would automatically think innovation. That is what drives the com-
petitive advantage in our industry.

I am here to tell you this morning that innovation no longer
makes it in even our industry, where research and developments
still are very key to our competitive strength. The real strength for
many of our leading companies is their workforce, the ability to
tap everyone from the janitor to the CFO, from the frontline,
direct-line labor force to the people in the accounting department
to get involved in improving work processes, to improve the prod-
uct and the value delivered to the customer and to the stakehold-
ers of the company.

What this means is new demands for skills in these workplaces.
People who used to do nothing but sit in front of one work station,
do one thing over and over again, are now doing work scheduling
and production scheduling. I think that that gives you some idea of
how these skills have changed.

In a word, the reason why we are interested in doing this stand-
ards project and the reason why I am here today to talk specifical-
ly about the National Standards Board is that we think standards
are very important, and, in fact, we would argue probably a vital
tool to beginning the transformation of our workforce on a broad
scale to be able to compete more effectively in worldwide markets.

The problem is not just skill deficit. And I want to make that
issue clear because oftentimes you will hear that the problems are
always we just don't have the skills. It is also a problem that we
don't have any way to recognize the skills that we do have.

And that is really the key of skill standards. It not only identifies
the performance benchmark that we should aspire to if we are
going to be world-class performers in a worldwide economy, but it
also is going to give us the way to demonstrate to individuals who
get those skills and to companies who inspire those skills in their
workforce a way to let people know that they, in fact, have them.
It is a very important distinction.

The way that we are going about this is we have selected three
broadly defined occupational clusters in our industry that are very,
very important to the competitiveness of our industry long term.
The three that we have selected, I am going to go over them here
for you in just a moment, but it is important to realize that what I
am going to tell you is not the typical job definition in the old style
of defining jobs.

I am really talking about more critical functions in a high-per-
formance workplace, high performance meaning where employees
are empowered from the very lowest level of the company to the
very highest, and that those levels are getting flattened out so
there may not be much more than four or five levels in many of
our companies, especially the small ones. But that empowerment
goes again from the factory floor clear to the executive board room.
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The three occupations that we are looking at this yearagain,
they are broadly defined occupational functionsare manufactur-
ing specialist; pre- and post-sales analyst, which is a mouthful but
what that really means is the person both before a sale and after
the sale of a product is interacting on the frontline with the cus-
tomer and inputting customer requirements back into the design
and production process; and the third one is administration serv-
ices and information services support, what the old clerical func-
tion has evolved into in these high-performance companies where
you never see a secretary doing the same kind of work a secretary
did 5 years ago. They are utilizing power technology tools. They are
learning new versions of technology on a daily basis almost. They
are constantly translating information across all different kinds of
functions within the workplace.

I think many people when they hear us start to describe what
those occupations are wonder, well, where is the electronics in any
of those occupations. And it is a good question. But it is an impor-
tant aspect of our vision of how national standards work is that
these occupations are broadly conceived.

The way that we are going to go about this is that we are imag-
ining that these functions have a certain content that is very spe-
cific to the high-tech industry, but it is also going to have a lot of
core skills and abilities that would transfer across all of these jobs
probably within our industry but likewise outside of our industry
to other industry groups. Let me give you an example.

The way that we are going to be defining, for instance, what it
takes to be a manufacturing specialist, there is three components
to it. One is getting a very good understanding of how that role
functions in a high-performance, high-technology workplace.
Number two is identifying the competencies, what do you have to
be able to know, do and apply in order to be a full-fledged manufac-
turing specialist, someone who is really good at your job. The third
component of the standards is the performance criteria, how do you
know when it is done well.

All those three things together go together to make a standard.
That is what our standards are going to look like. Say for the man-
ufacturing specialist, we have 30 competencies and sets of perform-
ance criteria to be a manufacturing specialist at world-class levels
of performance in our industry. Maybe 10 of those are going to be
in common with what it takes to be a pre-, post-sales analyst, so
that you start to see kind of a modular approach.

There are going to be whole groups of competencies that cut
across lots of different jobs within our industry. Likewise, if you
are going to be a manufacturing specialist in the food processing
industry or in the automobile processing industry, manufacturing
industry, perhaps eight of our competencies are also going to be
found in those two industries as well.

The goal here is portability of these credentials across broad sec-
tions of our labor market in this country. It is moving away from
the idea that training is to train you for your next job, and it is
moving toward a vision of training for your next job and also train-
ing for long-term employability, high-skill, high-wage jobs.

That being said, I would like to talk a little bit about why we
think it is very important that this skill standards board be char-
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tered and be chartered correctly. The most dangerous thing that
we could have in this country is to have lots of different parallel
industry standards running up against each other without this
portability across various industries. It is going to put us right back
where we are right now where when we have downsizing and labor
market sort of overages in some industries. We are going to have
no way to transfer those skills across industry and no way for
workers to know what it is that they are able to know and do that
can transfer across a whole variety of workplaces.

This national board has the promise of giving us that kind of na-
tional system by bringing all the stakeholders together at the table
under industry leadership. And I think that is a very key point,
and I will talk a little bit more about that later.

We can come, I think, to a point where industries at various
levels own the system within their own industries, but they see
themselves fitting into a national system that all the stakeholders
own together, workers, government, educators, industry. Those are
the primary stakeholders in our view. Again, the national board
has the promise of being that.

We have some concerns in the way that the current language
reads that we think may actually block that promise, and I want to
bring those things clearly to your attention.

I already mentioned the need for industry leadership. Speaking
from an industry point of view and also as project director of my
project, and also because my primary customers are the govern-
ment, because you are funding and helping us become a catalyst
for this, workers in our industry and also educators, both K-12 and
community college and vocational technical educators.

We realize that every stakeholder has to be at the table, but,
likewise, if industry does not perceive that it is leading this and at
some deep level perceives that it, quote, unquote, owns the system,
y ou will not get the full-fledged, rich participation of industry over
the long term. The bottom line of that is that the standards are
going to lose their value and currency over time.

And that is a very important point. If these standards are actual-
ly going to be very valuable to the people who get them, industry
has to be the one who recognizes and values them. And employers,
basically, have to be the ones who recognize and value them.

We would argue very strongly that the chair of the board be an
industry-based individual. Likewise, we think that a majority of the
representatives on the board should be from business, industry,
and include trade and professional organizations. We would argue
that trade and professional organizations can play a very impor-
tant bridging role to the various industry constituencies that need
to be represented in this interest but cannot be with just eight
seats at the table from industry representatives.

Likewise, the legislation should be very clear that the standard
development is propagated by industry-led coalitions of the appro-
priate stakeholders within the criteria set by the overall board.
Again, this is a very critical tension to hold in mind as we try to
charter this board, that the board doesn't necessarilythe func-
tion, in my opinion, is not that the board sets standards. It 4s going
to draw from the very best that we have in this country to endorse
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standards that industry develops with regard to all of its stakehold-
ers.

With regard to the way that the industries work within this pro-
posed board, we would suggest that the legislation should not pre-
scribe in any furcher detail the stakeholder representation within
the industry committees or, however they are conceived, the groups
that bring forward the standards. This is a very important point
because not every industry looks the same.

My industry is about 3 to 7 percent unionized. We are very
happy to have union workers working with us at the table as we
work through these standards, and, in fact, many union workers
are going to be involved in our focus groups. But the other 97 to 93
percent of our workers that are not represented by unions likewise
must be involved and have some way to provide input.

This is a very important point because we cannot be too proscrip-
tive or we are going to lose a lot of the richness of our current
workforce and their input. And I would argue that that is a very
important component to making the system work. The board func-
tions must be clearly defined so it is clear that the board's role is
not to set standards but it is to identify those occupational roles
and the clusters of industries that need to work together to create
standards across broad industry groups.

Again, this is a convening and facilitating and endorsing func-
tion, and we think it should be very carefully worded to stay that
way.

A more sort of specific point but in the long run I think equally
important is that the definitions in Title IV must reflect the best of
what we know now and how the standards will look in the future
while avoiding proscriptive language.

In short, AEA hopes that the committee can clarify some of
these issues and rework the language of the bill so that this meas-
ure can receive the good and full support of business and industry.
We really want to be a player in this. We really want to make a
difference for our workforce, for the competitiveness of our own
companies as well as for the Nation. We think this is very impor-
tant work. We are committed to help prepare America's workforce
for the rigors and high rewards of high-performance work because
the electronics indus 'Ty, again, is starting to see more and more
that our strategic advantage in worldwide markets is our work-
force.

Voluntary standards will be an invaluable tool to create and
maintain a U.S. workforce that is demonstrably world class, and a
world-class workforce is the key to attracting and keeping the high-
skill, high-wage jobs that America needs.

Thank you. I would be glad to entertain your questions.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Fields-Tyler follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF CHERYL FIELDS TYLER,

AEA DIRECTOR WORKFORCE EXCELLENCE AND

AEA VOLUNTARY STANDARDS PROJECT DIRECTOR,

AMERICAN ELECTRONICS ASSOCIATION

BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY AND

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATWES

ON HR 1804, GOALS 2000 TITLE IV

Mr. Chairman and members of this distinguished committee, good morning. My
name is Cheryl Fields Tyler and I direct education and workforce policy and
programs for the American Electronics Associationalso known as the. "AEA." I

very much appreciate the opportunity to brief you on AEA's U. S. Department of
Labor-funded pilot study of voluntary workforce standards and to share with you
our Vision of the benefits such standards can provide to current and future
workers, high-tech employers, educators and trainers. The Subcommittee is to be
commended for your interest in this issue of great importance to the high-tech
industry.

First a word about AEA and the industry we represent. AEA was founded in 1943
by 25 California electronics firms. Since that time, AEA has grown to represent
more than 2,700 companies from all segments of the high-technology industry,
from silicon to software, telecommunications to defense. Over 80 percent of our
membership are small, entrepreneurial companies with fewer than 200 employees.

Electronics is the nation's largest manufacturing sector with approximately 2.4
million American workers employed directly in the industry. This is about three
times the number of employees employed directly in the auto industry and about
nine times those of the steel fabrication industry.

World-wide sales of U.S. electronics firms now total over $400 billion per year.
Electronic products are pervasive throughout U.S. business, industry and private
life. Moreover, as the tool builder for the rest of the economy, the U.S. electronics
industry is key to innovation, manufacturing, service, and productivity throughout
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the U.S. and the world.

In November of 1992, the U.S.Department of Labor announced that AEA would
receive a $300,000 grant to undertake the first 12 months of pilot study of
competency-based, voluntary worker standards for the high-technology industry.
Through our pilot study, we believe we are creating a promising, dynamic model of
voluntary industry-based standards development based on ground-breaking
government, business, education, and worker collaboration. I would like to share
with you why AEA believes this work is critical to safeguard the economic vitality
of America's workers and employers, and some critical factors that must be
successfully addressed if the emerging national voluntary skills standards system
is to truly benefit U.S. students, workers, educators, andemployers.

Working Smarter
The hallmark of America's high-tech industry has been innovation. But in today's
business environment, it is not enough to innovate. Within three to six months,
comjietitors will produce a similarand often cheaper and higher quality--product.
Furthermore, competitors are fully able to outpace U.S. companies in investment
in plants and equipment, making it difficult, if not impossible, to sustain market
preeminence through capital investment alone.

The sustainable advantage in today and tomorrow's marketplace is the ability to
take innovation and continuously improve the work processes that speed and
improve design, manufacturing, distribution, customer responsiveness, and
marketing. The absolutely critical component to improving work processes is
highly-skiIled peoplefrom the receptionist to the engineer, from the facilities
manager to the financial officer.

The dawn of the Technology and Information Age has given us new tools--and new
challengesfor making work more productive. Yet, the majority ofAmerica's
workplaces are designed for--and our labor force educated forthe mass
production, segmented work models of the past. Our nation must learn to work
smarterespecially as we face international economic competition that is making
enormous investments to increase their own economic productivity.
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The world's leading companies are learning what it means to "work smarter."
Companies of every sizeand in virtually every segment of the economyare
bolstering productivity growth by creating "high performance work organizations"
that focus on continuous improvement of work-processes. In such workplaces,
highly skilled people utilize effective training, teamwork, technology, and
information tools to achieve major strides in product innovation, quality, customer
responsiveness, and time-to-market.

Employees in such work organizations are empowered decision-nu kers.
Management layers disappear and bureaucracy decreases. Front-line workers'
skills increase as they assume many tasks formerly reserved for managers.

"High performance work organizations" structured in this way require a "high
skills workforce." Not only must such workers be equipped with basic skills and
content knowledge. In high performance workplaces, employees in virtually every
job function must be able to make wise decisions, use technology and manage
information adeptly, communicate effectively, and work in teams toward common
goalsand do so at levels of competency benchmarked to world standards of
excellence.

The Role of Standards
AEA is seeking to demonstrate how voluntary standards can be developed and
maintained because we see tremendous potential value to our workfor us as art
industry and for our workforcebut also for us as a nation.

We do not believe worker standards are a panacea to cure us of our education and
training ills. We do believe, however, that if the system is constructed well
voluntary industry-led, developed and managed worker standards can be an
invaluable tool. For example, such standards for the high-tech industry could:

Become a catalyst for employers to spur the shift to high-productivity, high-
performance workwhich means creation of high-skill, high-value added
jobs, a more competitive U.S. economy and greater front-line worker
empowerment;
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Communicate more clearly to education and training institutions the skills
workers need to succeed and the training strategies that can prepare
workers long-term employability in high performance jobs.

- Increase worker opportunity and industry-wide recognition of
skill attainment;

Create dearer career path options for current workers and career
opportunities for new entrants;

Communicate more clearly to the K-12 community the "core competencies"
that high-school graduates need for employability in high-skill, high-wage
jobs;

- Maximize benefits of training expenditures while reducing costs for
remedial training; and

- Strengthen U.S. trade capability by aiding company efforts to comply with
international skills standards.

Electronics industry voluntary worker standards would be of particular value to
the small and medium-sized employers that make up over 80 percent of AEA
members. Such benefits include ready access to benchmarking data, skill analysis
tools, training that reflects industry needs, and workers with the skills needed to
speed the conversion to high performance work.

The AEA Pilot Study in Voluntary Stand: ls
I want to give you a brief description of AEA's vision of voluntary standards and
how we are going about developing them. One way to think of our work is in the
common business "customer-supplier" relationship. We see voluntary occupation
standards as one key indu.stry effort to become a much better "customer" of
America's education and training system by defining what are the skills needed
for long-term employability in high-skill, high-wage jobs.

So in our effort to be a "better customer" we have designed our pilot to have four
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main components:

Identify competencrbased, world-class standards for three non-
baccalaureate-degreed "high-performance" industry occupations,

identify gaps in current training and identify effective training strategies to
reach the AEA-identified voluntary standards through grassroots field-
studies at 5 AEA US. locations (i.e., Washington, Oregon, California,
Massachusetts, Colorado)

ascertain feasibility, value, and options for assessment of performance to
AEA-identified benchmarks, specifically including the feasibility of
"portable credentials" for those workers who meet the AEA standards, and

- communicate findings to foster industry, educator, worker, and government
understanding of the value and potential limitations of voluntary worker
standards for the electronics industry.

Right now we have identified three critical occupations for the high tech industry

are in the process of developing standards. The three occupations we are studying

are: manufacturing specialist, prelpost sales analyst, and administrative and
information services support. It may be helpful to note th.tt these are not "jobs"
in the traditional sense that we now have in our Directory of Occupational Titles.

Each is really an "occupational cluster," that is, not a narrow definition of: job,

but a functional definition of critical roles in high tech workplaces that may

encompass any number of "job titles."

Our goal in standards development is to fully define the function of these roles in

high-tech workplaces, identify the competencies necessary to fully fulfillthe role
that is what one needs to be able to know, apply, and doand identify the key

indicators of proficiency, that is what tells you that this job is being done well. It
is important to note that in our vision standards encompass all three of these

areas: function of critical roles, competencies necesaary, and performance criteria
all related to the actual work to be done yet also encompassing those skills that

are critical for long-term employability in arapidly changing work environment.
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The way we are defining the standards and how we see updating them to keep
pace with the way work in changing is also a critical piece of our vision. In short,
we are going to the expertsthe people who do and supervise these functions
everyday in high-tech workplaces around the country. Through focus groups with
high-tech industry workers we will learn what it takes to do these jobs well--and
how you can spot a job well-done when you see it. The "draft standards"
generated from the focus group research will then be presented to groups of
stakeholders t.hroughout the year to validate and fme-tune the standards.

We will also conduct a feasibility study of what assessment options will work to
both give individuals meaningful "portable credentials" that signify competency
attainment while also giving employers a set of tools to know what workers know
and do. Assessment is a critical piece to creating a national system that will be
valuable both to employers--but especially to workers. It is also the most complex-
-but that should not stop our efforts. For in the end if the standards developed
are to be valuable to the individuals who work and study to achieve them, we
must develop nationally recognized ways for people to demonstrate what they
know and are able to do.

We see the system being modular in the sense that people would get certified in
the competencies of an occupation--almost like a sophisticated scout "merit badge"
system. In such a modular system, many competencies might apply to several
different job roles in several different industrieswhile others are more specific to
the work processes of a certain industry.

Why this effort needs to be Nationalbut not Federal
To get at why we believe that this effort needs national encouragement and
facilitation think again about the occupations we have identified as critical to the
high-teth industrymanufacturing specialist, pre-post sales analyst, and
administration and information services support. Not one has electronics in the
title. What does that mean?

The bottom-line is that we wanted to demonstrate in our first year what the full
potentialand where the most need is--for occupational standards. We self-
consciously selected occupational functions that while having a "high-tech" contAnt
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also will likely have a tremendous amount in common with similar roles in other
manufacturing industries and service industries.

This point is critical to our vision of the role of standards At a most fundamental
level, standards should be a tool to create highly skilled American workers that
are not just trained for their next job, but who are also equipped with the
employability sldlls neecled for high-skill, high-wage jobs in the future. The only
way we can get to that goal is to have a system that allows for core elements of
standards to cut across multiple occupations and multiple industries.

Let me share with you a concrete example of what I mean. For the sake of this
example, let us say that we discover that there are 30 competencies to be a
manufacturing specialist in the electronics industry. Perhaps 10 of those
competencies will also be critical to the pre/post analyst role--helping people move
laterally or diagonally within the electronics industry. But, to take it one step
further, one might also discover--and we think we will that there are also common
competencies across various industries. So that maybe out of the 30 competencies
it takes to be a manufacturing specialist in the high-tech industry, 12 of those are
common to the automobile manufacturing industry, and likewise 8 are common to
the food processing industry.

AEA's Position on Title IV: The National Skill Standards Board
The vision is portability within a national system that is accessible to current and
future workers is what prompts us to support this title of the Goals 2000 bill.
Without such a national body chartered to convene, encourage, and enable the
industry-led development of standards we run the very serious and sobering risk
that we will end up with many industry systems that do not talk to each other
systematically nor to the various stakeholders who have a genuine interest in the
standards.

Our support of this title is guarded, however, given these specific concerns:

- If standards are really going to be a valuable tool to the key stakeholders--
that is to current and future workers, the education and training
community and to the government--America's employers must perceive that
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they are at the forefront of this eifort. Without such a clear leadership role,
employers simply will rot participate fullyand thus the standards will lose
their value and currency. AEA recommends that the board be made up of
a majority of representatives from business and industry, including trade
and professional associations and that workersboth union and non-union--
be included as well. Moreover, we suggest that the first chair of the Board
be an industry-based individual. Moreover, because of the critical role that
we envision for community and junior colleges in this new system, we also
suggest that representatives of such organizations make up a substantial
number of the education component on the Board.

The legislation should be clear that standard development is propagated by
industry-led coalitions of the appropriate stakeholders. The legislation
should not, however, proscribe in any further detail sti.zeholder
representation with regard to the industry-led coalitions which develop
standards. Such proscriptive language would derail the broad industry
support and commitment necessary to make standards.truly beneficial to
all. In every way, the system must be a voluntary mutually beneficial
collaboration of the stakeholders. This legislation can help facilitate such a
system, but if it tries to proscribe it, the effort will fall short.

Board functions must be dearly defined so that it is clear that the Board's
role is to identify occupational roles that cut across industries and
encourage industry coalitions to work together to define standards for such
roles. At no time should the Board "set" standards. Rather it should spur
industry-led coalitions of the appropriate stakeholders to develop,
communicate, and implement voluntary standards.

The definitions in Title IV must reflect the best of what we know now of
how standards will look while avoiding prescriptive language. For instance
we suggest that the "skill standards" definition be rewritten to encompass
all three of these areas: function of critical roles, competencies necessary,
and performance criteriaall related to the actual work to be done yet also
encompassing those skills that are critical for long-term employability in a
rapidly changing work envircnrnent.
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AEA hopes that the committee can clarify some of these issues and rework the
language of the bill so that this measure can receive good business and :_adustry
support.

The Workforce as Hey StrStegic Advantage
AEA is committed to help prepare America's workforce for the rigors and rewards
of high-productivity, high-performance work because the electronics industry
views its workforce as a crucial strategic advantage as we compete in global
markets. Voluntary worker standards will be an invaluable tool to creating and
maintaining a U.S. workforce that is demonstrably world-classand a world-class
U.S. workforce i key to attracting and keeping the high-skill, high-wage jobs
America needs to maintain its economic health and the standard of living of its
citizens.

I would be happy to answer your questions about my written or oral remarks.
Thank you.
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Chairman KILDEE. We will go to our next witness and come back
and ask questions of the panel. Mr. Tucker.

Mr. TUCKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
My name is Marc Tucker. I am President of the National Center

on Education and the Economy.
The proposal that you are here discussing for a National Skill

Standards Board is, in fact, a central idea in the much larger pro-
posal for creating a national skill development system for the
United States which many of us believe holds the key to American
competitiveness in world trade.

And, in fact, in the future of our achievement there is a very
broad consensus, I may say, around the principal elements of this
design, and it comes out of the work of the Commission on the
Skills of the American Workforce, which our organization assem-
bled in 1989. That Commission was chaired by Ira Magaziner and
was co-chaired by Ray Marshall and Bill Brock, Democratic and
Republican Secretaries of Labor in the Carter and Reagan adminis-
trations. And it had on it a number of leading American CEOs,
labor leaders, governors and civil rights leaders, including, I might
say, John Jacob and Eleanor Holmes Norton.

They worked for over a year, and their work was supported by
the largest research study that has ever been done of the relation-
ship between the skills of a country and its economic future. That
study was conducted in the United States, Germany, Sweden, Den-
mark, Ireland, Japan and Singapore.

The report, America's Choice, was issued in 1990. When it was
issued, we began a major effort to see that it was implemented
throughout the country. Hillary Clinton, then a partner in the
Rose law firm and a member of our board of trustees, directed the
implementation effort.

I will ty and summarize for you in a few lines what that 125-
page report said. It started by pointing out that real wages in the
United States have been dropping steadily over the last 20 years.
And it pointed out as well that this was clearly not an inescapable
consequence of the pulling together of the international economy.
It is clear that that is not the case because, as it pointed out, a
number of our competitors were experiencing real improvements
and steady improvements in their great productivity growth and in
real wages even as ours were holding steady or going down.

What we concentrated on was the difference. Why were those na-
tions experiencing the economic growth and stability while we
were becoming steadily a poorer country? The one-phrase answer
to that is high-performance work organization. What we discovered
was that in those countries that were succeeding economically, ad-
vanced industrial countries, work was being organized quite differ-
ently than it is generally in the United States.

What they are doing in the companies and in the industries in
those countries that are succeeding is assigning to people on the
frontline the duties and responsibilities that we typically assign
only to management or to professionals. It is precisely the kind of
transformation that Cheryl was just describing to you. And it is
taking place in the American electronics industry and in a few
other industries, but we discovered on balance only 5 percent of
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American firms were moving in that direction and 95 percent were
not. The numbers are quite different in other countries.

We, in effect, were competing on wages and hours with the Phil-
ippines, Thailand and Mexico, while other countries were compet-
ing on quality with Japan and Germany. The future for this coun-
try, if we follow that path, is a future of low wages and spreading
poverty. The alternative is to compete on quality.

The only hitch, however, in employing high-performance work
organization, is that it means that the frontline needs to be nearly
as well educated and trained as are your managers and profession-
als. You have to ratchet up the entire system, and we have to do
that very quickly.

Everything depends on the frontline, the 70 percent of our work-
force whose jobs do not require a baccalaureate. When we looked at
what these other countries were doing to make sure that their
frontline was up to that task, there were a lot of answers. But a
crucial part of the answer was standards. There was not a single
country that we visited that was producing first-class high school
graduates and highly trained workers that did not have a system of
clear standards. And wherever we went where it worked, those
standards were linked to assessment without exception.

Now why is that? It is, in partand let me just talk about the
piece that this panel is talking about today. It has to do with how
you motivate people, workers anci students, to put in the effort, the
time and the money that it requires to become highly skilled.

In those countries that have explicit skill standards of the kind
that you are now talking about, that are broad, that are set with
the leadership, as Cheryl just said, of industry, with the participa-
tion of labor and education, where it is known that you have to
achieve that high standard in order to get a good job in a good-
paying industry, then people will put in the years of time, the dol-
lars and the effort required to reach the standard. And when there
is no standard, they will not.

You can't have an effective system, we concluded, without stand-
ards. And you can't make the standards real without assessment.
To have a standard without assessment means, in essence, there is
no standard. It is only when somebody says, here is the exam you
have to pass, that the standard in effect becomes real.

That is why we need standards. That is why we need assess-
ments. And that is what leads us to a National Skill Standards
Board. Why national and why a board and why does government
need to be involved? In essence, because, again, what we found as
we looked over the rest of the world was that what we are lacking
and what those other countries have is a system.

And Cheryl, in essence, just explained why. You need to have
standards in place in a coy atry in which people are mobile; that is,
will move among firms over time. But if those standards are too
narrow, you will create a rigid economy. People will be trained just
for this thing. And if technology starts to change and consumer
taste starts to change, they will resist the changes that are re-
quired because that is all they know how to do.

If you have very broad standards, as Cheryl just said, and things
are not going well in one piece of the electronics industry, they will
be able to move easily into another piece. And if things are not
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going well in the electronics as a whole, they will be able to move
into other industries that have common skill requirements with
the electronics industry.

If you don't have the mobility, you are dead. You will create a
rigid economy that will slowly fall behind other economies that are
able to change much more quickly with changing technology and
changing consumer tastes. To create a system in which you can do
that requires a body, a single body. It is only the Federal Govern-
ment that can provide the catalyst for creating that body.

The States, since the issuance of America's Choice in 1990, have
been working hard on skill standards for professionals and techni-
cal people. They have almost stopped their work in that arena be-
cause each State that has been working on it has concluded that
they can't build a system just for that State. We have got to have a
national system. And they are, in effect, waiting on the Federal
Government to take the lead.

As Cheryl just said a moment ago, in the electronics industry
they have concluded, both for the good of the industry and for the
good of the country as a whole, they need standards that iink up to
the standards in other industries. It is my understanding at the
moment that there is serious discussion in this committee about de-
centralizing a great deal the setting of standards; that is, having
the board itself simply carve up the world into a set of arenas and
then delegate the setting of the standards almost entirely to com-
mittees organized along industry lines.

In my view, this would be a very serious error. What that would
lead to is not one system of standards but 20 or 30 or 40 systems of
standards in the United States. Whereas other countries are work-
ing toward merging standards, creating larger systems with fewer
standards in them, we would be struggling with cacophony.

I would hope that it would be possible to design a system in
which the committees in effect that were working in particular
arenas had considerable autonomy but within a set of rules, if youlike, on system building that were created by the national board
and in which what they came up with, to use a word Cheryl used a
moment ago, the standards that they came up with had to be en-
dorsed by the board as a whole. That, in my view, is the only way
we will get to a system.

It is essential in my view and, by the way, this was a central con-
clusion as well of the General Accounting Office study on this sub-
ject, that the employers have a very strong sense of ownership of
this system. It is very important that labor participate strongly and
that educators participate strongly and I believe that the civil
rights community participate strongly. But if employers do not end
up with a sense of ownership of this system, then they will not use
these standards in the employment and promotion of people. And if
they don't do that, then there is hardly any point in getting out of
bed. That is the whole purpose.

It is in that act of taking the standards seriously in employment
decisions and promotion decisions that the whole system becomes
real and of use. It is only in that way that it will motivate people
to get the skills they need to make our economy work.

Last point. As I see it, this system of standards that you are here
discussing today could become and should become the central hinge
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around which this country builds a whole labor market system.
These standards should be the standards against which people
study as apprentices. They should be the standards against which
people work when they have been dislocated from one industry and
wish to qualify for vi crk in another. They should be the standards
that our government-supported job training programs work against
in all of their various activities. We should have one system of
standards driving all of these various aspects of our human re-
sources development system. If we do that, I believe, we can
produce a system which is as effective as the best in the world.

We have a long way to go from where we are to get there. We
can get there I believe in pretty short order but not without this
board which is here proposed.

Thank you very much.
Chairman KILDKE. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Tucker follows:]
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Marc Tucker

Thank you, Representative Ki ides, and the members of the Committee, for the invitation to speak

with you today. I am Marc Tucker, president of the National Center on Education and the

Economy. Four years ago, the Center created the Commission on the Skills of the American

Workforce, whose report, America's Choice: high skills or low wages!, inspired the legislative

proposals that are the subject of today's hearing. I served as a member of that Commission and

helped to draft the report. Following release of that report, Senator Kennedy joined with

Senator Hatfield, Congressman Gephardt and Congressman Reptile in introducing companion bills

in the Senate and House designed to provide a legislative framework for making the

recommendations contained In America's Choice the law of the land. Since then, those blils have

framed the national debate on federal policy on workforce skills and served as a focal point for a

deveioping consensus among the actors who must be involved.

Three years ago, when the Commission's report was released, Hillary Clinton was a member of

the Board of Trustees of the National Center, and I asked her tf she would lead the effort to

implement the Commission's recommendations, to which she agreed. Her husband, then

governor of Arkansas, was deeply involved In school restructuring and workforce skills issues,

both in the state and in his leadership role in the National Governors' Association. So It is

hardly surprising that President Clinton's educational reform bill includes a proposal that was

a hinge point of the Commission's report and of the High Skills, Competitive Workforce Act of

1992 to create a Board that would set voluntary professional and technical standards for a

wide range of Jobs not requiring a baccalaureate degree.

Thinking about technical skill standards

But why do we need technical and professional skill staeards at an? In answering this

question, it is helpful to imagine a dimension line at one end of which are the Japanese and the

other end of which are the Germans.

Consider the Japanese. One third of employment in Japan by far the most desirable third is

in the large, lifetime-mployment firms. These firms regard entry level labor as they do any

other valuable input, and they contract for it with reliable suppliers, with whom they work

very closely, as they would for anything else. In this case, the suppliers are 'contract high

schools.' Each plant has relationships with a few high schools from whom they recruit every

161



157

year.

In the spring of the year, they ask the principal to recommend a certain number of students for

employment. The principal has a strong Incentive to recommend only very highly qualified

students, because entry Into Japanese high schools Is competitive, and if it got out that a firm

Re Toyota had dropped her high school as a source of entry level tabor, the principal of that

school would be in deep trouble. What the principal takes Into account as she makes her

recommendations are the courses taken, the grades received, the recommendations of the

teachers and the scores on examinations.

Now take the Germans. If a secondary school student In Germany wants to go to work for

Daimler-Benz and build Mercedes automobiles, she must first be offered an apprenticeship

contract at Daimler. What will Daimler take Into account In deciding who gets offerod a

contract? The answer is the courses taken, the grades received, the recommendations of the

teachers and principal and scores on examinations.

Let's take a look at what Is going on here. First, both systems provide very strong incentives

for achievement in school and In postsecondary education and training that are wholly lacking in

the United States for students who do not expect to go to a selective college. Though there are

clear differences in these two systems which we will get to In a moment the point on which

they converge is sending the strong signals to students who do not plan to get a baccalaureate

degree that It pays to meet high academic standards in school.

But that Is where the similarity ends.

The large, lifetime employers In Japan are like a family. They expect people on the front line to

do whatever is necessary to make the firm successful. That probably means many very

different occupations during a lifetime of work. Because that Is so, the firm Is not particularly

interested in the occupational skills of the people they hire. What they care about and the

only thing they care about is capacity and appetite for continued learning. This quality they

call 'Veneral Intelligence." Unlike us, they believe that the most important component of

general Intelligence it effort, and the least important is Inherited aptitude. What they want

from the principal is the names of those students with staff recommendations and scores
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Indicating they have the highest capacity for continuous learning.

Once these Japanese firms hire an entry level worker for the front line, they will provide all

the occupational education that is necessary. When we visited Toyota in 1989, we were told that

the firm was planning to give every new hire tor the assembly line two full years of full-time

instruction in digital electronics and mechatronics before putting them to work. These workers

will have the skills of what we here in the United States would think of as junior engineers.

The Japanese 63 not have universal, formal skill standards, because they do not need them.

Because the worker stays In the firm for ail or most of his working days, and because the firm

knows what its own staniarde are, there is no reason to have standards that extend beyond any

given employer.

The situation in Germany is utterly different. In Japan, if you ask a worker what she does for a

living. she might say she works at Toyota. But. if you ask the same questkm of a worker in

Germany. he is likely to say he Is a machinist. Germans identify very strongly with their skill.

trade or occupation, which they are likely to pursue for their whole working life. Under

German law. One cannot open a business in a trade or craft thet is not licensed ant unless one is a

candied master in that trade or craft. One can only become a master alter having first

apprenticed in that trade and served as a journeyman. To proceed from apprentice to

ioumeyman, and then from hourneyman to master, one must pass written and practical

examinations to receive the necessary certificate, the criteria for which are the same

throughout the nation. It can take as tong as ten years to change these criteria for any given

trade or craft.

The advantage of the Japanese system is substantial. tt is very notch better adapted to a world in

which technologies and consumer tastes are changing ever more swiftly. When workers identify

with their firm and are willing to develop new skills and change their occupations whenever

that is necessary to keep the firm competitive, both fkm and worker are Ilk* to be constantly

on the leading edge of change. A nation that, from the education arkl skilis point of view, puts the

greatest priority on capacity and willingness to learn is the one that is most likely to succeed In

a world that will favor organizations that are constantly learning.
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So, why not adopt the Japanese system? Because the lack of skIN standards in the Japanese

system works only because employees in the big firms are ther for life. That would not work

In the United States. Our society Is among the most mobilo In the wodd.

The need for standards that go beyond the firm arises In mobile societies. In Japan, people work

herd at learning because the most desirable employers provide substantial rewards for that

behavior. In a mobile society, Individuals are less likely to invest heavily in skill development

unless they are sure that the skills they develop will be honored by many employers

all the employers In the nation that require that set of skills.

incentivs, standards and skill development

Issues of incentives are at the heart of this argument. As matters stand now, only the selective

colleges require more than a high school diploma. So the vast majority of high school students,

Including almost everyone who will go into the front line work force, have no incentive to do any

more than the minimum necessary to get the diploma, which Is very little at all. And then young

people and adult workers have no great incentive to invest heavily in continued skill

development, because they have no way of knowing whether the training they are investing in is

what a future employer will be willing to pay for. All of this is in sharp contrast to our

competitors, who provide very tangible rewards to young people who work hard In school, and

who are able to assure people of all ages that when they invest in their further skill

development, that investment will pay off, because the training they have invested in is valued

by the employers they want to go to work for.

These incentive systems turn on standards. Clear standards make tt clear what competencies

will be valued and therefore what one must learn how to do. Clear standards provide a reliable

way for employers to recognize accomplishment, which makes it possible for them to reward it.

A three-tiered system ot skill standards

So the question now is, how can the United States get as much of the bonefit of the Japanese

system as possible while still adopting some form of formal, universal skill standards? The
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answer, In our view, is a.theee-tiered syittem of standards. The first tier will be provided by

the Natenal Education Standards and Improvement Council. The Council is meant to develop the

kind of standord that is represented by the .1spanese expectation for graduating secondary school

students a universal expectation ol high academic mastery, combined with a demonstrated

capacity to leant. I hope It adds to that a demonstrated capacity to apply what one has learned to

complex, real-world problems.

The second tier would tangle of a system of protessional and technical certificate standards that

would cover a very broad range of manufacturing and service occupations not requiring a

baccalaureate degree. It would serve, among other things, as the linchpin of a first-class

school-to-work transition system.

Assume for the mornent that students who have met the standards established by the National

Council are entitled to decide for themselves whether they wish to go directly into the work

force, enroll In a college-preparatory program ('coilege' here meaning a baccalaureate degree

program) or enroll In a program of technical training and further education leading to a college

degree or certificate below the baccalaureate degree.

Many, perhaps most. will choose to enter programs leading to these professional and technical

certificates and degrees. These programs would be two to three years in length. They would

consist of part academics offered by an educational institution and part structured training,

offered by an errybyer. The requirements for getting these certificates and degrees would be

spelled out mainly by national groups of employers, so that students who completed such a

program would find that the certificate they received was honored from coast to coast when they

were looking for a Job. Elut ail of these professional and technical certificate and degree

programs would be so designed that the student who completed one was part way down the road

to baccalaureate degree; there would be no dead enis in this program.

I believe there :trould be no more than 20 professional and technical degree and certificate

programs, each one designed to provide the skills to perform at the entry level at a high level of

competence, for a whole cluster of related occupations. One would certify, for eXarnple, the field

of precision manufacturing, not numerically-controlled milling machine operator.
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Many employers,- perhaps most, would require only a professional and technical certificate to

qualify for an entry level Job In the firm. But others might require a modest amount of

additional training to qualify the candidate for a particular occupation in the firm, tailored to

the firm's own requirements. In some cases, that might be because of the technical

requirements of the particular job or occupation. In others, tt might have to do with the

requilemonts of a particular piece of machinery. In still others, it might have to do with an

*mployer's need to provide training In the particular way that firm does business and with the

values of that employer.

It is this additional training for specialities and for employer values that would constitute the

third tier of standards. In some cases, these standards might be truly national, as when they are

adopted by an emp'oyer's group, a labor union, or a professional or technical association. In

others, they might be adopted only by one firm (Japanese-style) or by a group of firms related

by supplier relationships.

A skill certification system of this sort will make it possible for young people to prepare

themselves for a wide range of occupations at a high level of entry level competence, glve them

the skill base required to move.with a minimum of retraining among a wide variety of related

occupations, and assure them that the effort they put into this training will pay off because the

certificates will be portable across the whole nation and the criteria will be embraced by the

employers themselves. It has much of the flexibility of the Japanese system while still

retaining the worker mobility advantages of the German system.

Standards for everyone

Standard systems are Ike telephone systems. A telephone company that has only four customers

can offer far less to its customers than one that can offer connections to 40 million customers. I

have spoken so far as if the purpose of the professional and technical standards system was

solely to guide the development of professional and technical skills among young people just

entering the work force..But the true power of such a system lies in fts potential for tying

together into one system what are now many disparate and often non-functional tystems. The

same standards that are used to guide the initial skill development of young people can be used to

guide the skill development of fun-lime homemakirs returning to the work force, dislocated
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workers seelcing another career with high potential, disadvantaged workers who have mastered

lhe basic skills but want the technical skiiis required to mice a good living in fact anyone of

any age, artx or race who wants to get ahead. If we had one set of standards to do all this,* would

be worth while for many education and training organizations to develop the program capacity

needed to bring kils of people up to these standards. Right now, poor people who participate In

federal job training progra m! are stigmatized and have a hard time getting a good Job. But N

these people met a performance standard that everyone else is expected to meet, then ft would

not matter where they had received their training, but only that they had met a clear standard

that was recognized by employers everywhere. This could make a very big difference for the

people enrolled in government-funded job training programs.

Standards for performance-based systems

Once these standards are in place, and organizations and institutions now and old start cornim up

with programs for people who want to reach them, then something else becomes possible the

development of modes of government funding for training that are based on resutts rather than

inputs How many of the people who entered the program actually ached the standards? How

long did it take them? How much did it cost? With common training standards in place. It

becomes possibte to have common measures, and common measures make it possible to establish

public policies that will reward service providers who actually produce for their clients.

But the Idea of having a national board for skill standards is not without controversy. The

administration's proposal has raised some important questions. I would like to mention a few

and quickly summarize my views on those issues.

The bill provides great latitude to the Board in organizing the standard-setting process. If

everyone is In agreement that standard-setting should be industry-based,4houldn't the

legislation require the Board to establish Industry-based committees that will in turn develop

the standards for their industries?

Some people have urged that the legislation be changed to specifically require th Board to

establish industry committees. I do not think that is wise, and I will explain why.
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Them is, of course, a groat advantage in organizing by industry: The industry groups conarned

will Nei some ownership of the standards they create and am therefore much more Ilkeiy to us

tam. But there Is more to N than that.

Last year. the Departments of Labor and Education gave awards to a number of industry

organizations that came forward with proposals to develop industry skill standards. Among

them was the American Electronics Association, from whom you are hearing today. Each

proceeded, as asked, to develop standards without reference to the way In which the others wore

proceeding. This is a very good way to explore the territory and to develop some experience

from which the country will profit enormously. But it is no way to build a national system of

standards.

When school teachers cross slats lines in this country, they typical* have to take a whole lot of

MIMS in the now state that look suspiciously like courses they had to take in the oid state,

because the two stales heve not agreed on a common standard for teacher Mansura. Tay often

choose to lave taching altogether rather then endure the tedium and the overage. Suppose, in

addition to electronics, a group had come forward to develop standards for the automoblie

industry. When an automobile mechanic opens the hood these days. she stares down al a =zeal

electronic equipment. tf the auto industry should experience a big downturn, would ws not want

people who had learned a lot of electronics skills in the automobile manufacturing business to be

able to transfer easily into consumer electronics or industrial electronics, if things were

booming there? There would be enormous advantages In having stars:lards that embraced not

Just Industry groups, but skill groups that cut across industry groups.

Then there is the question of what an 'industry' is for the purposes of standard-setting. The

American Electronics Association in fact encompasses many different industries, ranging from

marine eluironics to consumer electronics to the computing and semiconductor industries, and

a whole host of occupations as defined by the dictionary of occupational titles. Many of these

industries have their own associations. Electronics as a group falls under manufacturing, which

has its own association. The AEA is not even alone in representing electronics taken as a whole.

There is also, for example, the Electronic Industries Association. Some people have expressed

strong reservations about giving as much latitude to the National Skill Standards Board as the

bill does and have recommended specifying in the legislation that the Board organizes the

8
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standards by industry or by groups of Industries, and then delegates to those industries the

actual setting of standards. But. as I have Just pointed out, this Is much easier to say than to

do. Someone would still have to define what Is an industry, making a map of all Industries that

had everything colored In, with not more than one color on one spot. Even after the Board had

done this, and thrown away the possibility of organizing by skill groups when It did so, it would

not be at all obvious which Industry organization or organizations shotd be given the standard-

setting job.

In my vlew, the Congress should not try to second guess the best answers to the issues I have

just raised. The nation would be best served if the Board were left free to figure out for Itself

what the 'map' of standards should look like, taking into account the experience of other nations.

the work of the pilot projects, and the views of all the actors who will have to make the new

system work. They will have to establish a balance between the views of Industry leaders who

will want standards molded to the needs of their industry and ot workers, who will want to have

the option of moving easily across industries. They will surely want to fully Involve the

existing industry groups and associations in their work, but the Board should not be put In a

position In which it feels compelled to give the standard-setting process away to any single

organization that represents only one faction In an Industry, or necessarily to glve equal play to

many organizations. Some Industry associations the AEA is an excellent example will leap

to the challenge and do first rate work. But many will not. Some associations will create

standards that are forward looking and internationally competitive. Others will freeze into

concrete standards that will condemn this country to competing on wages, a competition we can

only lose. What is important is that the Congress makes Its goals as clear as possible, provide

the Board the latitude to figure out how to get there and then hold it accountable for its decisions.

I would not tell It how to organize.

The pilot projects are well underway. Weren't they supposed to provide the data that would help

us figure out how to establish a system of skills standards? Shouldn't we wait until their work

is done, two years from now, before we create this Board?

No. The organizations involved in these pilot projects do not see themselves as engaged In a

research project they are building standards they actually plan to use in their Industries.

And H is beginning to bother some of them a lot that what they are doing does not fit together.
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They know that that means that someone will have to come along to create a structure Into which

they will have to fit. tf I were them. I would far rather have the option of working now with a

Board whose job it was to design the system. so that the standards I was developing could be

designed to fit into that system from day one than to be told two years from now that everything

I fled done was provisional and that a new Board was about to put into place a system that was

almost certain to invalidate much of the work that I had done.

It is very important that the new Board pays attention to what is being learned by the pilot

projects, but that does not require that It not be created for another two years.

The standards that the National Skill Standards Board will put into place will create yet another

set of hurdles barring the way to good jobs for disadvantaged kids and workers. Shouldn't the

Congress prevent anyone from using these standards for initial luring and promotion until

everyone has en equal opportunity to learn the material that must be mastered in order to meet

the standards?

Employers use all kinds of standards and tests now to help them make the decision on who to

hire. No employer would be required to use the new Board standards. It seems strange to say

they should be prohibited from using these standards but can use any others they wish. The

pertinent law here is Title VII and the related case law flowing from Griggs y.L.Duke Power,

which basically says no test can be administered for hiring purposes that has differential

impact by race and cannot be shown to measure skills or knowledge that are actually required to

successfully perform the job for which the person has applied. The bill now makes ft explicit

that it does not override any of this law, all of which remains In force. Thus Griggs and Title VII

would apply to the standards and tests emerging from this Board In the same way that they would

apply to any others. That being so. I can see no reason for denying employers the right to use

the standards and tests developed by this Board for hiring purposes, assuming that they meet

these basic civil rights criteria.

Which raises the larger question as to whether It is fair to put standards into place when some

people will find it easier to meet these standards than others because they have hid access to

more and better preparation. But that is true now. The proportion of people who come from

minority and low income backgrounds who take and-pass the examinations that load to advanced

1 0
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degrus in methemetics, engineering and the sciences is appallingly low, u is the proportion of

those who take the medical boards or the miming examinations. The reasons that is so, though

complex, are clearly related to unequal opportunities to acquire the necessary prerequisite

knowledge. But the society doss rat therefore prohibit the use of thou standards and

examinations. II it did so, encloyers would find some other way to make the decision about who

to hire and the ways that they chose would undoubtedly be more sublutive and mom sublect to

racist bias than the ones now in place. This is not goin2 to be an easy dilemma to resolve.

In any case, we should not lose sight of the fact that the new skills standards can be a powerful

asset for disadvantaged Americans. Standards can open doors to punkt who can show that they

can demonstrate the required competence. And the now fob training standards will be a powerful

tool for improving the quality of federal Job training programs.

Why emit the number of standards to 20? Why not have a standard for every occupation, or at

Nast for every industry?

The first answer to that question is the one I gave earlier when discussing the Gennan-Upanue

dimension lint of thinking about skUl standards: The mom standards there are, the more rigid

the economy that uses them. It takes a brp tkne to change them and people tent to ideMtfy with

the specific occupatkin for which they ham been certified, so they wilt fight changing them. The

sociely thW has a more flexible system will be able to respond faster to changes in technotogy

and consunwr taste. That is why as the European countries have bun busy Washing the number

of standards they use.

But there Is another, and very Important, reason. When the Commission on the Skills of the

American Workforce examined these issues in 1989 and 1990, it discovered that the advanced

industrial countries experiencing the best growth rates in real weges and productivity were

competing on quality, not cost. They knew that countries with low wage structures would

inevitably dominate the markets for mass produced goods. But competing on quality,

customization and responsiveness requires a different form of work organization than does mass

production.

Competing on quality means abandoning the mass-production method of organizing work in favor
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of high performanee work organization. The Commission found that, In assembly plants, the

workers had been organized into self-managing teams that took responsibility for scheduling

their own production, parts ordering and inventory, tquipmen! maintenance and quality control.

In banks, the Commission found that ordinary bank tellers had been trained to understand and

soli the full range of modem sophisticatad bank products to their customers, from zero coupon

bonds to variable rate mortgages. Insurance companies had given their field agents powerful

portable computers loaded with custom software that enabled them, on the spot, to give their

customers quotes that used to take a week to get to them. The back-office staff who used to grind

cait the numbers for these quotes had been retrained to do sophisticated custom quotes for

products on which the company could make a much higher profit.

In each of those cases, the tront-line staff had been given duties and responsibilities that, In

this country, are rarely assigned to anyone but professionals and managers. By empowering

these front-line workers, the management had made it possible to cut out many intermediate

layers of management and supervi- on, and many specialized departments whose services were

no longer needed. Because there were many fewer depdrtments, there were many fewer steps

involved in producing goods or services involved.

In addition to the money saved, miscommunications among all those organizational units could be

eliminated, mistakes could be avoided and much time saved. Quality went way up, because

wastage could be avoided at the point at which II first occurred, rather than waiting until it

piled up at the end of the line.

These firms could respond much more quickty to changes in consumer taste because the long

lead times required in conventional mass production were no longer needed. The people who

actually worked on the line could make constant improvements In the product or service without

waiting for the beginning of a whole new design and manufacturing cycle, which often takes

years for a complex product.

For all these reasons, high performance work organization holds the key to a high productivity,

high wage economy. By employing its disciplines, a company or a whole country can

achieve the levels of quality, customization and responsiveness to changes in consumer taste that

are required to establish and maintain wage levels ibove those that can be sustained with

1 2
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standard mass production methods. Only in this way, ki Mink words, Is k passible to produce

the goods and sinvirm tor which people wound the world are prepared to pay premium prim.

If a nation can organize its economy on then principles, It can not only *May high wages, but k

can also mature high levels of amployment and good income distribution.

But high pedonnance work organization requires team organization and requires that the

mambas of the taw b able to do each othses lobs. It also requires that each mamba be able

lo take on fangs 01 functions that are rather broadly defined. Underneath It all, it is

predicated on the Idea that the front-iiim worker is a professional. Doctors get a singli basic

credential, u do lawyers. One Is **acted to spat:lain, but also to know the basics of all the

jobs In the whets broad field, and to b able to move to another spaciality within that broad field

with some facility. If our oconomy is to surely and prosper in this intensely compatkive

international environment, It will be in part because the &verso, front-line American worker

is not cog In a machine but rather an autonomous, contributing problem-solver, banstantly

ishenkki, constantly looking for the next challenge. This not the world of narrow occupational

standards is the world that the naw standards should be &signed for.

1 7 3
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Chairman KILDEE. I want to go back to questions on this whole
idea of one system because we are getting that from you and others
and particularly from Secretary Reich. So I want to go backthere
is a questionsee what clarification we can get on that.

Ms. Piesert.
Ms. PIESERT. Thank you.
I am Margaret Piesert. I am Director of the Health Care Work-

force Project with the Service Employees International Union. Our
union represents more than 1 million service sector workers in the
United States, Canada and Puerto Rico. We are the fourth largest
union in the AFL-CIO and the largest union of health care work-
ers in North America.

I am pleased to be able to testify today in support of establishing
a National Skill Standards Board and, more broadly, to stress the
urgent need for training and skill standards in order to foster high
productivity work organization in the United States, to build a
secure and prosperous workforce and to keep our Nation competi-
tive in the global economy.

As the United States has witnessed the transition to a service
economy, we have also witnessed a retention of outmoded methods
of production, management and work organization based on the
Taylor model. This system was developed to serve mass production
by relying on an elite few to plan work and to organize work. Little
training was prwided for frontline workers and little was expected
of them.

Now the revolutions in high technology and electronic communi-
cation have brought demands for greater skills from our workforce,
even in traditionally low wage and service occupations. But while
the productivity imperative remains, we really aren't responding to
change by providing workers with the skills they need, either in
school or on the job.

In the best examples from the modern industrial sector, we have
seen such problems addressed. Apprenticeships and training pro-
grams have a long and stu:ce9sful history in American industry,
but we have seen almost nothinig like it in the service sector where
the largest number of employees are in need.

I would like to share with you SEIU's experiences in the health
care industry. Health workers are going to have to improve their
skills as the industry continues to restructure, and a strategy for
upgrading skills will be needed if workers are to be able to partici-
pate in the new types of health care delivery systems and work or-
ganizations. Skill standards, continuous training and effective
career development tracks will result in a more flexible and a more
productive health care workforce.

My union is participating in two experimental skill standards
programs in the health care industry. Both are aimed at setting
uniform standards for health science and technology jobs, and both
are funded by grants from the Department of Education.

One project is being carried out by the Far West Laboratory for
Educational Research and Development, and that project is going
to develop standards for a number of entry-level service occupa-
tions in the health care industry, nurse aides, home health aides
and other support service jobs.
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The other is being conducted under the auspices of the Education
Development Center, Incorporated. In its initial stages, this one
will set standards for entry-level workers in the bioscience industry
and labs and in research. Thisin its early stages, this project is
undertaking an extensive analysis of the jobs in the industry, the
skill content of the jobs. They are doing focus groups with workers,
extensive interviews with frontline workers and getting a great
deal of input from the workforce itself.

In addition to these projects, our union has a long history of ne-
gotiating career ladder programs for service workers in hospitals.
Our local unions have developed, for example, a much-cited worker
education program at nine hospitals in Massachusetts. The pro-
gram initially concentrated on moving entry-level workers to mid-
level clerical jobs, lab jobs and maintenance positions, and has
since expanded to permit career movement into higher-level techni-
cal and professional positions.

The Career Ladder program at Cape Cod Hospital in Massachu-
setts, which has been in existence for more than 10 years, helps to
facilitate more than 50 promotions every year, and the hospital
now does all of itsfills all of its vacancies through internal pro-
motions.

In addition, our experience with labor-management cooperation
tells us that national skill standards will be vital to the future of
both employees and employers in this industry. We see young
workers coming in that, often, lack the skills to rise above an
entry-level position. The mechanisms to promote skills develop-
ment and certification just don't exist. There is a great deal of frus-
tration. Turnover levels are very high.

In the health care field, this cycle of frustration is reinforced by
rapidly changing technology which is making health care work
much more complex. In addition, our health care workforce in-
cludes an ever-growing number of recent immigrants and non-
native speakers of English. Yet in many health care jobs and in all
settings there is more emphasis on computer skills and workers at
all levels need to have higher skills, use computers. This goes, you
know, down to central supply clerks, housekeepers in hospitals.
There are higher competency requirements.

Without skill standards and training, the result for many work-
ers coming into the health care field now is they end up in a job
ghetto. There is no hope for advancement, no mobility and no
escape. Even where individual facilities do offer training to employ.-
ees, the content is often very employer specific and cannot be ap-
plied elsewhere when the worker changes jobs.

Our experience also tells us, though, that we need to develop
skill standards carefully. Labor unions and, more important, front-
line workers must be fairly represented in the development proc-
ess. In fields like health care, our workers know better than
anyone how countless matters of work organization can be im-
proved. Frontline workers are the key to quality in the workplace,
and they will be an invaluable resource as we undertake the mis-
sion of developing skill standards.

Thank you very much.
Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Peisert followsl
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STATEMENT OF MARGARET PIESIOTT, DIRECTOR, HEALTHCARE WORRFORCE PROJECT,
SERVICE EMPLOYEES INURNATIONAL UNION

Fm Margaret Piesert, Health Care Workforce Project Director of the Service Em-
ployees International Union.

SEIU represents more than 1 million service-sector workers in the United States,
Canada and Puerto Rico. We are the fourth largest union in the AFL-CIO, and the
largest union of healthcare workers in North America.

I'm pleased to be able to testify today in support of establishing a National Skill
Standards Board and, more broadly, to stress the urgent need for training and skill
standards in order to foster high-productivity work organization in the United
States to build a secure and prosperous workforce and to keep our Nation competi-
tive in the global economy.

As the United States has witnessed the transition to a service economy we have
also witnessed the retention of outmoded methods of production, management and
work organization based on the "Taylor" model. This system was developed to serve
mass production by relying on an elite few to organize work. Little training was pro-
vided to frontline workers and little was expected of them.

Now, the revolutions in high technology and electronic communication have
brought demands for greater skills from our workforceeven in traditionoly low-
wage occupations. But while the productivity imperative remains, we aren't re-
sponding to change by providing workers with the skills they needeither in school
or on the job.

In the best examples from the modern industrial sector, we have seen such prob-
lems addressed. Apprenticeships and training programs have a long and successful
history in American industry.

But we've seen almost nothing like it in the service sector, where the largest
number of employees are in need.

I would like to share SEIU's experiences in the healthcare industry.
Healthcare workers will have to improve their skills as the industry continues to

restructure and a strategy for upgrading skills will be needed if workers are to par-
ticipate in types of health delivery systems and work organizations. Skills stand-
ards, continuous training, and effective career development tracks will result in a
more flexible and productive healthcare workforce.

My union is participating in two experimental skills standards programs in the
healthcare industry: Both are aimed at setting uniform staneards for health science
and technology jobs, and both are funded by grants from the Department of Educa-
tion.

One is being carried out by the Far West Laboratory for Educational Research
and Development. It wili develop standards for a number of entry-level service occu-
pations, includung nurse aides, orderlies, and other support service jobs.

The other is being conducted under the auspices of the Education Development
Center, Inc. In its initial stages, this project is undertaking an extensive analysis of
the skills content of jobs, including focus groups and interviews with frontline work-
ers.

In addition, SEIU has negotiated career ladder programs for service workers.
SEIU locals, for example, have developed a much-cited Worker Education Program
at nine hospitals in Massachusetts. Grants to set up these programs came from a
special training fund established as part of the State's universal health plan. The
program initially concentrated on moving entry-level workers to mid-level clerical,
laboratory and maintenance positions and has since expanded to enable moves into
higher-level technical and professional positions.

The Career Ladder program at Cape Cod Hospital, which has been in existence
for more than 10 years, helps facilitate more than 50 promotions per year.

And our experience with labor-management cooperation tells us that national
skill standards will be vital to the future of both employees and employers in this
industry.

Only by fostering high-wage jobs and providing workers with advanced skills that
are portable can American healthcare providers meet the standards of quality and
cost-effectiveness they are seeking.

In this industry, young workers often lack the skills to rise above an entry-level
occupation. The mechanisms to promote skills development and certification just
don't exist. As a result, frustration and turnovers are high.

But leaving the job doesn't benefit the typical servie.e-sector worker. Rather, em-
ployees are held in low-end jobs by their lack of skills, and their careers are more
likely to reflect movement from one low-wage, entry-level job to another without
upward mobility.
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In the health care field, this cycle of frustration is reinforced by rapidly changing
technology and improved infection control procedures which make work especially
complex.

In addition, our healthcare workforce includes an ever-growing number of recent
immigrants and non-native speakers of English. However, in many healthcare work
settings, computer skills are now expected even of housekeepers and supply clerks.

The result is a job ghettono mobility, no escape.
And even where individual facilities do offer training to employees, the content is

often too employer-specific, and can't be applied elsewhere in the event of job dislo-
cation

But our experience also tells us that we need to develop skills standards carefully.
Labor unions, and more important, frontline workers, must be fairly represented in
the development process. In fields like healthcare, our workers know better than
anyone how countless matters of work organization can be improved.

Frontline workers are the key to quality in the workplace, and they will be an
invaluable resource as we undertake the mission of developing skills standards.

Thank you very much.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Valdes-Pages.
Mr. VALDES-PAGES. Thank you.
Good morning, Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of this

committee. I want to thank you for the opportunity to share some
of our experiences implementing skill standards at our college.

I represent a 1,300-student technical college which offers 2-year
associate and 4-year baccalaureate degrees in technical and health
care fields. We have been in operation since 1945. I am also an
active member of the Career College Association.

In 1989, we made the decision to adopt skill standards and com-
petency exams as a requirement for graduation. The reasons we
did this are many. I will list some of the following.

This country is, for the first time, focusing on the need of first-
rate frontline workers. Education in this country, including career
education, often performs in a vacuum which makes it difficult to
measure performance and thereby separate yourself from your
competition, public or private. Colleges of all sizes often find them-
selves limited in the manner that they can stay in touch with the
real world. What we teach is sometimes dictated more by what we
know or what we want to know than by what our employers need.

We saw at our college an opportunity to forge a partnership with
our employers which would allow us to become more measurable
and accountable, thereby enhancing the value of our graduates.
Being driven by employer needs, we can also better serve our other
consumer, the student, by assuring them of a relevant and indus-
try-standard education.

The standards we adopted were dictated by our employers. And
let me be clear that in tho driving force of this process is the abili-
ty to sustain an employer focus through standards. Allowing em-
ployers to dictate what we teach enhances the mouth of the funnel
by which we feed relevancy to our curriculum.

The process we used is very similar to what is used in industry
in product development. In a typical product development model,
the first stage is to identify consumer needs through existing prod-
uct research. In our educational setting we asked employers to pro-
vide us with that input.

In product development, consumers would describe how a new
product would solve problems. In our setting, employers described
skill sets.
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In product development, you develop a product according to the
specifications of your consumer. In our setting, we train our stu-
dents in accordance with the input of the employer.

In product development, you establish a quality-control process
to assure the finished product meets the design specifications. In
our setting, we provide competency testing as our quality control.

In product development, you then send the product to market,
often with a guarantee of performance. You then research con-
sumer satisfaction to further refine your product. In our setting,
we issue a skills guarantee to employers and further research satis-

.. faction with our graduates so that we can further refine our prod-
uct and continue the cycle.

I would like to share with you some brief comments from some of
the employers and advisory board members that sit in our advisory
board and have helped us evolve this process.

Jane Hill from Martin Marietta: "The American educational
system is carrying the stigma of low-skill competency of its stu-
dents. Rightly or wrongly, the perception is there and must be ad-
dressed. The competency-based education and testing is an excel-
lent method to demonstrate to your customers, both students and
the hiring employers, that you are serious about graduating
skilled, thinking adults."

Don Marchese, Xerox Corporation: "By establishing a testing
process to validate the actual skills possessed by your graduates at
the time they would be entering the job market, you are providing
a valuable service to both your opportunities and their future em-
ployers."

Steve Lindley, Federal Express: "I have been extremely im-
pressed on the speed in which DTC has incorporated many possible
changes in the CIS program. Their graduates are given the oppor-
tunity to be better prepared for careers in this technology driven
industry."

Susan Bobka, Humana Hospital: "Competency exams will help
employers develop realistic expectations for the graduates. The test
will represent a standard of quality for the school."

In the interest of time, I will submit the rest of my comments to
the record and conclude with these thoughts.

Our standards are not hypothetical. They exist, have been work-
ing now for 4 years. They are useful to both students and employ-
ers. They are not perfect, but there is a substantial improvement
over not having them and operating in worlds of opinion.

Tests are always a point of contention. However, competency
exams, particularly if they mirror industry evaluations, are an ef-
fective tool. They are dynamic and require continuous attention
and improvement.

We have our 150 advisory board members meeting quarterly to
reevaluate our standards. They are not designed to prevent people
from succeeding. Rather, they are designed so that when graduates
achieve certain levels of performance they know it and can be con-
fident. They are meaningful if determined by employers. Without
industry participation, skill standards would just become another
opinion.

Skill standards, in my opinion, bring about a clear focus and
high expectations, two of the traits normally identified in the re-
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search on high-performance schools. We have observed this sharing
of high expectations no* only among our students and faculty but
also among our employers and advisory board members.

Setting high goals and expectations helps students achieve. I
would like to thank this committee for its attention, and I will en-
tertain any questions. Thank you.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Valdes-Pages follows:]
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Mr. Charms and distinguished manbers of this committee,

I want to thank you fce the opportunity to share !MC thoughts reprding skill standards and

some of our experiences implementing them. Specifically. I will address the following'.

1) The reasons we adopted standards;

2) A brief review of the process; and

3) Future directions as we me then

BACIWROUND 1NFORMAT1ONL Firstly, in tbc form of beckground, let me give you

some information on the College I represent. Denver Technical College is a 1,300 student

technical college situated on two campuses in Denver and Colorado Springs, Colorado. We

offer two-yca Associate and four-year Baccalaureate programs in Technical and Ikalth Cars

field% such as Computer Sciences, Electronics, Computer Aided Drafting, Physical Therapy

Assisting, eta. The college has been openning since 1945.
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DENVER TECHNICAL COLLEGE SKILL STANDARDS

RATIQNALE FOR AlapPTING SKILL STANDARDS- In 1969, we made a very major

change in the proee . by which we tnin students when we decided to adopt skill manderds and

competency exams se a mquirement for graduation. The mesons for making this choice am

many. They include the following:

1) This country I; for the first time, focusing on the need for fust rate

front line workers. As an observer at one of our recent Advisory Board

meetings wrote recently, "this counuy is_ going to focus more on

technology than science, and more on front-line workers at technical

colleges than MBM'IlD's at national univcraities. We cannot nm away

front this trend." This observer, incidentally, is the Director of

International Relations for Japan's Institute for Future Technologies, Mr.

Tom Kato. In any cane, if this trend is true, how wc train these front

line workers required rethink'mg and perhaps reforming.

2) Education in this country, including career education, often performs

in a vacuum which makes it difficult to measure performance and

thereby separate yourself from the competition, public or private.

Accreditation is not by itself a guarantor of quality and no suitable

alternatives have surfaced to demonetrate the accountability that

increasingly more limitod rerourees and increasingly more competitive

marketplaces, which sre now international, require.

3) Colleges of all sizes often find themselves limited in the manner that

they can stay in touch with the "real world". Indeed maay do not. What

we reach is sometimes dictated more by whet we know, or want to know,

then by whist ensPloyers want. This often leads to a disjoining of the

MAY 1993 2

1 SI



177
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educational poem from the wodtplacc needs.

4) We saw at our college an opportunity to forge a mamenhip with our

employers which would allow en to Income mem measurable ertd

accoweable. thereby =lancing the value of our product - the greduate.

5, Being driven by employer needs, we Can also better serve our other

consumer, the student, by WtlaWillg them of a relevam and industry<

standard education

6) The standards we adopted were dieter...7d to us by our employers. Let

me be clear in that the driving form of this process is the ability to

sustain an employer focus through standards. If standards were

developed without employers, the process would lose much of its worth.

7) Allowing employers to dictate what we teech enhences the mouth of

the funnel by which wa fccd relevancy to our curriculum.

SKILL STANDARD DEVELOPMENT PROMS: I would like to now describe the

process by which we implemented competency at our college. We actually started testing

students for competency in our medical programs approximately seven years ago. Competency

testing is more common in heath care than in technical fields. The rationale is simple. You

wam students so be able to demonstrale what they have learned prior to going to work on

patients. In any case, our success with placement of students, at times we have had employers

exceeding graduates, led vs to expend the process to all program.

MAY 19113 3
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WAVER TECHNICAL COLLEGE SKILL STANDARDS

In the fall of 1989, we accumulated information from national organisations that were working

on skill standards. We used that information to develop questiormaircs to send te employ=

separating skills into three major groups:

a) Job Specific skills

b) Reasoning skills

c) Personality gills

Our initial focus has been on job specilic skills, since they are easier to quantify and measure.

That being said, the other two groups could not be ignored, for they were every bit as

important to employers. However, bacausc of the limitec amount of time we have with

students at the post-secondary level, we found it necessary to level the academic quality of thc

entering student by increasing the entrance requirements to the college. Core classes in math

and English had to be enhanced and an interview process was begun for programs in which

personality traits were considered critical. Classes to enhance these personality traits into

customer relations skills were developed and implemented.

Advisory boards were expanded in sise and scope 150 individuals representing 130 employer.]

in Colorado, from national and international companies, meet quarterly. Their initial focus will

to define skills required of gtaduates and tests to measure those skills. Students would no

longer be able to graduate without passing this exam. The advisory groups would eventually

take control of all curriculum developmont recommendations as well as equipment needs.

In June of 1991, we announced the Skills Guarantee Program in this program, we issue a

written guarantee to employers that if graduates who have passed our competency exam do not

have the skills we say they have, we will reimburse the first month's salary. I am proud to say

MAY 1993 4
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that after me years we have not had a claim from this program. However, and perhaps this

speaks to the real value of our program, approximately 10% to 15% of the students who took

the competency exam failed them the rffst time sad had to enhance specific skills through

tutoring or class retskes. In previous yews, these graduetes would have gone ma into the

workforce, side by side, with our other graduates, diluting their value and worth. It is clear

that, even with a curriculum driven by the needs of industry, there arc some students who ore

unable to completely apply the knowledge in the workplace. If you exttapolate these numbers

into the universe of notional front line worker training, end factor in reasoning and personality

issues, we begin to get a grasp for the magnitude of the problem. Failure to establish skill

standards and test student skills against those stsndards results in a workfuree with varying

skills, which therefore forces the employers to evaluate, test end retrain workers in order to

meet their specific needs. It is our belief that the college's testing, evaluating, tutoring and

extra work on skill development, fee students with some skill deficiencies, has improved the

misfit), and consistency of our graduates and therefore reduced the need for newer:airy

industry retraining.

Before going any further, let me state that this process is no different then thc model used by

compenies which manufacture and market successful products. Let us look at the similarities.

MARKET RESEARCH/EMPLOYER SURVEYS: la product development

model, the first sage is to identify anseaser needs with the existing product

through mow& ln our educational satiag, we ark empioyers to provide us

with that input.

CONSUMER/INFLOW:2 REQUIRDIFRISt In product development,

consumers would dssaibe bow a new product would solve ;sublime. In our

anployas describe skill sea.

MAY 1993 5
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PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS/GRADUATE SKILLS: In product

development, you develop a product according to the specifications of your

consumer. In our setting, we train our student* in accmdance with thc input of

the employer.

QUALITY CONTROL/COMPETENCY TESTING: In product development,

you establish a quality control process to assure thc fmished product meels the

design specifications. In our setting, we provide competency testing as our

quality control.

PRODUCT/SKILLS GUARANTEES: In product development, you then send

the product to market often with a guarantee of performance. You then research

consumer satisfaction to further refine your product. In our setting, wc issuc a

skills guarantee to employers and further research satisfaction with our graduates

so that we can further refine our product and continue the cycle.

Now, how arc we different? Don't most people have advisory boards? The reality is that. in

most institutions, faculty and not employers dictate curriculum. They may or may not be the

same. In our setting, curriculum changes can only be made through advisory boards which

meet quarterly. Curriculum development and graduate placement arc under the same manager,

in order to maximize industry input. Since all graduates have to now pass competency exam&

student focus is changing toward the acquisition of skills as opposed to grades. Incidentally,

as of Fall of 1992, the specific program outcomes have now been identified, class by class.

Instructors now not only give a grade but have to certify that a student has acquired all the

skills from each specific class.

MAY 1,93 6
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Below are some excerpts from letters from advisory booed members and employers relating

why they feel this process is important. The Aril tent accompanies this presentation.

"The Americas edscational system h =mks' the stigma of km drill

competency a Ms students. Righdy or wriggly, the perception is there and

mut be addressed. The arespetesey based adacatioa mad testing is aa

excelkat method te dessmatrate to year enstemers, both Asthma, and the

Wring empleyen, that you arc serious alsW graduating ski/led, thinking

adults."

Jane HID, Martin Marietta.

"By establishing a timing process to validate the soul sltills possessed by

your graduates at dm time they would be caterieg the job market, you an

provkling a valuable service to both year 'Warts and their future

employers."

Don Marchese, Xerox Corp.

"I have been extremely impressed on the speed la which DTC has

incorporated assay positive changes into the CIS program. Their graduates

are given tbe opportunity to be better prepared for careers in this

technology driven industry."

Steve Lindley, Federal F.xpress

MAY 1993 7
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"As tout esployen will ogres, 'sr edneodesal hutilatiose nod liminess

eensauskies kayo armed autoolty sullies Ire. ase 'softer. Reereur,

ft* world is ebutiftg, and at koalas* sprA. The relotiweskip Wines

mw Wasson sad employers Rut sysekresise la order to provide tise

taut and skik required is unspste is tiTis thouglag envirmasseat."

Map Wentisi, Petrekuu lemmatise

"1 am I. (aver of fte appreaek DTC is taking towards anspetessey based

*dunk". It is unique and will kelp stedents and employers kave

asatidones in tbeir education."

Carol Gimped, United Artists

"Employers, suck u US West, would bandit from i program that
guarantees graduates poems skills relevaat to their future positions."

Sosamtah J. Lakeside, US West

MAY 1993 A
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"Compooeney exam will help employers dm*, realistic oxpeetatisas for

the gradootaa. TIN ton will wend a stoodortil el guilty for the school."

Smut Saha, Hamar* Illophal

In order to accomplish all of this, we have hed to make some chines in whet we call the

college "culture". When most of us attended college, ow sppearance, attendance, punctuality

and speech were not of whical importance. Our grades were. Then all of a sudden the

aforementioned traits became impartant. Where do ow students leant proper workplace

behaviors, if they do nut kern this from their parents? One of the things we discovered about

our studans is that, in spite of good academic skills, many were first generation college

students who need help understanding workplace ethics. As a matter of fact, it is important

for the college to see itself as part of a continuum, which is a determinant of employment and

not an isolated environment. For this to happen, ow faculty had to also adopt behaviors that

are consistent with industry for these are some of the so-called "soft skills" employers want.

Our faculty had to take authorship for shigging. trgning and egging students in jobs, not just

lecturing. Our faculty is available through clan room or office hours, forty hours a week, forty

eight weeks in the yen. llscy are not tenured, but on a merit syatem that rewards performance

on the basis of both evaluations INA outcomes. This has forced total re:examination on our

part of how we delivered education. Our faculty now understands that the mastery of skills

throughout the curriculum will determine the students' ability to pan the final competency

exam prior to graduation. This results In greater scrutiny of individual skills for evcry student.

Plcaae note that we emphasize that pining or graduning a student who does not have the

necessary skills iglu doing that student a favor. On the contrary, it often reinforces student

MAY 1993
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perceptions of failure. Please also note that our proem is not geared to "flunk" students, but

to ensure that we provide them with the necessary skills prior to graduation.

.? would like to give you some examples of changes that we have made as a result of our new

relationship with employers. Some would be expected, some are surprieing. indeed there arc

examples of "teebniesi upgrading" such as adding mom programming and math to our

electronics programs and the recommendations dace years ago to teach C language in a UNIX

mini-computer environment recommended by industm There is a new program about to be

implemented, again as a result of advisory board input, dealing with the growing problem of

rapidly changing technology out-pacing business' ability to use it. The advisory board has also

led the adoption of three generations of hardware and software changes in Computs Aided

Drafting in the last five years.

'The advisory board has also dealt with continuing the teaching of COBOL at the college,

despite the fact that our faculty wanted to discontinue this language four years ago because

thcy felt it was an "old" language. Our employers told us they have tens of millions of dollars

invested in this language and they were not going to engage in expensive conversions

overnight. Thereby, our entry level programmers need to continue to he trained in Cobol as

well as C. They also talked to us about customer relations. Employers have said that all of our

collectiNe jobs involve either acquiring customers or keeping the ones we have. Yet colleges

don't focus on teaching these skills. We have new developed and implemented a practical

coursc that will help teach customer skills to students in all of our programs.

RESULTS t'43 DATE: While our program is relatively young, some directional results can

be observed:

I. Students in technical fields are receiving higher salaries end nem to be

MAY 1993 Is
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rein hind by INA fire tier compreim

.2. We sow refine some job ceders kr gredueles if Wanes are below whet

we collider aempiebk kweIL

, 3. Entrance mores of oui Undo* seem to be increming as a remit of

maws prweaseging themselves by bowleg they have to am easpeowey

COM

4. Our overall podium plowman miss in the field for which students ware

naiad inormised by 23% in the pest four yews.

FUTURE DIRECTION& hanger as our fame work k ic clew this process is ongoing. You

don't develop standerds owe. They require manienence and updsting. As such, our

cuniculum is reviewed quarterly. We me also just beginning to =kis resealing and

penonality skills. We are in the process of developing en indivicluelitied learning center where

video sod soften= libraries of *tills taight * the college we availabie oa 04040-cee format

so that students don't loot to reteke satire dames for Isdlvidusl skill deficiencies. We aim

to teach more workplace culuirm inside the college and we need to find a way to link K-12

standards with posm000ndsry susubeds in order to strengthen the continuum of skills.

I believe the issue of skill stendards, if selproiched earrectlyould by this 1 meat in response

to specific societal needs, can become a trauma& by which we re-think eda.*ics in this

country and bring about batter linkage not only between poet-acondery education and the

workplace. but also between k-I2 and poet-secondary education. These arc smug the 'benefits

that I see from this linkage:

MAY 103 11
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I) The use of k-12 standards for use in admissions to post-secondary

institutions.

2) Thc ability to relieve post-secondary institutions from remedial education,

which will now presumably be done in k-12, and the utilization of that time

to enhance worker skills.

3) The utilization of post-secondary skill standards as a framework for

transfer of credits among institutions.

To conclude, 1 would like to leave you with theae thoughts.

I. Our standards are not hypothetical They exist and arc working

effectively.

2. They are not perfect, but they are a substantial improvement over not

having them and operating in worlds of opinion. Tests are always a point

of contention. However, competency exams. particularly if they mirror

industry evaluations, are an effective tool.

3. They are dynamic and require continuous attention and improvement.

4. They are not designed to prevent people from succeeding, rather they are

designed so that when graduates achieve certain levels of perfonnence, they

know it and can be confident.

5. They arc only meaningful if determined by employers. Without industry

MAY 1993 12
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participation, skill standards would just bocome soother opinion.

6) Skill sumdwds brim shout a clew focus and high expectations, two of

the traits normally ideenified in dm research on high perfomince schools.

We have observed fide slating of high expectations not only among our

students and heathy, but also smog our employers and advisory hoard

members.

Although focusing ow country's edueseioccl romances in this dieeetion will indeed cam few

and anxiety, the ultimate potathal rewards mike the challenge woethwhile. Imagine that at a

time where decreased annelid moms put a premises on accountability, that employers are

satisfied with their workers' sidlls, ow students have keened that their investment of time and

money has been well spent, and society is satisfied fiat its raowees have been better utilized.

I would like to thank the committee for its mission and will entertain any questions you may

have of me. Thank you.

MAY 1993 13
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US WEST Coors Wellness Center

Norwest Banks Stone & Webster Engineering

Storage Tech Ball Comntmications

Xerox United Artists Entertainment

Digital Equipment Corp. Federal Express

NCR Hewlett-Packard

Honeywell EDS

Presbyterian/St. Luke's U.S. Air Force Academy

Humana Rockwell international
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Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Baroody.
Mr. 11".ROODY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
For America's manufacturers I appreciate the opnortunity from

you and the rest of the members of the committee to testify on this
important legislation.

I think I would be remiss if I didn't offer a general observation at
the startremiss to my membersfirst, because it is an observa-
tion that is important to them and, second, because I think it is
directly relevant to the business before this committee. That is,
namely, that American manufacturing, despite the powerful myth
to the contrary, is in the opposite of decline.

We like to think that American manufacturing is proving once
again its ability to compete successfully in an increasingly chal-
lenging global marketplace. Our output totals our export levels
which have simply doubled in the last 6 years. Our productivity
performance, all of these things are powerful evidence of the strong
and increasingly strong state of American manufacturing.

Relevant to this committee is the obvious, I think. This manufac-
turing could not have attained and maintained its current state of
strength without a very good workforce. We do not come, therefore,
to talk about the important subject of skills as a plea to you to help
us rise from our own ashes. The perception is that we are in our
ashes. I am here to try to reverse that perception. But, instead, be-
cause we think that the focus on skills could importantly be a way
of building on the strong foundation manufacturing has helped to
establish for itself over the last many years.

As I arrived at the National Association from the Department of
Labor a little over 3 years ago, staff there was finding that increas-
ingly our own members were concerned, however, despite what I
just said, about the need for skills, the difficulty in finding them.
And in surveys that were being conducted at the time I arrived
they were finding as well that small and medium manufacturers
were reporting that the biggest obstacle many of them often faced
to the introduction of new technologies in their own workplace was
the uncertainty about the ability of their current workers to
present the skills necessary to operate those technologies.

With a sense that we could help our members address and re-
solve their concerns, the NAM embarked a little more than 2 years
ago in direct partnership with the Department of Labor, a partner-
ship which continues in the new administration, in an effort to de-
velop a program which could be directly useful to our own mem-
bers as they set about to upgrade the skills of their own current
workers.

We have discovered that education and training is one of the
best investments a company can make in order to stay competitive
in today's global economy. And through the partnership with the
Department of Labor we are working hard to share this knowledge
across all manufacturing sectors.

As part of the project, we have looked for success stories
throughout the NA IA i..11 how companies have changed the way
they work and created new tools to move towards high-perform-
ance workplaces. We have asked our members who have had suc-
cessand for some of them the success has really been great, dra-
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maticto help those who have not implemented programs of
worker training so they can also be the best of the best.

And I have attached to the testimony I have submitted to the
committee a description of our program and of our progress so far.
We are really quite excited about the potential of this program.

In the last 2 years the National Association of Manufacturers
has, I suppose, been in about 15 cities, first conducting research
which we conducted both with CEOs and with workers, with work-
ers who were organized and not organized, in focus groups and dis-
cussion panels that we held around the country.

And we are trying to apply in our program the lessons that we
have learned in that research and in the early efforts to try to turn
that research into a successful program that would put CEOs, who,
as I said, have mounted successful programs, together with CEOs
who understand that they need to but don't really know where to
begin so that they may learn from each other. And those who want
to mount programs can learn from the trial and ,n-ror experience
of those who have done so.

It is with this in mind that I turn to the skills standards in Title
IV of the bill. We applaud your efforts to focus attention on the
development of voluntary national occupational skill standards.
They can be a common language for jobs and for training, and they
can he the building block of jobs.

The old way of looking at training was to look at the number of
years it took to attain a skill. We underAand now that what is
really important is not how long it takes but how well the skill is
attained. We know that everybody learns in a different way, some
in classic teaching situations, some by reading and some by doing.
We must have a system that is flexible enough to get credit for
skills learned in a variety of ways, but we all have to agree on a
common language of what those skills are.

Skill standards need to be based on jobs broadly defined. We no
longer need to have jobs broken down into thousands of subgroups
the way that we have done increasingly over the past century.
Workers must be able to learn a broad base of skills using skill
standards as a guide.

We recognize that in the past the private sector has not system-
atically arranged, specified or provided adequate occupational skills
information for industrywide use for public education and training
systems. With increasing competitiveness in the modern workforce,
this initiative could begin to fill that need, and we at the National
Association of Manufacturers know that a world-class workforce is
critical to U.S. economic vitality.

That is why I am here, to commend the process of building part-
nerships and structures to identify the skills required in a world-
class workforce. This effort is timr.ly. The technology and informa-
tion age has given us new tools and new challenges to make work
more productive. Yet the majority of America's workforce, despite
excellent strides in the past few years, is designed and our labor
force often educated for the mass production segmented work
models of the past.

Based in large measure on what we at NAM have learned from
our own beginnings, through a partnership with the Department of
Labor in a program for our members, I underscore the Associa-

197
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tion's support for this initiative to attempt to design and set na-
tional, voluntary industry-based efforts to identify needed employee
competencies and skill standards. Such efforts can be the underpin-
ning of the high-performance workplace and are crucial to a world-
class workforce.

We do have some concerns, however, about the current language
in Title IV. I would like to share them with you and hope the com-
mittee can clarify some of these issues and rework the language ap-
propriately so that this measure can receive good and widespread
industry support.

And the effort, I would stress, must be industry led. Although
others are needed to make this a team effort with other constituen-
cies, a clear signal, we believe, must be sent to business that it is in
the forefront of this effort. Without that signal, voluntary stand-
ards won't work. As Mr. Tucker suggested, industry will decide it
should have stayed in bed.

Industry must use these standards. It must lead in setting them.
Without that, a wholly false bottom structure will be created that
simply will be ignored. Other countries have faced similar prob-
lems and faced failure when voluntary standards are not industry
led.

Therefore, we recommend the following for the committee to con-
sider as changes in the language of Title IV:

First, that the chair of the board is described in Title IV as being
an industry-based individual, at least for the first term.

That the board itself be composed of a majority of representa-
tives from business and industry trade associations and that work-
ers, both union and nonunion, be included.

We also suggest that one-half of the education component be
composed of representatives from community-type colleges.

We propose that the functions of the board be defined so it is
clear that its job is only to define the industry clusters and set the
criteria and processes for how industry standards should be devel-
oped. At no time should the board itself set standards. All activities
of the board should be nonbinding and voluntary. All promulgation
of standards should come from industry clusters. The board should
endorse only that proper criteria and processes have been followed.
The board should oversee the process, help keep chaos out of the
system, but never mandate.

All certificates of mastery should be issued by the industry clus-
ters in partnership with community colleges.

Any system to period' cally revise and update skill standards and
assessment and certification systems should be clearly understood
and should be industry-led.

A sunset provision we would recommend should be included and
that this process require congressional reauthorization in 3 to 5
years. We believe that this is a grand experiment, but it might not
work, and if it doesn't it should be ended and something else
should be tried.

And, finally, we understand there is amended language on the
civil rights section in Title IV. I have looked at it. I am no lawyer.
It seems to say that business cannot rely on the skills standard, as-
sessment or certification system in any civil rights proceeding. The
reality is that small business will rely on it. This language, as well
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as that pertaining to methods for validating the fairness, unneces-
sarily burdens Title IV, which has as its major focus the develop-
ment of a voluntary national system of skill standards and certifi-
cations.

We believe it is in no one's interest to revisit the many contro-
versial issues debated during the passage of the Civil Rights Act of
1991. The principles of that Act, no more and no less, should be ap-
plicable to Title IV to the extent that provisions relating to civil
rights issues go further. We believe those provisions should be
stricken.

Voluntary skill standards could benefit all U.S. industries and
workforces. They could help to change the way we understand
work and give U.S. workers great new opportunities. They can en-
courage more companies, large and small, to create high-perform-
ance workplaces, to increase company productivity and enhance
the competitiveness of all industry.

At the NAM we are optimistic that the Congress can respond to
our concerns and to our hopes, that appropriate industry-led volun-
tary standards can help us all move to high performance work-
places for the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Baroody followsj
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The NAM supports the establishment of voluntary national

skillOrstandards. We believe they are the common language for jobs

and training: the building blocks of jobs. Ws no longer need jobs

to be broken down into thousands of sub-groups the way they have

been for 100 years. Workers need to be able to learn broad-based

skills using skill standards as a guide. We believe organizing

voluntary industry-based skill standards encourages high-

performance workplaces. We believe skill standards would be of

particular value to small and medium-sized firms. Benefits to such

firms include ready access to benchmarking data, skill analysis

tools, and training that reflects industry needs. Employees would

also benefit, with skills needed to speed the conversion to high

performance work. Such efforts are essential to establishing and

maintaining a U.S. workforce that is truly world class.

There are, however, key portions of Title IV of S.846 that

need to be improved. We recommend that:

the chair of the board as described in Title IV be an

industry-Lased individual for the first term.

the board itself be composed of a majority of representatives

from business and industry trade associations and that

workers, both union and non-union, be included. We also

recommend that one-half of the education component be composed

of representatives from community-type colleges.

the board only identify indnstry clusters and set the criteria

and process for standard setting. All promulgation of



196

standards must come from industry clusters. The board should

only endorse that proper criteria and processes have been

followed. The board should oversee the process but nver

mandate.

all certificates of mastery be issued by the industry clusters

in partnership with community colleges.

any system to "periodically revise and update skill standards

and assessment and certification systems" be clearly

understood and industry-led.

a sunset provision be included, that this process require

congressicnal reauthorization in three to five years. This is

a grand experiment. If it doesn't work, let's end it and try

something else.

The amended language on the civil-rights section seems to say

that businesses cannot rely on a skill standard, assessment or

certification system in any civil rights proceeding. The

reality is that small business will rely on it. This

language, as well as that pertaining to "methods for

validating the fairness," unnecessarily :-..1-dens Title IV,

which is concerned with the development of a voluntary

national system of skill standards and certifications.

We believe that these changes will be an important signal to

industry that this is a process in which it should fully

participate. Without these clear signals and an industry

leadership position, it could become a process doomed before it is

begun. That would be unfortunate because the opportunities are

immense.

2 6 2
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ON E.R.1820, GOALS 2000: THE EDUCATE ANERICA ACT OF 1993.

Good morning. My name is Michael Baroody, and I am Senior

Vice President, Policy and Communications Division for the National

Association of Manufacturers. I thank the chairman and members of

the committee for the opportunity to present testimony today on

Title IV of H.R.1820 -- the skills standards portion of Goals 2000:

The Educate America Act of 1993.

Mt. Chairman, I would like to summarize my statement and

request that it be placed in the record in its entirety.

Mt. Chairman, we at the NAM, in a special partnership with the

Department of Labor, have spent the last two years travelling

around the country conducting focus groups with executives and

workers. Without question, we have discovered that education and

training is one of the best investments a company can make in order

to stay competitive in today's global economy. We are working hard

to share this knowledge across all manufacturing sectors. As part

1
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of-this project, we have looked for "success stories" throughout

the NAM on how companies have changed the way they work, and

created new tools to move toward high performance. We have asked

our members who have had success to help those who have not

implemented programs so that they can also be the "best of the

best." I have attached to this testimony a description of that

program and our progress to date.

It is with this in mind that I turn to the skills standards in

Title IV of S.646. We applaud your efforts to focus attention on

the development of voluntary national occupational skill standards.

Occupational skills standards are a common language for jobs and

for training; they are the building blocks of jobs. The old way of

looking at training was to look at the number of years it took to

attain a skill. We understand now that all that is important is

the skill attaiaed. We knOw that everyone learns in a different

way -- some in a classic teaching situation, some by reading and

some by doing. We must have a system flexible enough to get credit

for skills leatned in a variety of ways, but we all have to agree

on a common language of what those skills are. That's what skills

standards are all about to me. They need to be based on jobs,

broadly defined. We no longer need jobs broken down into thousands

of sub-groups the way we have done for the past 100 years. Workers

must be able to learn a broad base of skills using skill standards

as a guide. We recognize that, in the past, the private sector has

not systematically arranged, specified or provided adequate

2
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occupational skills information for industrywide use for public

education and training systems. With increasing competitiveness in

the modern workforce, this initiative could begin to fill that need

-- and we at the NAM know that a world-class workforce is critical

to U.S. economic vitality in global markets. That's why I'm here

to commend this process to build partnerships and structures to

identify the skills required in a world-class workforce.

This effort is timely. The technology and information age has

given us new tools -- and new challenges -- to make work more

productive. Yet the majority of America's workforce -- despite

excellent strides in the past few years -- is designed and our

labor force educated for the mass-production, segmented-work models

of the past.

The world's leading companies, however, are bolstering

productivity growth by creating "high-performance work

organizations" that focus on continuous improvement of work

processes. In such workplaces, highly skilled people use effective

training, teamvork, technology and information tools to achieve

major strides in product innovation, quality, customer

responsiveness and time-to-market. Employees in such work

organizations are involved decision-makers. Management layers

disappear and bureaucracy decreases. Front-line employees' skills

increase as they assume many tasks formerly reserved for managers.

3
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°High-performance work organizations* structured this way

require a highly *killed workforce. They must be equipped with

basic skills and have content knowledge. In high-performance

workplaces, employees in virtually every job function must be able

to make wise decisions, use technology and manage information

adeptly, communicate effectively and work in teams toward common

goals -- and do so at levels of competency benchmarked to world

standards of excellence.

Based on what we've learned in the context of our project

about high performance skills, I underscore *the NAM's support for

this initiative to design and set national, voluntary industry-

based efforts to identify needed employee competencies and skill

standards. Such efforts are the underpinning of the high

performance workplace and aro crucial to a world-class workforce.

We do have some concerns, however, about the current language

in Title IV of 3.846. I would like to share them with you and hope

the committee can clarify some of these issues and rework the

language appropriately so that this measure can receive good

business support.

This effort must be industry-led. And although others are

needed to maks this a team effort with other constituencies, a

clear signal must bo sent to business that it is in the forefront

of this etfort. Without that signal, voluntary standards cannot

2 u
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work. Industry must use these standards. It must create them and

be in control. Without that, a hollow, false-bottomed structure

will be create& that will not be used. Other countries have faced

similar problems and faced failure when voluntary standards are not

industry-led. To come to the party, we must organize it.

Therefore, we recommend --

that the chair of the board as described in Title IV be an

industry-based individual for the first tern.

that the board itself be composed of a majority of

representatives from business and industry trade associations

and that workers, both union and non-union, be included. We

also suggest that one-half of the education component be

composed of representatives from community-type colleges.

that the functions of the board be defined so it is clear that

its job is only to define the industry clusters and set the

criteria and processes for how industry standards should be

developed. At no time should it set standards. All

activities of the board should be totally non-binding and

voluntary. All promulgation of standards must come from

industry clusters. The board should endorse only that proper

criteria and processes have been followed. The board should

oversee the process, help keep chaos out of the system, but

never mandate.

that all certificates of mastery be issued by the industry

clusters in partnership with community colleges.

that any system to "periodically revise and update skill

5
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standards and assessment and certification systems" be clearly

understood and industry-led.

that a sunset provision be included and that this process

require congressional reauthorization in three to five years.

This is a grand experiment. If it doesn't work, let's end it

and try something else.

finally, we understand there is amended language on the civil -

rights section of Title IV. I have looked at it but am not a

lawyer. It seems to say that businesses cannot rely on a

skill standard, assessment or certification system in any

civil-rights proceeding. The reality is that small business

will rely on it. This language, as well as that pertaining to

"methods tor validating the fairness," unnecessarily burdens

Title IV, which has as its major focus the development of a

voluntary national system of skill standards and

certifications. It is in no one's interest to revisit the

many controversial issues debated during the passage of the

Civil Rights Act. The principles of that act -- no more, no

less -- should bet applicable to Title IV to the extent that

provisions. relating to civil rights issues go further, those

provisions should be stricken.

Voluntary skill standards could benefit all U.S. industries

and workforces. They could change the way we understand work and

give U.S. workezs groat new opportunities. They can encourage more

companies, large and small, to create "high-performance workplaces"

6
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to increase company productivity and enhance the competitiveness of

all industry. They can increase opportunity, create clear career

path options and motivate students who will know they are pursuing

skills through education and job training that are needed in the

workforce. We at the NAN are optimistic that the Congress can

respond to our concerns, as well as to our hopes, that appropriate

industry-led voluntary standards -- our new common language of jobs

-- can help us all move to high performance and lead the world

economy in manufacturing productivity and performance. I will be

pleased to answer any questions the committee may have.

7
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How To Meet Our Greatest
Competitive Challenges
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National Association of Manufacturers
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Preface
The National Association ofManufactswers (NAM) believes that America's economic well-being
and competitive posture in the world is tied to haw well it manages its Mown resources. For
American manufacturers, remaining competitive in global markets will depart' increasingty on the
.skilLs and knowledge of the nation's work force. The Usk is impressive. The new American
worIggace will loak study (Venni. Char:ging demcgrephicsfewer entrants into the work force,
an aging population, increased immigration, growing ethnic and adtural diversitycombined with
the increased complexity of the workplace have made training and education of all American
workers a critical necessity. Quality-elven changes with empowered teams 11m:flatten hierarchies
and provide greater autonomy for the workforce, haw translated into highly skilled workers who
are responsible for their own productivity. This is essential to manufacturing success.

Our major trade competitors provide more and higher quality worker training and basic education
than the U.S. In other countries training and education on the job is seen as a permanent on-going
needa continuous learning environmen. .s the norm, not the exception. On the whole, young
Americans haw lower academic capabilities than those in many other inclustrialized countries
More than ever, the U.S. work force is in direct competition to those in other industrialized nations.
The less our workers are able to compete, the more our industrial competitiveness and living
standard will fall.

Clearty, in the long run, we have no choice but to improve the education system. This is absolutely
vital to our nation's success. Yet people at work today will comprise a majority of the workforce
over most of the next two decades. Therefore, their training will have the greatest effict on current
national competitiveness. Improving our schools and training displaced and hard-to-serse
unemployed has been the focal point for the national debate on these issues. Only recently have
policymakers turned their attention to the training and education needs of employed workers.

From the beginning, we believed this was an important place for the NAM to focus its work force
readiness effortsa place where we could have a special impact. High performance work creates
challenges for employers trying to make a transition from traditional mass production to new work
systems. In response to these challenges, we have made a commitment to help American
manufacturers develop policies and practices that will facilitate and encourage this transition,
through updating and upgrading the skills of current workers. The following report cliscusses the
results of our current efforts to assist companies in meeting specific challenges to achieving high
performance workplaces in America's manufacturing sector. We will continue to move ahead
vigorously as we learn more about the changing American workplace.

A final word: One of the strongest impressions we tookfrom the project was an intense and
overwhelming pride that employers have in making fundamental changes in how work and
organizations are structured To a significant extent, workers also felt a personal pride in their
willingness to work hard and to learn. If given the right training, they believed, American workers
were second to none. We agree.

Jerry Jasinowski
President
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I. Executive Summary
Creating high performance workplaces with the rid aimproving the
quality of products and =vices demands a much more highly skilled
and empowered work force than we currently have. Updating and
upgrading the skills of anent wakers combined with mrspoizing
work systems to achieve globally competitive levels of productivity is
a fimdamental challaige facing corporate America in the 1990. and
beyond. To help manufacturers achieve high performance
workplaces, infomision and tediricd assistance is needetho motivate
senia managemem to action and provide them with proven strategies
for getting started sod samining =gam.

A. Purpoc.

In light of these needs; the National Asiociation ofManufacturers aid
the U.S. Department of 1..hor fonned a pulAcipivide metnersliip to
encourage small, medium and large manatee's= to creme high
performance work eevironments. Landed in November 1991, this
joint prciect, "A teaser/hip I. Work Form Wooten", set or to
deveiop and irnplernere an effective strategy to provide a continuing
source of information and technical assistance tarried to CEOs and
other sailor creative..

The project conducted a series of focus gtoups designed to assess
workplace attitudes and work force needs from CEO and worker
perspectives and two pilot woduhops designed to provide technical
asestance responsive to those defined needs. Dis report cloaks
efforts to date, key findinp and next steps toward implanasfing the
goal of the project.

B. Themes

The following aom-cutting thanes emerged from the focus groups
and woduhops:

CEOs are rethinking the prooesses around which soak is organized
and incorporating the priociples of tad quality systems. Scene are
just getting stated, whik others are Trail along the way. CEOs
demonstrate substantial knowledge of the new total quality
management methods. They view the mediums and empowering
front lime workers as key elements in restructuring lark towsrd
increased efficiency and productivity.

CEOs wee tha U.S. manufacturers are changing, but paha; at
half the speed necessary to remain competitive. The 'roalturine
necessary for high performance is a vay slow process, often
impeded more by managament, especially first-line supervisors,
then by worker resistance.

2 4
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Management articulates a sense of optimism about their ability to
compete and prosper in the future. Workers, however, feel
powerless to control their economic futures, do not fed secure in
tLar jobs, and are generally apprehensive about the future. They
know that promises of fifedme employment are no longer possibla

These is a disconnection between employer and worker pmceptions
about the batefits of creating a high performance workplace. Trust,
basal ott honest and open communication, emerges u a key
pre-condition for quality efforts to work over the long run.

CEOs recognize the importance of training, especially
occupation-specific skills training to match improving technology,
but are generally cautiousobout general education programs. CEOs
are less dear on the importance of training in higher order skills
such as critical thinking and problem-solving to support
restructuring of work through empowered workteams. Thus, less
attention is being paid to the type of training and educstion needed
to ensure the success of empowerment. Yet, workers see the value
of all training as a way to ensure job security and company loyalty.

CEOs believe that there must be a fundamental shift in the way in
which the public views manufacturing and manufacturing jobs in
order for than to attract and retain the talent they need to support
quality improvements.

C. Key Elements for Success

The focus groups and workshops canducted to date demonstrate that
the key elements for success in creating a high paformance workplace
include the following:

Mctivatal, committed and sustained leedership at the top, and all
levds of management including first-line supervisors, must be
fostered.

Enhanced communication geared toward achieving the mutual trust
and shared gods between workers and management is needed to
support anpowament. A clear, positive response to the worker's
questice--"what's in it for mer is critical.

Increased investment in training is needed to permit changed work
systems and product quality improvements to provide their ultimate
benefits to the company and the worker. Training must be related
to business goals, technological changes and work restructuring in
order to succeed.

Business, labor and government must work together to improve the
schools, support the changes taking place in manufactudng,
encourage innovation and avoid unnecessaty government
cosmturdens to business.

2
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Enthusiasm and optimism about getfing smiled or improding current
efforts characterized the paceptioaa of CEOs at both the focus groups
and workshops. However, technical assistance and
infonnwice-sharing netwodos are needed to support such efforts.
Project efforts to date suggest that meeting opponunitiet for
CEO-to-CEO exchanges of information and technical assistance and
encouraging significant explosion of these =lunges nationwide
provide the best vehicles for helping companies make these changes.

D. Noxt Stops

Keeping pace with technological chaves, the reorganzation of work
and tnining and education are inextricably linked to achieving
productivity, quality and flexibility in the wotkplace. Regaining and
retaining global competitiveneu in the manufacturing sector we
dependent on companies successfully outing high perfonnance work
envircements based on these tine ingredients.

The project will axtinue refining its straw for developing Ind
implementing a continuous source of information and technical
assistance to help CEOs meet these challenges. More focus groups
and workshops will be held in 1993 to refine the models developed to
date

The workshopsused as a vehicle for providing CEO-to-CEO
technical assistancemust cominue to tackle the cross-owting issues
and strategies concerning:

The improvement of communication between workers and
management

The contintious development and upgrading of worker skills.

The empowerment of front-line workers to use those enhanced
skills.

The total commitment to quality in all products and processes
needed to achieve sustainable benefits.

Findings to date will be used to refine approaches to these topics.
Additional focus groups will be tailored to further the research base
around which technical assistance is designed for delivery through
these workshops. And, finally, this technical assistance program will
be institutionalized for nationwide dissemination.

216
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U. Pro Oct Ove Mew
American indusny's commitment to improving the quality of our
products and services demands a highly galled and empowered work
force Updating and upgrading the skills of aurent workers is a
fundamental challenge facing corporate America in the 1990s and
beyond. Assisting manufacturers with this challenge spawned the
development ofapartnerebipprojectbetweentheNational Association
ofManufacturess(NAM)andtheU.S. Department ofLabor(USHOL).
Herein, we briefly describe the needs and provide an overview of the
project. The remainder of this report documents project fincinp and
next steps, and concludes with sane fmal thoughts.

A. The Needs

Training and Changing
Work Systems

More than half the manufacturers suiveyed by the NAM in 1991
reported major worker skills deficiencies in basic math, reading and
problem-aolving Twenty-five percent said they couidn't upgrade
product quality becau.setheir workerslacked the needed skillstoutilize
new technologies. Thirty percent said they could a't reorganizn work
activities because workers cculdn't learn new jobs. This lack of basic
skills is not only jeopardizing workers' opportunities for employment
mobility and success, but also seriously damaging technological
advancement, productivity and quality improvements within
American companies.

Though businesses spend more than $30 billion a year on education
and training programs, most American companies have undainvested
in workplace education for years compared to our key competitors
around the world. Acconfing to the American Society for Training and
Deveichment, only one out of fourteen American workers has teceived
any farn0 training from an employer. Furthermore, the investment is
uneven with larger amounts gcing to professionals and managers
rather than fronoine workers

Much more needs to be done. U.S. companies must expand their efforts
to ensure that workers have the necessary skills and education to
perform quality work, keep pace with changing teclmologies and
enable America to remain competitive as we move into the next
century.

Some of today's most competitive manufacturing companies, such as
Motorola, Inc. and Xerox Corporation, have automated, high-wage
and quality-conscious plants with &decentralized managanent system.
Many smaller, less recognizablecompaniesaretaldngsimilaxdramatic
steps. The days of factory workers performing only menial, repetitive
tasks are in the past for these firms. Companies in the service indusuy,
too, such as Federal Express, are challenging workers more than ever
to help achieve ambitious corporate quality goals.

4
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Ap (roach This project targeted its efforts toward soliciting the views acid
addressing the needs of CEOs ee expressed by CEOs, making its
approach unique among similar prcjects. This approach was based on
the philosophy thee CEOs are the only ones widin the corporate
immure who can truly bring abcut the fundamental changes needed
to Cala= quaky, productivity, worIcer readiness and work system/-
Additionally, very little was available in the literature that
systematically iocuments the views of CEO, on these impenot
topics. Hence, focus groups and wrakshops were aimed at this target
audience.

Findings from the focus group research drove the workshop design and
content. Respauiveness to manufacturing CEOs' needs, conceals sod
respeoive starting points was cf paramount importance to designing
a woduhop that would capture their attention, motivate them to action
and provide them with the ideas and tools to begin tackling these
critical issues for thanseives.

6
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III. Focus Group Research and Findings
Fourteen (14) focus groupsten (10) with employers, two (2) with
union workers, and two (2) with non-union workerswere
conducted in ten (10) different locations around the county during
March and April 1992. Cities selected spanned a broad range of
regional perspectives and included:

Atkrud GA Denver, CO

Austin, 7X Los Angeks, CA

Bosion, MA Reading, PA

Chicago, IL Raleigh, NC

Cleveland OH Seattle, WA

The focus group research was designed to: Objectives

Explore core attitudes of both management and workers which
helped or hindered the creation of high performance work
environments.

Assess the level of worker training and education, and
restructuring of work that is currently ongoing, including the
practices used by companies to implement changes.

Identify those linkages or resources in the public and private
sectors that can be used to foster training and education, worker
empowerment and work reorganization.

Four key cross-cutting themes emerged from both worker and CEO Themes
focus groupsto increase productivity and remain competitive,
manufacturing must:

Improve communication between workers and management

Find ways to continually develop and upgrade worker skills.

Empower front-line workers to use those enhanced skills.

Make a total commitment to quality in all of its products and
processes.

The eleven key findings from which these themes emerged are
presented on the following pages.

The focus group report, "Work Force Readiness, A
Manufacturing Perspective, June 1992," provides detailed
findings and conclusions, and recaps all methodological details. This
report is available through the NAM and the Office of Wolk-Based
Learning, USDOL.

7



ro.

215

Eleven Key Findings

All CEO groups articulated a sense of optimism about their ability to compete and pm/per in the future.
There was a dear sense that U.S. manufacturing companies had been tested over the last decade and that
those who had survived by achieving a customer-driven /high quality focus and moving to an
mitigation which involved empowered workas would remain competitive. CEOs felt that they had in
most instances `turned the comer" and were very optimistic about the US. manufacturing sector in
general. The optimism that was evidenced by most employas in all the CEO groups, however, wu not
found in the worker groups. In contrast, workers did not feel empowered. Although many had seniority
in their companies, unless they were highly sloilleci and trained, they not only did not perceive
themselves as secure in their jobs but also felt powerless to control their economic faures. They, unlike
the CEOs, generally were vay appreheosive about the future.

There was a claw consensus that work force stability is critical to high levels of productivity, but no one
felt that practises oflifetime employment were possible. This represents a fundamental attitude change.
The fact that workers do not have a presumption of lifelong employment appears to be a critical factor
in designing company policy in onder to motivate, to encourage risk taking, to reward innovation, to
induce loyalty and to create a corporate culture in which high performance on the factory floor
continues.

All groups felt that the school systems am providing neither adequate basic skills nor an adequate
understanding of buiness and the necessary work ethic. All CEO groups realized that they would have
to bear the costs of ranedial education and training as part of doing business in the U.S. And most
recognized the need for CEOthusiness advocacy in the community fcr education refonn. All groups felt
that unlas something radical is done, the schools will continue to fail to produce educated, employable
workers.

a

All executives agreed there is the need to rethink the processes around which work is organized and to
incorporate the principles of total quality systems. They argued that training is an important, but not
naessarily sufficient, component of this effort. Most of the executives described ongoing efforts that
varied from the relatively basic to the sophisticated. The finns are being motivated to change by both
increased competition and by pressure from customers along the supply chain.

lbere is a dear consensus among CEOs and workers that tams, empowerment and work resuucturing
lead to increased efficiency and productivity and strengthen a company's competitive edge.

All groups agreed that fundamental change necessary to create a high performance wotkplace demands
leadership from the top. Without a strong commitment from the CEOs, middle managers and first-line
supervisors, no sustainable change is pcssible.

8
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Eleven Key Findings (cont.)

All CEO groups agreed that U.S. manufacturers are changing, but at perhaps half the speed necessary to
remain competitive. The "re-culturing- necessary for high performance is a very slOW process, often
impeded more by managementespecially first-line supervisorsthan by worker resistance.

CEOs reverted that customers and market competition fisted them to reorganize work and offer more
training, and that they were often guided by the "success stories" of other companies in planning their
own programs. CEOs felt that company-to-company sharing is a very impectant scurce of technical
assistance for small and medium sized companies and is provided by large companies with a
commitment to quality.

Workers were anxious to receive training and saw increasing skills, including cross training, as a way to
ensure job security and company loyalty. They were particularly interested when training was directly
linked in their job, to career enhancement and to recognized certificates of training.

While acknowledging the importance of training, CEOs were cost-ccascious about general education
programs. They saw the immediate benefit of occupation-specific skills training to match improving
technologycapital investment often drove training investmentand using teams as a means to
improve skill levels. Many employers felt that, while reorganization of the workplace brought increased
productivity, the productivity gains soon "hit the wall.' Only an increased investment in training would
permit them to break this barrier, and continue to deliver the advantages the workplace reorganization
would bring to the company

Both CEOs and workers saw better communication as essential to achieving the mutual txust necessuy
for high-performance wads environments. Empowerment is based on knowledge recognition and shared
goalsand a clear positive response to the question of 'what's in it for me?' This is particularly tme
when lifelong company attachment is not possible and, therefore, insecurity becomes a permanent
phenomenon among workers. While CEOs felt they were adequately communicating the ideas behind
empowerment, most workers felt they were not. Many workers said that despite their CEO's attempts at
regular communication, the CEO's communication abilities could be improved.

All groups felt that more must be done to support U.S. manufacturing. Business, labor and government
should work together to improve the schools, support the changes taking place in manufacturing,
encourage innovation and avoid unnecessary government costs/burdens to business. Workers were less
hostile to the idea of government participation in the schools and in providing funding sources for
worker education and training programs, while the CEOs felt that the federal government's role should
be limited.

BEST COPY AVA1LAR[E
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IV. Encuthre Forums (Workshops)
Two pilotworinhops were held: one in Adorn, GA at theRitz-Cartton
hotel dining July 1992; aid one in Chicago, IL at hiotorolaUniverrity,
Schaumburg, during September 1992. The pdncipal objectives for
these workshops were:

To motivate participants to invest in Inman resources developmeot
and orgsnizstioa of work needs, in an effort to create a high
performance wosk environment that contributes to becoming more
globally competitive.

To demonstrate, by the example of CEOs who had mounted
successful efforts, that the challenge an be met

To provide participants with innovative strategies and tools that an
help then snake it happen.

The four cross-cutting themes from the foam group regards fonned
V the central focus for each workshop design. The model workshop

design (see Page 12) combines the key segments of both pilots which
will fonn the basis for &lure workshops. Most importandy, the
suu&thepilshcçshiedonthefollowingdeeeelematmta.

A. Plenary Sessions Featuring CEO Sucps Storks;
The companies whose success stories were presented in the plenary
sessions, with follow-up discussions during the breakout sessions,
included:

Moicroks, Jssc, Sheunburg, IL (Manta & Chicago)

The Dora Race Corp, Chicago, IL (Chicago)

The Phanky Conqxony, Paris, TN (Manta)

The Will-Bun Company, Orville, OH (Manta & Chicago)

Collins (I Alban, Dalton, GA (Atlanta & Chicago)

'Greet insight into reeI maid
problems and successes.'

%kr affention vas keenly
lbcused or, 1111714111 INOINCOS
deveSoprnent as car piney

opportunity investrnert In our
business. The pflneffiert van
aurcantic, lasevisdpsseis and

nsel-workl.

'Opened my eyes to °batmen I
had not conaldwed

In each location, one local CEO with a corporate success stay was
invited to speak, with the other three being drawn from selected known
high perfirmance workplace companies based elsewhere. A balance
was sought in tents of featuring small, medium sod large companies.

These inspi ring hands-on stories, from companies that faced
ciallenges and succeeded, helped participants to see and feel the
importance of quality, productivity and worker testiness to their
competitiveness in the global marketplace. Furthermore, this
peer-to-peer exchangeCEOs talking to CEOsprovided believable
answers to real questions and obstacles that mde sense to the
participants.

The presenters had been there, had struggled and had proof positive of
the rewarding faults for their respectivecompanies. Theirexperiences
highlighted the fact that each company's rood will be unique, trial Ind
error will be the norm, and time, patience snd perseverance will be
needed to succeed.

10
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CEO-to-CEO "training/infoming" through presentation cf corporate
success stories and breakout group follow-up discussions worked well
to motivate others to commit to learning more about why it is critical
to become a high performance workplace and to develop commitment
to act, and to figure out how to do it. Follow-up, however, will be
needed to determine long-term impact.

"fly prow:Woos vats
excallett DIffsrart companies

talforent few* who took
Mend approacise

B. Breakout Sessions Featuring interactive Discussions and Activities

The CEO success story presenters facilittted breakout sessions from
which the participants could choose two to attend. These included
Fostering Worker Empowerment, Making the Workplace a
Learning Enterprise, Meeting the Quality Challenge and
Enhancing Communication. While the plenary sessions provided a
broad view of how they each achieved quality, productivity and worker
readiness, each presenter focused their breakout session on the specific
tools and strategies used to achieve goals concerned with that
particular topic.

With smaller groups, these sessions afforded the opportunity for
participants to engage in experiential activities, lively interactive
discussions with facilitators and fellow participants and targeted
questions and answers. Herein, CEO participants shared their specific
problems, learned about specific strategies and identified affordable
resources to assist them in their respective efforts.

"Excellent pmsedation. Got
sevensl ideas on how to thavs

my plarit and dove,* peopia*

C. Plenary Session with an Empowered Work Team

The session on the empowered work team, "Heatwave from Motorola,
Inc , puesaltedby.theels, was a significant "eye opener" for CEOs
in terms of the return on investment when workers are empowered.
This presentation demonstrated the real monetary and human benefits
of restructuring work using empowered work teams.

The discussion of how they became a team, how they work together
as a team and how they have achieved productivity improvements as
a team, helped participants understand exactly how work is done in a
team management environment. Further, it showed CEOs that there is
really nothing to fear in giving up traditional styles of management.
Just much to gain. One of the most lively and intense question and
answer segments of both pilot workshops ensued following their
presentation..

'AMhough I am Meld, I matte
Me impulsive of

empowemsent I Al act as a
ma"
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PLENARY SESSIONS What the Research Teas Us
I eia rsge? 11S . productivity conspired to other nations.

Li between prorksahiity, profits and high performance
aces.

How spending only S3SS pa water annuslly for training and
CalCalOn hurts us competitively.

Creating am Faspewered Week Place-A National Perspective
How work will get done and be managed in the 21st Quarry.
How an kadership create a allure open to change?
Changing the caporate adture through vision and values.

Four Corporate Swam Stories
New work systems and increased productivity, quality and profits.
People, our ultimate resource and the need for contimscus leaning.
Building a strong sense of ownership among workers for quality
effects to succeed.

An Empowered Week Team
What is an empowered work team? What can it do fa me?
Taking "ownership* of the day-to-day operations.
The hanan and monetary basefits for workers and employers.

BREAKOUT SESSIONS Fostering Worker Empowerment
What's in it for your business?decreased re-wcrk, turnover and
sick days; improved morale; greater work force flexibility;
increased productivity, sales, profits and market share,
Examining the disconnect between CEOs' and workers' percepticas.
What's in it for waken? enhanced job satisfaction, job
security and the prospect of greater responithility and compensation.

Making the Workplace a Learning Enterprise
The 'make vs. 'buy" dilenuna an human resources.
Training for what?the importance a front-end analyses.
Integniting uniting into your crganizationsi fabric.

Meeting the Quality Ckalksge
CEOs as change agents; managers and front4ine workers as change
drivers.
Quality goes beyond boundaries creating both internal and
external culture change.
"flitting the weir when quality and productivity gains still.

Enhanciag Cenummakaties
Communication is listening as well as talking "My door is
always open' is not enough.
In canmunication, actions speak louder than words.
Communication is uncanfortable share most the information
you want to share least

CLOSING PLENARY Nest Steps
Action planning
Resources
Building CEO networks
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V. Lessons Learned
Several key lessons learned emerged from project activities to date.
These will guide the prciect into the future as we conduct more focus
groups and wodahops. First, we present a series oflessons :earned that
concern key considerations foe bringing workers into the corporate
change strategy. Without this, changing to new work systems will
surely fail. Secondly, we present our learning% about the project itself

A. Key Considerations tor Helping Companies Change
Change, particularly rapid and recurring change in a crisis driven
atmosphere, is always very difficult to manage to accomplish any
organizations' goals. We found this to be borne out in our focus group
discussions with workers and affinned in our focus groups and
workshops with employers. When peoples' workplaces, work routine,
job security, income, inter-personal relations, self-esteem and much
mote are not only subject to, but often the object of such changeas
in the case of moving toward higher performing manufacturing
organizationsthe difficulty in achieving the objectives of change are
compounded.

In general, workers in our four focus groups recognized that rapid Recognizing Needed
change is happening and will affect their lives whether they like it or Changes
act. They recognize that competition is tougher than ever for their
companies. They generally realize their personal economic security
depends on their skills, ability to adapt to changing workplace
demands and the fortune of thei r current employer. They do not believe
their employers are doing all they need to do to succeed in this
environment and to harness the positive energy of their work force in
that endeavor. There is definitely a disconnect between worker and
employer perceptions.

To increase the contribution of workers to corporate change objectives,
and to reduce the resistance to it, the following observations are
important for management to recognize and incorporate as they
develop a strategy for becoming a high performance work
organization. The project must help employers to consider these very
carefully and must provide strategies and tools to do so.

Workers do not see their current employer as a "lifetime" employer, as
they believe their parents did. Volatility is a major factor in their work
life and multiple employers is what most expect. Therefore, any
strategy designed to improve performance that requires workers to
undergo change, will produce more insecurity and require a much
greater effort to overcane that impediment. Arguments based on
long-temn phenomena will be much less compelling than they may
have been to these worke.-s' parents. Arguments, on the other hand,
that relate to new marketable skill acquisition for example, may be
much more compelling than in the past.

Implementing Change
Strategies

Increasing insecurity

2 ) C
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Buying Into Quango Given the above, that is more of a direct demand by workers to be
clearly shown by employers: "What is in it for me?" If we ere not in
a nearly permanent relationship, change is much mote threatening to
"me" and the need to show "me" what I will begetting out of it is critical
to "my" buying into the dunge agenda. Employen need cfirect simple,
believable and compelling answers. They need to deed with issues like
job security, seniority, reward fcc effort, gain sharing and wage levels.

Unless the "maven" ate believable and sufficient to motivate, real
change in the woritplace will be hard to achieve. Turnover amoog the
best workers, absenteeism, productivity decline and greater righfity,
for example, could all result from paying too little attention to the
answer given to workers who ask: 'What is in it for me?"

Fostering Trust Trust between workers and employers emerges as a key pm-condition
to a high performance workplace. That trust requires a level of cfirect
and honest communication that most waken found seriously lacking
in their companies. And, most of the employer paticipants shared that
viewthough many ate working to improve it

Mutual respect, based on open communication about
everythingfrom company conditions and production plans to
management encouragement and reward for wotka initiative was
considered important Workers felt emploitas have a long way to go
in making the company spitit a "We" and not an "Us' vows 'Them'
situation. But, the broad-based desire for such a relaticaship coupled
with the common sense and pride of the wakers gives room fcc
optimism that we can move in this direction.

Differing Perceptions Many workers find a disconnection between the "quality' rhetoric and
even cheerleading of top management and the real message as
translated by first-line supesvisors on the factory flocs% Often a sincere
CEO's message is stymied by a frightened "foreman' or "poduction
supervisor." Training and orienting 'foremen" must be an early
mission in any corporate plan to become a high performance
workplace.

Conflicting Directions In this organizational environment worker attitudes are pushed in two
conflicting directions:

First, workers are more apt to seek out opponunities to enhance their
skills and broaden their knowledge to improve their value to their
curran employer and become more marketable if they lose theirj ob.

Second, workers are more apt to become Inseam" and often
discourage or interfere with peer or subordinate training that could
in any conceivable way make such trainees competitors.

14
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In summary, the focus groups and workshops suggest the following Valuing Trng
regarding training:

First, training will only be worth the time and effort if workers see
it is of value to them, either in their current job or with their current
employer, or if they see it as having proximate value so a potential
employer if they were soon in the job market.

Second, anything that management can do to make the value the
company attaches to training clever to workers will increase the
"take-up rate in training (e.g., on-site, on work time, linked to pay
increases) and the same holds for making it something that clearly
gives them greater external marketability (e.g., a portable certificate
or skill in the area of high local demand). The reverse is also
trueoff-site, off-work time, voluntary, non-pay linked, general
education will often be seen to have little value.

'Third, training for literacy or remedianon is difficult because of the
stigma attached to it, but if re-dmignated and re-designed, it can be
made more attractive. This makes " remediati on,* which workers say
is much more necessary than the data indicates, even more difficult
to deliver.

B. Key Considerations for Project Continuation
As the project unfolded, the use of NAM's network of state and
employer associations and councils to stimulate CEO interest and
involvement in the focus groups and workshops helped to broaden the
base of information co best practices of high performance work
environments. As more CEOs were contacted about the project, more
was learned about high performance workplace initiatives among
manufacturers, and more interest in the project was generated. The
fipple effect was in full force.

This expanding network of manufacturers made aware of and
expressing interest in the project led to an expansion of the cadre of
corporations with success stories participating in the project. The
project not only served to plant seeds, but also tohelp exrend a network
of those who will spur each other on, thereby creating deeper
penetration and a multiplier effect nationwide. Future project efforts
will need to focus on continuing to expand these networks.

CEOs demonstrated considerable enthusiasm and openness in
discussing the rad problems they face in maintaining or regaining their
competitiveness in the marketplace. Additionally, CEOs demonstrated
substantial knowledge of new management methods including total
quality management principles and practices. This was true even of
those who had not yet undertaken any major changes to restructure
work or implement continuous learning programs. Project efforts will
continue to tap this foundation.

Expancing Networks

Enhancing Technical
Assistance

1$
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The project demonstrated that there is more activity in the
manufacturing sector than the project team originally thought,
particularly with regard to the reorganization of week toward high
perfamance via& environments. Enthusiasm and optimism about
getting started or inproving =cm efforts characterized the response
of CEOs; however, tecluical assistance and netwotics to help them
with the 'how to's' for accomplishing the changes were noted needs.
The project also danonstrated that less attention is being paid to the
training and education needed to support reorganization. Future
workshops will need to focus mote an these needs.

Finally, the technical assistance offered via the wcdcshops must further
help CEOs with their change strategies. Development of additicnal
tools to help CEOs overcome potential obstacles concerning
increasing insecurity, buying into change, fostering trust, cliffedng
perceptions, =flitting directions and valuing training will be
explored.

16
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VI. Next Steps
The project team now plans to undertake additional focus groups and
workshops to further the goals of the partnership. Lessons learned
will drive all future work.

Specifically, the project will conduct four more focus groups of
employers aiid workers from the same corporation to delve more
deeply into empowerment, communication and reorganization of
work issues in terms of the following:

Specific practices that work and don't work in terms of team
empowerment and development

Persuasive strategies for overcoming obstacles to change

Incentives for workers

What training and education is reaching the front-line worker

Regional differences

Perception differences in communication (what employers think
is being communicated as contrasted with what workers perceive)

Focus groups will be held in Portland. OR and St. Louis, MO in
February and March 1993.

The project will also hold six more workshops based on lessons
learned from the two pilots and what will be learned from the
additional focus groups. These workshops will be held from April to
October 1993 in: Cleveland, OH; Austin, TX; Los Angeles, CA;
Rochester, NY; Hartford, CT; and Louisville, KY.

Lastly, the project plans to conduct a follow-up workshop in
November 1993 bringing back CEOs from various regions of the
country that participated to:

Determine what affect the project had on helping CEOs in their
training and reorganization of work efforts.

Further develop the network of CEOs working on these quality
improvement issues.

Gain additional insights into how to motivate CEOs toward action
and how to provide them with the technical assistance needed.

Based on the results of these additional focus groups and workshops,
the project will work towards the institutionalization of this program
to provide CEO's with a continuing source of information and
technical assistance. Through these efforts, the project will fine-tube
the workshop design for nationwide dissemination tailored to
regional differences. The project will continue to target CEO/senior
executive participation, to secure local success stories and to further
expand the networks of CEO-to-CEO transfer of best practices in
creating a high pe..formance workplace. The findings to date
strongly suggest that the need exists.

More Focus Groups

More Wortshops

Follow-up

Institutionalization

17
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Conclusion
For an increasing number of manufacturers, education and training is becoming an integral port of a
cOmpetitive strategyit's a key to continued growth. Well-traine4 motivatedworkers who can
produce high qualiry goods and services at low cast he#2 enhance industrial productiviry old
competitiveness and keep Amenca's living standsrds high. In today's international ecorumry, workers
must be prepwed to chcmge the way they do their jobs and employers must ckurge the way they
organize their work If not, the benefitsfrom a rqUAY evolving technology will be lost In the best,
healthiest, mast competitive firms, training is linked ckred51 to prodmctiviry, quoliry

The employer's investment could be wasted if only trenning is provitkd without a clew business
decision to reotganize work Training in a vacuum is courrterproductiveit must be rekted to
business goals and use technology that can improve the qualiry of on-the-job trdning. It is ow
commitment to he4a our member companies and othersparticula* snrallesu lmediwn sized
compadesadopt useful models for educating and training their current workforceand changing
the way they work Our companies that have adopted various fonns of th's model have found their
workers can achieve levels of productivity and qualiry equal to and better then the rest of the
industrialized world

Having been "to the brink", CEOs and senior managers feel that the goal is not just to remain
competitive but to regain America's pre-emMence in certain sectors. This could be accomplished
within a global context (i.e., with plants off-shore, if mcessary), but their message is clear. U.S.
manufacturing can and must compete. The critical question remains: Can companies change fast
enough?

Although they are farfrom Pollyanish, the CEOs see a real ond irmnechate need to educate the public
on the "good news in manufacturing." Much as the workshop success stories proved so catalytic.
NAM's matmfircturing campaign ccm create that same sense of hope and excitement among target
audiences, inc!!ding policy-makers and elected officials. The CEO's believe that there must be a
Panda:mental shifi in how the public views manufacturing and manufacturing jobs in order for them to
be able to attract and retain the next generation of talented and motivated business leaders, managers
and workers.

NAM and the USOOL can both do a great deal to heighten public awareness and to spotlight positive
stories about manufacturingfrom new ventures to turn-arowkls. While the workshops and networks
that they create will encourage the sharing of strategies company-to-compony, a national awareness
campaign undertaken by the NAM, will benefit all manujacturingand in turn the national economy.

The Work Force Readiness Project Team
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Mr. Baroody. Dr. Sackett.
Mr. SAcicerr. I am Paul Sackett, an industrial and organizational

psychologist representing the American Psychological Association
[APA]. I am currently President of APA's Division 14, the Society
for Industrial and Organizational Psychology. I appreciate the op-
portunity to testify before the subcommittee today.

APA is a scientific and professional organization representing
over 114,000 psychologists who work as researchers, educators, and
practitioners in a variety of settings, including education and in-
dustry.

Psychologists have expertise in the identification of job-related
skills, the development of standards, and the construction and use
of assessment instruments like those referenced in this legislation.

APA offers strong support for this proposed legislation which
seeks to establish national skills standards. While supporting the
legislation, we have three issues we would like to address. First, we
are concerned about the proposed makeup of the national skills
standard board. We believe that it is critical that the board include
assessment and measurement specialists. Second, we believe that
skill standards and assessments should be evaluated in accordance
with the document, the Standards for Educational and Psychologi-
cal Tests, issued by APA and allied organizations.

Third, the bill offers effectiveness, reliability, validity and fair-
ness as criteria the skill assessment should meet. We have con-
cerns about ambiguity in the meaning of the terms "fairness" and
"effectiveness." I would like to elaborate on each of these three
points.

Our first concern is the makeup of the National Skill Standards
Board. Title IV calls for the proposed board to include involvement
of business, labor, educational and civil rights communities. How-
ever, the board charges to stimulate the development and adoption
of a voluntary national system of skill standards and certification
calls for expertise in assessment in job analysis and skill standards
and development. APA believes it is imperative that experts in psy-
chology and psychometrics be included on the board if it is expect-
ed to develop, review, and evaluate skill standards and assessment
systems.

APA is deeply concerned that the composition of the board as
presently described in this legislation does not recognize the impor-
tance of scientific and technical expertise in these areas. Title II of
the Educate America Act does recognize the importance of such ex-
pertise in creating the National Education Standards and Improve-
ment Council, ensuring that experts in measurement acknowledged
assessment be appointed. We strongly believe that the skill stand-
ards and assessments require similar levels of technical expertise
as that already recognized for the educational components of the
legislation.

Our second point is to call attention to professional standards re-
lated to assessment. APA, the American Educational Research As-
sociation, and the National Council on Measurement in Education
have issued a document titled Standards for Educational and Psy-
chological Testing which address the development, validation and
use of all forms of tests and assessments in education and employ-
ment settings.

232
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These standards have been referenced in Federal laws and Su-
preme Court decisions that concern assessment and are essential
professional guidelines. We urge that skills assessments as well as
educational assessments to be developed under this initiative be
evaluated along the technical properties outlined in these stand-
ards.

Our third concern is with section 403(bX2XC) which st,q3s that
the development of assessment systems should, quote, include
methods for verifying the effectiveness and validity, reliability, and
fairness of the assessment and certification systems.

We recommend striking the word "fairness" as there are many
opinions as to the meaning of the term and as to the methods by
which it can be evaluated. To some, the term "fairness" refers to
what we would call "procedural fairness" and refers to issues like
equity in access to the preparation for the assessment, equity in
the conditions under which the assessments are conducted, and
avoidance of culturally-loaded language in the instructions for and
content of the assessment instruments.

To others, the term "fairness" refers to various forms of what we
would call "outcome fairness," including mandating equal certifica-
tion rates for all subgroups. We caution against mandating equali-
ty of outcomes in the form of comparable certification rates from
majority and minority groups, and in particular, against any sug-
gestion that such outcomes are to be achieved through score adjust-
ment by subgroup. The Civil Rights Act of 1991 prohibits employ-
ers from using such score adjustments and it does not seem pru-
dent to propose procedures that are at odds with existing civil
rights legislation.

In addition, we believe that a most crucial issue is to insure that
the assessment methods used provide an accurate picture of job-re-
lated individual achievement. If we acknowledge our inequities in
opportunities in our society, we must acknowledge that these will
be reflected in the outcomes of our assessments. A reliable and
valid system of assessment offers a mechanism for identifying defi-
ciencies and monitoring improvements in levels of achievement
over time.

We also recommend either striking the term "effectiveness" or
clearly defining it. Professional and technical standards clearly
define reliability and validity. However, effectiveness is simply a
term largely open for interpretation in this context of certification
assessment.

In closing, APA encourages the development of voluntary nation-
al skill standards. We support the development and use of assess-
ments that are psych= etrically sound and represent the skills re-
quired for high performance workplaces today and in the future.
We stand ready to offer our technical expertise for this effort. I
would be pleased to answer any questions the committee may have.
Thank you.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Sackett follows:]
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Paul R. Sackett, Ph.D.

I am Paul Sackett, Ph.D., an industrial and organizational psychologist

representing the American Psychological Association (APA). I am currently

president of APA's Division 14, the Society for Industxial and Organizational

Psychology, Inc. (SIOP). I would like to thank Chairman Kildee for this

opportunity to testify before this Subcommittee today.

APA is a scientific and professional organization representing over 114,000

psychologists who work as researchers, educators, and practitioners in a variety of

settings including education and industry. Psychologists in several of APA's

Divisions have direct expertise in the analysis ofjobs, the identification ofjob-

related skills, the development of standards, the design of educational programs,

and the construction and use of assessment instruments similar to the

certification assessments referenced in this legislation.

APA offers strong support for this proposed legislation which seeks to

establish national skill standards, but more importantly recognizes the need to

develop and maintain the quality of the nation's human capital in order to foster a

high performance workforce and our nation's global competitiveness. As a nation

we have long ago recognized the importance of technological advances and

economic incentives for businesses to remain competitive. However, we have all

too often been willing to overlook the important contributions of the individual

worker to organizational and national goals.

Title IV of Goals 2000: The Educate America Act of 1993 is truly ambitious

in seeking to reinvigorate America's economic competitiveness and produce a high

234



a

229

2

performance workforce. Such an effort to establish high national skill standards

across broad occupational clusters can move our nation toward one common

typology or classification system for describing occupational skills and

requirements. However, to be truly effective in some of the proposed applications,

high standards must reflect the actual requirements of today's occupations as well

as those of tomorrow. Broad industry-based skill standards alone may not provide

t.he level of precision required to adequately predict or describe job performance in

today's changing work environments. We must recognize that skill standards and

resulting assessments cannot completely replace specialized and sophisticated

selection, training, and evaluation systems required for specific occupations, work

environments and organizations. The development of a certification system must

not prevent employers from using company-specific selection systems, or from

setting high skill level requirements as needed.

The National Skill Standards Board

Title IV calls for the proposed National Skill Standards Board to include

involvement of business, labor, educational and civil rights communities.

However, the Board's charges to stimulate the development and adoption of a

voluntary national system of skill standards and certification calls for expertise in

assessment, job analysis, skill standards development and organizational behavior.

APA believes that it is imperative that experts in industzial and organizational

psychology and psychometrics be included on the Board if it is expected to develop,

2 35
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review, and evaluate skill standards and assessment systems. Pitfalls that were

encountered with some education reform initiatives by not enlisting experts from

the beginning could be avoided in this important endeavor.

, If skill standards are the foundation of a high performance workforce, then

job analysis is the cornerstone on which this initiative, and similar efforts must

rest. The psychological technology ofjob analysis is essential for both identifying

the types and levels of knowledge, skills, and abilities required for job

performance, and grouping jobs in terms of these similir requirements. Since

such data will eventually be used for several high stakes purposes such as

developing skill standards, assessment systems, and certificates of mastery, we

strongly urge the Committee to ensure considerable resources and expertise are

devoted to these early tasks.

Numerous other complex and technical applications proposed in this

legislation such as the design and evaluation of valid and reliable assessment

systems, the specification of appropriate levels of skill mastery, and the evaluation

of industry-based programs for training and assessment require applications

grounded in behavioral science research. Experts in industrial-organizational

psychology and psychometrics can provide the needed technical expertise that will

be crucial at the front end of these initiatives.

Measurement specialists are particularly important to this system. As

Linda Morra from the General Accounting Office (GAO) testified to the Senate

Labor and Human Resources Committee last Friday, these skill standards and
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certification programs require a tremendous maintenance effort to maintain the

state-of-the-art. This means ongoing revision of skill standards and often an

annual revision of certification assessments.

APA is deeply concerned that the composition of the National Skills Board,

as presently described in this legislation, does not recognize the importance of

scientific and technical expertise in these areas. Title II of the Educate America

Act recognizes the importance of such expertise in creating the National Education

Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), ensuring that experts in

measurement and assessment be appointed. We strongly believe that skill

standards and assessments require similar levels of technical expertise as that

already recognized for the educational components of this legislation.

Assessment

The American Psychological Association (APA), American Educational

Research Association (AERA), and National Council on Measurement in Education

(NCME) have issued Standards for Educational and Psycholocical Testing which

address the development, validation, and use of all forms of tests and assessments

in education and employment settings. These standards have been referenced in

federal laws and Supreme Court decisions that concern assessment and are

essential professional guidelines that address the technical properties of

assessments, including validity and reliability. We urge that skills assessments,

as well as educational assessments, to be developed under this initiative, be
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evaluated along technical properties outlined in these standards. APA's Division

14's Principles for the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection Procedures and

Uniform Guidelines for Employment Selection Procedures (Equal Employment

Opportunity Commission) should also be considered relevant to the development

and use of skills assessments.

To hold such important national assessments to any lesser standards would

undermine the importance of validity and reliability for such assessments.

Although there are claims that these standards apply only to objective paper and

pencil tests it should be noted that the authors of the Standards state they apply

to tests, performance tasks (e.g., performance assessments), questionnaires, and

structured behavioral samples, and that "they may also be usefully applied in

varying degrees te the entire range of assessment techniques (p. 4)." In

concurring with the judgement of the Supreme Court in Watson v Fort Worth

Bank and Trust (1988), Justices Blackmun, Brennan, and Marshall cited an

amicus curiae brief submitted by APA adding "a variety of methods are available

for establishing the link between these (subjective) selection prucesses and job

performance, just as they are for objective-selection devices (p.8)."

A wide variety of valid and useful assessment instruments is currently used

in educational and employment settings; among these are performance

assessments, cognitive ability tests, behavioral observations, etc. The choice of

specific assessment instruments should be driven by the intended purpose of the

assessment and the requirement that the instruments have acceptable levels of

23$
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validity and reliability. We do not believe that specific types of assessments

should be mandated in advance of such information, as stated in Section 403 (b)

(2) (B). Instead, we recommend an approach that would urge that developers of

proposed systems of assessment and certification explore the use of a variety of

assessment and evaluation techniques.

Fairness

We understand that several versions of amendments to Title IV have been

circulating in the past week or so and would like to note that our specific

comments address a May 13 mark-up. In the following comments we also address

the issue of fairness in a general sense.

Referring to section 403 (b) (2) (C):

includes methods for verifying the effectiveness and validity,

reliability, and fairness of the assessment and certiffcation system

for its intended purposes and methods for certifying that the

assessment and certification system is consistent with relevant,

nationally recognized professional and technical standards for

assessment and certification.

We recommend striking the word "fairness," as there are many opinions as to the

meaning of the term and as to the mre thods by which it can be evaluated. To some

the term refers to what we will call "procedural fairness," and refers to issues like

equity in access to preparation for the assessment, equity in the conditions under

n
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which the assessments are conducted, and avoidance of culturally loaded language

in the instructions for and content of the assessment instrumento. To others the

term "fairness" refers to various forms of what we would call "outcome fairness,"

which includes nrandating equal certification rates for all subgroups.

The 1978 Uniform Guidelines for Employment Selection Procedures, for

example, acknowledge that fairness is "a developing concept," and endorse one

particular psychometric model for evaluating fairnets. Thk model, which

compares group differences on a selection device with group differences in job

performance, places extensive technical demands on employers, and these

guidelines acknowledge that such fairness analyses will not be technically feasible

in many settings. Recognizing that fairness is a matter of social values, and not a

technical term, the APA/AERANCHE Standards for Educational and.

Eaxgbalegigalleating do not use the term "fairness."

We caution against mandating equality of outcomes in the form of

comparable certification rates for all groups, and in particular against any

suggestion that such outcomes are to be achieved through score adjustment by

subgroup. The Civil Rights Act of 1991 prohibits employers from using such score

adjustments, and it does not seem prudent to propose procedures that are at odds

with existing civil rights legislation. In addition, we believe that a most crucial

issue is to insure that the asseasment methods used provide an accurate picture of

job-related individual achievement. If we acknowledge that there are inequities in

opportunity in our society, we must acknowledge that these will be reflected in the
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outcomes of our assessments. A reliable and valid system of assessments offers a

mechr.niam for identifying deficiencies and for monitoring improvement in levels of

achievement over time.

We also recommend either striking the term 'effectiveness' or clearly

defining it. Our technical and professional standards and principles clearly define

reliability and validity and appropriate purposes and uses for assessment.

However, effectiveness is simply a term that is largely open for interpretation in

this context of certification assessment.

In closing, APA encourages the development of voluntary national skill

standards. We support the development and use of assessments that are

psychometrically sound and represent the skills required for high-performance

workplaces today and in the future. We stand ready to offer our technical

expertise for this effort. I will be pleased to answer any questions the committee

may have.
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Chairman KILDEE. Thank all of you for your testimony. We will
begin some questions.

Now, the national skill standards board proposed by Secretary
Reich, Title W of this bill, would devise certain occupational stand-
ards. The question I would like to have answered is how specific
and how generic would those be? What type of skills would be de-
veloped for a particular industry? For example, we have the health
care industry, pharmaceuticals, textiles, auto, electronics, would
they limit themselves to setting certain skills for certain industry
clusters? How specific would they get and would they address the
idea of some certain generic work skills?

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, I would propose that you think
about a skill standards system for the United States consisting of
three tiers. The first tier would essentially represent that level and
kind of skill which everybody in the society is meant to achieve in
common before they go their separate ways. In effect, that tier of
standard setting would be the focus of the national council estab-
lished in Title II of this Act.

The second tier would be the tier that would be set by this panel.
And I would propose

Chairman KILDEE. The first would be more generic.
Mr. TUCKER. It would not only be generic but it would, in es-

sence, serve as the foundation, the common foundation that every-
body in the society had before they, as I say, went their separate
ways.

Chairman KILDEE. Okay. I want to follow this because in your
testimony you constantly referred to this as a component of a
system.

Mr. TUCKER. Correct. That is right. Now, in the second tier, I
would suggest that would be set by this panel that we are here dis-
cussing. And that tier essentially would be a set of skill standards
for people who had met the first set, were not going at least imme-
diately to a 4-year college for a baccalaureate degree and wished to
enter the workforce for most of the jobs in the economy.

I %You J. propose that this tier consist of not more than 20 stand-
ards, not more than 20 standards.

Obviously if that were the case, they would have to be very
broad, that is not individualcertainly not individual jobs or occu-
pations, probably not individual industries, but very broad industry
groups. If you were going to encompass virtually the whole econo-
my with only 20 standards, they would have to be broad. They
would be of the kind that Sheryl was just talking about earlier.

Now, you recall that she talked about three standards for elec-
tronics but she also said that those standards were not particular
to electronics, if you remember.

So that would require, in essence, that electronics set a standard
for itself but that it be in very close communication with the other
19 standard setting bodies. Because they would have to be in
common. I will get back to that in a moment.

Now, what that would mean obviously if there are only 20 stand-
ards is they would be very broad encompassing many jobs. It is
clear that for many of the tasks in our society below the baccalau-
reate level you need more specialized training than that.
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I don't think that next level of training ought to be the proper
purview of the national skill standards board or any federally es-
tablished body. Any occupational group, industry group, or even a
single firm may wish to build a standard on top of these broad
standards that I just described: For operators of particular kinds of
laser measurement devices, for example, or very specialized weld-
ing or you can imagine many others.

The advantage of having a system like this is that you can get
very broad mobility for workers in the society because the stand-
ards are broad. They aren't tied down to a particular defined occu-
pation or job when that job may not exist 6 months from now, 18
months from now, or 24 months from now. That is why the AEA
built the kind of standards that it is building.

On the other hand, what it does is provide a target to shoot at
for individuals that will serve the economy and themselves well
and it provides a very high foundation on which individual firms,
industries, and associations can then build specialized skill sets if
they want to and need to. So we get the best of specialization and
the best of breadth and mobility.

Now, if you had a system like that and you think about these as
outcome standards, right, define what you are shooting at, not how
you get there. Then you can have the same standards for every-
body, whether you are a dislocated worker, whether you are in
your Federal job training program, whether you are a kid just
starting out in a technical program or an apprenticeship program.
They are the same standards.

What the system is telling you is if you want a job in the elec-
tronics industry to all the employers in the electronics industry all
over the country that subscribe to this standard, here is what you
have to shoot at. It is not just saying that to a young kid or a dislo-
cated worker, but it is also saying that to the community college or
to the high school. If you want to be in the business of helping
people to develop skills to get into this industry, here is the stand-
ard you have to shoot at.

So the standard has got nothing to do with how old you are and
the standard has got nothing to do with which institution is pre-
paring you for it. It is an outcome standard. And it is the same for
everybody.

Chairman KILDEE. Then you would have one level in this
systemI know you and Dr. Reich both keep stressing the word
"system," singular.

Mr. TUCKER. One.
Chairman KILDEE. And various partsvarious elements are com-

ponents, a little bit redundant there, but are components of that.
On one level you would have some generic skills; another level you
would have some industrial skills. When you say 20, you mean 20
industries or 20 sets of skills?

Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. I would like to address that point a little bit
more in depth than what I think Marc was hinting at.

I don't know necessarily that the number is 20, but I think that
there will be a number probably greater than 10 and less than 50
that we can look at as the aggregate sort of the fundamental roles
that are the next step beyond high school orit is beyond entry-
level but it is really work ready in some very general but yet spe-
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cific ways for the world to work. For instance, in the occupations
we described, manufacturing specialists could cut across lots of dif-
ferent industries. That would be one example, for instance, of one
of 20 or one of 30 that could cut across lots of different roles, a lot
of different industries.

Another may be something like administration and information
services whicii would be preparing someone to go in a.' administra-
tive function in a company. Perhaps my industry, for instance,
would want to build on that general vocational qualification, if you
will; the next thing you would get after you got your basic qualifi-
cation that would make you a little more specialized but not terri-
bly specialized in terms of industry specific.

We might want to build on that, what it would take to become a
manager, for instance. Because you would be building on the kind
of skills that you need as a good administrator if you were going to
move up and become a project manager. That might mean addi-
tional education. It might mean just general workplace acquisition
of skills. It could mean all kinds of different things.

I think, again, the point is that if we can get to the point where
we, again, envision this as a very broad national system where we
have various occupations that are bridging the gap between what
someone does when they leave high school, if you will, and what
they really need to do when they are fully occupationally trained,
or if you want to think of it in terms of dislocated workers, what
you do when you leave the workforce from one job that has gone
away versus what you need to be prepared for going to another oc-
cupation. That is what these general vocational qualifications or
general vocational credentials might serve as.

I think there is a lot of work that needs to be done to imagine
how this might play out, but I think it is very important that the
system be designed with this kind of vision in mind because it is
really at this point that the whole system starts to work together.

Mr. TUCKER. I was, in my prepared testimony, and in my opening
remarks pleading with you not to set a rigid structure in place in
the subdivisions of the work of this board, and to delegate all the
standard setting functions to those subdivisions, and it is precisely
these kinds of considerations that lead me in that direction.

Sheryl's group started out with an industry definition of the
standard, and they decided on a set of very broad generic ,.oles
which cut across, not only across their own industry but many
others. I think there is an enormous job to be done, to think about
what the right categories are, and then to make sure that whatever
they are, they fit together. That is crucial.

Chairman KILDEE. Speaking of fitting together, and I will finish
right here, you have the generic skills and you have the industry
skills. How will those plug into the traditional apprenticeship pro-
grams that lead a person to some of the skills that have been li-
censed and where you had a long-standing apprenticeship program,
electrician. How would they tie into that at some point?

Mr. TUCKER. There is a lot of concern, as I know you know,
among those organizations that are operating registered appren-
ticeship programs as to how the administration's proposal is going
to affect them.
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One possibility that has been discussed of course is that by law it
won't, that is to say whatever the law is that you write on appren-
ticeship programs, youth apprenticeship programs contains a provi-
sion that says that will not in any way affect registered apprentice-
ship programs. That is one possible outcome that they just stay the
way they are irrespective of the rest of the way the system devel-
ops.

There are obviously other alternatives. I don't have a particular
view on that. I think that what is crucial is that the country as a
whole develop a system by which kids, first of all, have a high level
of academic attainment by the age of 16 or thereabouts and than a
substantial proportion of them then go into programs of combined
academics and structured on-the-job training that terminates in
meeting one of the standards that this board is going to set.

I think of that as an apprenticeship program. You can call it
whatever you like but it is the root that most advanced developed
countries are now using to get people up to a high level of skill
qualification.

Chairman KILDEE. Just a quick summary then. Title II and Title
IV in this bill could be passed to the traditional apprenticeship pro-
grams that already exist in this country.

Mr. TUCKER. They may and that is not necessarily the case. It is
a matter of what you choose. I don't think the answer to that
would seriously affect the design of the system as a whole.

Chairman KILDEE. They could be passed?
Mr. TUCKER. Correct.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Good ling?
Mr. GOODLING. No questions,.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Gunderson.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you all

for your testimony. I am tempted to put you all into a room and
lock the door and say come back to us with agreed-upon language
and then we will solve this problem. Frankly. if you think you
could do it, I really would like to encourage the six of you to see if
you could put that together.

This board befuddles me. It befuddles me because as I listen to
you two answer Mr. Kildee's questions I am really concerned how
we get a board that is going to serve that kind of mission when you
are going to get presidential appointments and you are going to get
Bob Dole appointments and George Mitchell appointments and
Tom Foley appointments and Bob Michel appointments.

I mean, it is all going to be political and then we are going to
give this board this mission which says now don't be political, be
cooperative and be broad based and forward looking, and I don't
know how it gets done. I mean, it is like asking for mission impossi-
ble and I am willing to give up on Republican appointments if we
can give up on Democratic appointments and we can figure out
how we get a board that is supposed to do what this board is sup-
posed to do and anybody who has gotlet me give you an example.
I would like a couple of you to address.

You obviously know and you have articulated the issue and the
concern about business and industry sense of ownership. But let's
take the eight representatives from presently organized labor. If we
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take your electronics industry, am I correct that something like 90
percent of the electronics industry is not organized?

Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. Yes.
Mr. GUNDERSON. So in that whole field we are clearly going to

have distorted representation from the panel. I am not against or-
ganized labor at all being on this panel, but I am very concerned
that, as you just articulated, Mr. Tucker, we don't end up with a
policy in political payoff to representatives' registered apprentice-
ship programs who want to protect their apprenticeship programs
when what we are supposed to be doing is, frankly, defining skills
standards for all new kinds of industries for the 21st century, not
protecting the construction trades of the 1950s.

Now, how do we do this? Any ideas? What do we do here?
Mr. TUCKER. Well, you would think it is impossible to do this

except if you look at a number of other countries they have found a
way to do it, often dealing with antagonism. My own view c f this, if
we cannot work together to create a board that will work together
then there isn't much hope for any country. Because there are a
whole lot of us who think if each of us end up going our own sepa-
rate ways irrespective of what anybody else does we won't have an
economy to worry about in another 10 or 20 years. I think it is a
question of our political capacity to find a way to work with one
another.

Mr. GUNDERSON. I agree with that.
Mr. TUCKER. On these issues, and I don't know, I am reasonably

confident for some strange reason that this can be done, that once
the board is formed and people have a task to do, that they will do
it. And you know Mr. Baroody says if this didn't work in 3 to 5
years, try something else. I don't know a better answer than that
one.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Go ahead.
Ms. PIESERT. I can point to the experience we already had with

the two projects we are working on with the Department of Educa-
tion which has representatives from the hospital industry, from
unions, from education, and really in many ways, to our surprise,
the process is going very well, because we want for our members
what employers want. We want to meet their expectations. We
want people to be employable, to have these skills and wethis
group when we sat and we talked about the health care industry,
there is a very unified group behind the theme of we are really
here talking about patient care, better patient care, quality work-
force, quality services, and how towhat kind of skills do we need
to get there; how do we get this industry moving into the next cen-
tury? So I think there has been a lot of agreement on

Mr. GUNDERSON. Let me ask you, do you insist that all eight
people from labor side must be from organized labor?

Ms. PIESERT. I guess that is our position, that is right, yes.
Mr. GUNDERSON. I mean, all right. What do we do? With the elec-

tronics industry. I mean, I don't want a management appointee in
the name of a worker any more than you do, but at the same time
I don't want to preclude from membership in this board the very
people which are the emerging industries. How do we solve that
problem?
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MS. PIESERT. Well, I think maybe labor does want to be a full and
equal partner. I think many of the industries that have experience
in the apprenticeship programs do have a lot to offer; have been
through the process.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Okay. What about requiring that of the eight
representatives from business and industry. You must have repre-
sentatives from both unionized and nonunionized shops and then
you have the same requirement from the eight representatives
from the workers that they must be from both organized and not
organized, so we will see to it that there are people on both sides of
that equation that work with organized entities. I mean, is that
okay? I mean, can you buy off on that?

Ms. PIESERT. Well, we are open to further discussion on it, I am
sure.

Mr. GUNDERSON. That is a good answer.
Mr. BAROODY. If I could just comment. First, of course, we would

endorse that. We already have. It was in my opening statement.
I think that the question you raise about the political nature of

the board, is a serious one. We have thought about it a lot at NAM
and we have looked at it two ways. One is we have what we think
are serious and to us very substantial points about the change in
the composition of the board. We believe very strongly that if it is
going to be credible to American industry, it has to be led by Amer-
ican industry and, yes, that means a majority of the members of
the board should be from industry. That is the first point, but it is
almost less important in my view than the second point we also
make.

To guard against the concerns you have raised, we think it is de-
finingly important that the Congress think very carefully about the
functions of the board and that those functions be quite con-
strained, quite limited, to identifying industry, includes centers,
and to ensuring that the process of the development of skill stand-
ards is a legitimate process and that is about the limit of it as far
as we are concerned.

I don't object to the discussion that went before about the desire
to establish a system. I don't want to get into a semantic argument
here, but if it is a system that we are trying to establish, we would
urge that it be understood to be a pluralistic system rather than
one that is centrally dictated and dominated by a board or by the
Federal Government.

We are trying to develop some information, if we can, we would
be eager to share it with the committee, about attempts to do simi-
lar things in other countries which have been, because they were
too dominated by a central authority, the government, simply
failed because industry wouldn't buy into them, and if I can devel-

, op that information and we are making work of it, I would be
happy to share it with the committee.

Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. Could I make one comment to that point?
Chairman KILDEE. Certainly.
MS. FIELDS-TYLER. In our industry, we have had a lot of experi-

ence with big systems on the technology side and they found a met-
aphor that is helping us think through the role of this board. This
board should not act like a mainframe computer with dumb termi-
nals teading into it from a lot of different points of view. This
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board should be like a network server with lots of very smart,
maybe even smarter, groups working together to input to the net-
work to create one common language with every stakeholder repre-
sented, but again one system.

It is a very important image to hold in mind and it is not one
that we do veT.7 Well, frankly, in our government, is to try to hold
that tension of bringing the pluralism together :n one system but
also keeping the distinctive parts. I think that image for us, we
keep going back to that network server mode. It is absolutely es-
sential that the server be there and that it is absolutely top notch
in terms of its technology capacity, in terms of its information ca-
pacity, and its dissemination and communication role, but it is
notit does not replace all the constituent parts. It brings it all to-
gether and makes it a system and I think for us that is helping us
think through this board concept.

Mr. TUCKER. One last word on this subject.
Chairman KILDEE. Yes.
Mr. TUCKER. I think the suggestion made by two of these panel-

ists that the chairman be from the ranks of the employers, I hope
this committee seriously considers that suggestion. I think that is
that may be the key to unlocking this puzzle.

Chairman KILDEE. One more question.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Listening to you all, I think it is really important and I want to

see if anybody disagrees with this. Let's assume, and I think we all
agree on what the general authority of the board is, but let's
assume to maketo execute that we change the selection and
makeup of the board so that, very frankly, the President would
name all 28 members, that we would require that no more than,
say, 50 or 60 percent of those could be from one party so we guar-
antee a bipartisan makeup. We would require that both the busi-
ness representatives and the labor representatives be fromreflec-
tive of unionized and nonunionized organizations, that the chair-
man of the board initially come from the business perspective, that
at least half of the representatives from education come from com-
munity colleges and that we do have the sunset provision.

Now, if we made all of those changes is there anybody that
would disagree with those?

Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. No.
Mr. TUCKER. NG.
Mr. GUNDERSON. Good. I will quit while I am ahead.
Chairman KILDEE. Some may have used the Fifth Amendment.

Mrs. Unsold? Ms. Woolsey?
Ms. WOOLSEY. I have so many questions it would take years. I am

from a high-tech background. I was a human resources member of
AEA for years. In fact, I have trained for the AEA in the North
Bank. One of my major concerns is staying current. I used the big
occupational dictionary as a human resources consultant over the
years. My fear is we will have something like that and it won't be
current by the time we get this together. So do you think that if we
get our heads together and we can agree that we are going on the
right path we can do this and keep it current?

Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. Representative Woolsey, I think you have hit
the nail on the head. For our industry, this is absolutely the
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bottom-line factor, is whether or not these credentials, these stand-
ards, are going to remain valid and current over time. That means
that we need to be constantly pushing ourselves to move as far out
on the wave front of innovation in the way that we think about
this as we can.

We are never going to be done. It is going to be a continuous im-
provement model. You don't set standards and then 5 years later
look at them again and decide you were right the first time. Every
year, every quarter, whatever we decide is the appropriate sort of
mode of updating, is what we need to do and that may be different
depending on the occupation..

There are some occupations that are undergoing tremendous
change. Others that are fairly stable right now, but may be chang-
ing over time, and I think that this sort of mode of continuous im-
provement is absolutely critical.

In our own model, we are working very hard to get standards es-
tablished in 1 year. A lot of our trading partners nationally take
up to 2 years to do what we are trying to do basically in 10 months.

Our point back to them and our point to ourselves is if we can't
do it this fast and we can't do it well this quickly, then we
shouldn't be doing it because that is how quickly we are going to
have to move to keep them updated as well. I think it is a very
important point.

Mr. BAROODY. Ms. Woolsey, the point you have raised is just an-
other one of the reasons why we are so concerned that the system,
if you will, be pluralistic, that it not be too heavily dominated by a
single entity, the board, because that is antithetical to keeping the
standards flexible and current.

You have rightly suggested that that has to be a very high priori-
ty. What our members learn as they reorganize their workforce is
that the premium has to be put on flexibility and too centralized a
control of this operation is at war with that flexibility and at war
with your objective of keeping us current.

Ms. WOOLSEY. On the other hand, though, if we have it so flexi-
ble with not enough structure we will duplicate all over the coun-
try and we will be missing some professions and duplicating others.
We have to be really careful, or we won't be talking in the same
language.

Mr. BAROODY. I think we have to make sure we have just enough
structure and that is what part of this discussion is all about. I
wouldn't disagree.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Yes?
Mr. TUCKER. If I might comment on that point, your question is

the reason I come to this idea of a three-tier structure of standards
because if we have a small number, call it 20, call it 25, 15, of basic
standards beyond the high school standard, and then the specializa-
tion, in effect, comes on top of that and you don't have this stand-
ards group involved at all in setting the three tiers of standards,
then you get what Mr. Baroody wants at the third tier level. You
can have an enormous variety of changing standards at the third
tier level. You don't have to come back at any central body to do
that. If you have the second tier in place and you only have 20 and
they are pretty general, then you don't get yourself in the box con-
stantly of being out of date all the time.
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In my view that is the way to get it, the answer to your question.
If you get at it by saying this board will only operate in a fairly
general and vague way and you can have lots and lots and lots of
different kinds of standards approved by it, some perhaps in con-
flict with others, then I think you have, in fact, a Tower of Babel.
You don't have a system at all. It is the three-tier system that is
the key, I believe, to answering your question, which is the right
question.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Valdes-Pages?
Mr. VALDES-PAGES. Thank you. At our college we found we have

to review our curriculum and our standards every quarter. It
seems like overkill but we find that minor changes over a long
period of time become major changes and it is a lot easier to incor-
porate minor changes into the curriculum quarterly than make
major changes every 2 or 3 years. It is a valid point. We do it at a
small college. I don't know how you incorporate that into a nation-
al standard.

MS. WOOLSEY. By being more general I believe.
I have another major concern and one of the things I want you

to know is that I see this board and this effort as being a true part-
nership between education, labor, industry, and government. So
given that the national skills standards board reflects this partner-
ship and that there is ethnic, gender, and geographic diversity, will
this be enough, in your opinion, to ensure that the standards and
assessments that we develop will be bias free, that we just won't
have good testers that are successful through this process? That is
going to be the challenge, folks.

Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Sackett, maybe you would like to address
that. I know you have been concerned with this area.

Mr. SACKETT. Sure. APA is pleased to see that proposed legisla-
tion does put into place some technical requirements for these as-
sessments to ensure that they are reliable and valid, meaning they
measure what they purport to measure. When we move to some-
thing as important as this, it is crucial that a portable credential
that someone takes with them from place to place, from setting to
setting truly be an accurate and clear statement of the person's
level of skill, level of competence. So to mandate in the legislation
that any assessment system to be developed be evaluated, be docu-
mented as reliable and valid in accordance with professional stand-
ards that our associations and other associations have put into
place is very important.

Similarly, I see that the legislation makes reference to existing
civil rights legislation and to the extent that we say nothing in this
bill is contrary to existing civil rights legislation, the Civil Rights
Act of 1991 contains a provision should there be any adverse
impact in any procedure used by employers for making employ-
ment decisions, that employer must be in a position to show that
that assessment is, quote, job related and consistent with business
necessity. So we have mechanisms for monitoring the success of
these systems and for ensuring that the systems do not inappropri-
ately discriminate.

Ms. WOOLSEY. And that is why your argument is to be included
on the board?

MT. SACKETT. COTTeCt.
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Good ling, then Mr. Miller.
Mr. GOODLING. Just a couple observations and one question.
One of the fears I think I heard expressed numerous times here

is that the board could be so politically put together that it would
paralyze the whole effort. I think my colleague, Mr. Gunderson,
pretty well summarized all the things we need to do and in looking
at your testimony, it looks like you have perhaps more questions
than answers, which leads me to my question, and not to you but
probably to the committee, why must we be trying to rush this
through if we have so much to think about and so many concerns?

The legislation originally was supposed to be a fast track bid in
relationship to school reform, and I am not quite sure how this got
on that fast track program, but listening to your testimony and
reading your testimony, I don't believe it would be very wise if we
move in that direction.

I would ask, Mr. Sackett, if you might expand on your use of the
word "fairness" in this legislation.

Mr. SACKETT. All right. Our concern about the use of the term
"fairness" is simply that it is terribly ambiguous. It means many,
many different things to many people. As I indicated in the formal
testimony, to some people "fairness" means the procedures you de-
velop for administering your assessments be fair, open access,
available to all, equal access to preparation, to coaching, et cetera.

To others, the term "fairness" connotes a requirement of equali-
ty of outcome, mainly as we indicated some notion that all sub-
groups of interest in our society must, by mandate, be certified at
equal rates. So when some people see the term "fairness," they
read into it the suggestion that what is being called for is mandat-
ing equal certification rates, which is directly contrary to the provi-
sions in section 106 of the Civil Rights Act of 1991 which prohibits
employers from using any system which involves adjustment of
scores on any kind of test or assessment in order to achieve equal
outcomes.

So to the extent the common theme we hear here is credibility
with employers being critical for this work. For employers to find
this credible, it has got to be a system that doesn't cause any con-
flicts with the civil rights legislation with which the employers
need to work.

Hence, our recommendation is that this ambiguous term "fair-
ness" with its possible connotations that fairness be achieved
through mechanical adjustment of scores to achieve equal certifica-
tion rates be dropped from the legislation. A statement to the
effect that the legislation would require compliance with existing
civil rights legislation would eliminate the ambiguity. People un-
derstand clearly what is required then.

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you. That is all I have at this time, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you. Mr. Good ling also serves on the
Foreign Affairs Committee and he has to go over and hear the Sec-
retary of State over there so he has to leave at this time.

Mr. Miller.
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Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a
number of questions, too, and if I don't get through them in this
round, I would like to come back for a second round.

The most revolutionary idea here this morning, Mr. Tucker, is
the suggestion that the front end of this bill will produce children
who have a capacity to learn. I hope that will happen because it
will make this section of it easier for employers.

I am somewhat in agreement with what Mr. Gunderson said
about this board. I think this board is put together the way we
have done business in the past. I am not convinced that is the way
this ought to be done.

This program has been important to the Secretary of Labor and
to the President of the United States in their discussions both prior
to the election and since the election. They ought to take responsi-
bility for it. One of the best things we can do is to affix responsibil-
ity for this Board at a very important level, whether they are sec-
retarial .ppointments and/or presidential appointments. Let's
move on. As Mr. Baroody suggested, 5 years from now when the
sunset time comes and either there will be an accounting and
either there will or won't be success. That is the way we ought to
do business.

We can fight long and hard over this board. I agree with you,
Ms. Fields-Tyler, that the board isn't the issue here. To me the
issue is the committees, the cluster groups. I am not quite sure
what these terms are, but the corresponding groups that will be
discussing their industries or cross industries and the standards
and skills. The board should be a facilitator. We ought to have
people working on these clusters within the industries and with
employers and employees and working out what they are going to
need.

The suggestion of the heavy involvement of the community col-
lege is a very important suggestion. We are spending so much time
on the compositions of these committees that we are never going to
quite get to the core subject matter here.

The board should be important, but I don't think it is the end
game. My concern with the first bill was that the board was doing
everything. They were inviting people to "participate," but the
board was going to do this initiative. I am thinking much more
along the lines that the board ought to be delegating this, whether
it is to 20 or 10 clusters, I perefer a limited number because I think
that forces people to think broad scale. If you have to fit all your
constituent groups even, if you want to be political, into 10 catego-
ries as opposed to 50, you are going to have to be a little bit more
creative.

A number of things that this panel has said, Mr. Chairman, have
been terribly important. The term used in a couple of your written
testimonies is the notion that the Federal Government is a "cata-
lyst." Again, I think that is beginning to happen in the most recent
drafts of the bill. The board and the Federal Government are shift-
ing from doing this to becoming more of a catalyst with the in-
volvement of specific committees.

Mr. Baroody, when you say that the issue is that this be employ-
er-led, I question whether we are using terminology from the past.
When people and this administration points to what they think are
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successful companies, such as Saturn, they are really talking about
what are serious joint ventures between employees and employers
who are involved in the future of that entity and how to ensure its
success.

Mr. BAROODY. Absolutely, but things have changed an awful lot
and in the best workplaces the old adversaryism and the old di-
chotomies are gone or diluted, but it is still a question of leader-
ship. We are not here telling you what we think we knew from the
past. We are not here telling you as the National Association of
Manufacturers what we think is in some narrowly defined interest
of ours to push on you. We are telling you what we think we are
learning from the partnership we have undertaken with the De-
partment of Labor over the last 2 years, in which partnership we
are very careful, insisting upon ourselves that we consulted with
workers as well as managers, with workers as well as CEOs, with
workers both in union settings and nonunion settings. And what
we learned from talking to our members is analogous to this ques-
tion we raise about the composition of the board. While it is defin-
ingly important that frontline workers buy into this process in
order to make it work, they tell us that they will not buy into the
process unless they believe that management up to and especially
including the CEO have themselves bought into it, and so if you
write that dynamic large, unless this board is industry-led and
therefore credible in industry, we simply don't believe, again, in
Mr. Tucker's phrase, that industry will determine anything but
that they should have stayed in bed.

In short, the standards that may emerge from them, no matter
how technically good, may be ignored because, like it or not, and I
share some of your frustration about the fact that we are focusing
so much on the structure of the board, but the reason is if it is not
structured properly, we believe it may fail and may fail because it
is not structured properly.

We believe very strongly that it must be industry-led or it simply
is not going to be in tune with the real needs of industry around
the country or credible to industry leaders.

Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you. If you want to allow the
others to respond, fine.

Chairman KILDEE. Yes. You may finish any response to the ques-
tion and the 5-minute rule doesn't apply to that.

MS. FIEMS-TYLER. I want to say something just kind of anecdotal-
ly about this industry leadership question. I think this is more per-
ceptual in the end than substance, but I think the perception is ev-
erything going in.

When we tried to put on the ground our coalition within indus-
try to do this, we had to bring together an industry that is, frankly,
made up of a bunch of cowboy entrepreneurs. They are the last
group of people who want to sit together at a table and try to
define across a whole industry as diverse and as sort of dynamic as
the electronics industry, the high-tech industry in this country. The
only way that we could get them to do it is if we promised this is
some way that industry could do for ourselves something that no
one else could do for us, by convening the stakeholders for our-
selves we could do something for our workforce, for us as employ-
ers, and also for the country that could be of great importance to
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the overall competitiveness of our economy and to the overall im-
portance, frankly, of the competitiveness of our industry as we
compete globally.

Our goal as an association is to make this country the location of
choice for high-value-added jobs. When any company, no matter
where they are located, looks where in the world do I want to
locate high-value-added, high skill, high wage jobs, they are going
to look to this country because we have by far a world-class work-
force that can do the job that needs to be done. I think if we go into
that with that overall goal and think about what it is that prag-
matically has to get us there, I think that is where we come up
with the industry leadership position. Also the fact that industry
has to be at the table with everyone, has to lead a board where ev-
erybody has a stake and has a full voting participation.

Mr. TUCKER. Congressman Miller, I hope that we don't polarize
this issue of controlling the board versus a decentralized system in
which all of the control is in these subunits, whatever they are
called.

My own view, just to restate what I said before, but I feel strong-
ly about it, is that the country is best served by an inte:.mediate
position. I agreed with you, it makes no sense at all to have this 24-
member board setting all the standards, period, full stop. There has
got to be a lot more involvement than that. But I would hope
again, I think if each one of these groups ends up chunking up the
universe without conversation with the others, if each one of these
groups invents its own validation standard, if each one of these
groups ends up thinking about what an exam looks like very differ-
ently, we will wind up with a vulcanized system.

Mr. MILLER of California. I think that would be the purposes of
the board, to keep that from happening, but the board can't make
up 20 standards.

Mr. TUCKER. It is somewhat more of a catalyst. The board has
got to provide some framework, some structure within which these
groups work. I wanted to be sure there was some agreement on
that point.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Strickland.
Mr. STRICKLAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Sackett, perhaps because I am a psychologist I have a lot of

sympathy with your point of view. I was sitting here wondering,
though, is it necessary for a psychologist or a psychometrician to be
a part of the board or can the board have access to individuals with
such expertise and I think what I would like for you to do for us in
just a minute or two, if you could, is to explain to us what some of
the negative outcomes could be if these assessment techniques were
not to be valid and reliable. What are the negative outcomes that
we could expect?

Mr. SACKETT. Well, the key negative outcome if we put into place
a system that was not reliable and valid would be that the errors
or mistakes or misclassifications made by the assessments would
simply have far greater stakes.

Today, if an individual employer puts together an assessment
system which is unreliable and invalid and a job applicant is erro-
neously turned away from one point of view, the damage is com-
paratively light. That individual can simply go down the street to
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the next employer and seek employment. To the extent that we put
together a commonly and widely used system, mistakes, errors,
misclassifications have far greater consequences. That is the funda-
mental rationale behind our call for ensuring that there is scientif-
ic and technical expertise involved throughout this system of stand-
ard setting and the development of assessment systems.

With regard to your question about membership on the board
itself, to us the critical feature is the insurance that people with
scientific and technical expertise be heavily involved from the be-
ginning and throughout the process. An alternative mechanism to
membership on the board such as the provision for a technical ad-

s visory committee, I think would meet our needs. Key feature, we
cannot set aside or ignore the measurement issues until farther
down the road. They have got to be designed into the system or sys-
tems that are developed from the beginning.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Thank you. And I would agree with you. I think
that if this is not done that we could be creating a national mon-
ster here that would just have the most adverse consequences. Yes?

MS. FIELDS-TYLER. I want to add one point from the employer
viewpoint. Of course, of course employers could not use any assess-
ment tools that would have adverse impacts that are not clearly
job related, so again there is already protection in current civil
rights law. I must tell you we are going about our study, especially
on the assessment piece, very guardedly because this is a very, very
complex issue. We are drawing upon lots of expertise from the in-
dustrial and organizational psychology community as well as from
other countries which are already far beyond us in dealing with
these issues. So on the employer side we have equal interests that
these assessments not have bias in a way that does notthat they
do not haveI can't think of the key technical terms herebut at
any rate, the goal is that it clearly aligns with current civil rights
law and we are not further exposed as employers than through
these assessment tools.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman KILDEE. I think I will go back to Mr. Miller for an-

other round of questions at this point. Ms. Woolsey, I am sorry.
Ms. WOOLSEY. Thank you. I was kind of a little bit disturbed

about any chance that we will get into some kind of conflict about
who chairs this committee. It says in the draft of the bill that the
committee chair will be elected by the majority of the board itself
and there may be somebody on that board that is the perfect
person to facilitate this and for us to pick or choose who that
person would represent I think could be the beginning of the end of
this whole process, so I would like us to be very neutral on that
and let the board pick their own chair.

Chairman K1LDEE. Mr. Miller.
Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Can we go back to the issue of what the board does after the

committees come up with their recommendations, and what the
role of the board ought to be? I think it has ranged from endorse-
ment or certification to just accepting those recommendations.

What is the most valuable role that this board could play at the
end of this process in terms of credibility of the standards? Should
there be that tension between these groups and the Board? If these
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groups have not thought creatively and broadly and futuristically,
should the board send them back to the drawing board?

Mr. TUCKER. I don't see an alternative to that, if you are, in fact,
going to have a system. If the pieces are going to fit together, it
seems to me approval or endorsement by the board as a whole is
essential.

If you have the kind of large delegation that you have talked
about and I think the members of this board largely agree with,
the board is likely to be rather circumspect in its judgment that
something isn't right and needs to be changed.

But if there is no such review at the end, then I think the forces
operating are almost certain to produce a nonsystem at the end be-
cause there will be nothere will be no incentive, in effect, for
each of these operating bodies to pay any attention whatsoever to
the instructions, if you will, that they get from the board at the
outset. Some tension would be useful.

Mr. BAROODY. Mr. Miller, as I have testified, I would caution
against reposing with the board itself too excessive an authority to
endorse or to send back to the drawing board, if you will, the prod-
uct of the industry clusters themselves.

I think that the board's appropriate role is to identify the indus-
try clusters and then to establish at the outset what are the crite-
ria we use for judging process and legitimacy as a result but not
get into the standard-setting outcomes themselves. I would be very
concerned that if the board saw that as its role, the board would
well, would act inappropriately and in ways that, among other
things, would undermine the credibility among industry them-
selves of the outcome of the process. And it would threaten to
become over-politicized, a concern that has been expressed from
others on the panel.

Mr. MILLER of California. We are in neither a fish nor fowl situa-
tion because there is nothing in current law that would prevent
the American Electronics Association or some component of the
AMA from doing this today. Essentially, that is what you are doing
with the grant from the Department of Labor; is that correct?

MS. FIELDS-TYLER. That is correct.
Mr. MILLER of California. The charge is very similar to the

charge that is in this legislation. It doesn't have all of the appoint-
ments and stamps of approval, or hurdles, but that is what you are
doing. The board couldn't keep the industry from using the stand-
ard if the industry wanted to.

By the same token, what is it worth to the industry or to the
country to have a certified standard or a board-approved standard?
That is what I mean by the tension. It is not to give a veto one way
or the other, but is it worth something in the international arena
to have this certified standard? How much is it worth to having an
AEA-certified standard?

Mr. BAROODY. I would simply say I think it would be worth a lot
to have the AEA continue what it is doing and have other industry
sectors take up the similar undertakings, and that, I think, is what
the board is intended and designed properly to catalyze.

But if the board goes much beyond that, I am concerned that the
boardwell, at a minimum it is understated that 3 to 5 years from
now, when Congress looks at what it has wrought, it will look with
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some disappointment on the fact that it has wrought something
that industrythat is not followed. That is what we are primarily
encouraging you to guard against. And too active and too dominant
a role of the board itself will yield that result, we fear.

Mr. MILLER of California. No, I agree. Clearly, one, the board
should exist. Two, the board should set the criteria which they
want these panels to follow. Then the panels ought to go to work.

The presumption would be that if the panels are made up of the
enlightened forces within an industry, they would come up with
something that is in their best interests and the country's best in-
terests.

The only question I raise is what is it worth to then have that
certified? This simply says that the board shall certify. It doesn't
set out the basis on which it can decertify them or send them back.
It simply says the board shall certify standardsor have the power
to certify standards that are proposed.

Mr. BAROODY. I guess that is the concern, is that having the
power to certify also implies the power not to certify.

Mr. MILLER of California. I am a suspicious man.
Let me ask you something else on the criteria. A number of you

mentioned the portability of these skills, should you get them. I
don't see that anywhere in this legislation as it is set forth. But I
assume you believe that is important: that a worker ought to be
able to move across industry, across State lines, depending on
whether the economy is healthy or not. So that should be in this
legislation. Maybe I am missing it, but I simply don't see it.

Ms. Fields-Tyler, what you are doing now within AEA? How dif-
ferent is that from what you would expect, assuming that this is a
properly defined cluster or committee? I can only think of these
candy bars, Clusters, the more I think of that.

How different is what would happen here from what you are
doing?

Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. Actually, I mean we have designed our vision
of this going in, assuming that, if not this board, some entity will
convene various industries with common interests to get to the
point that we think we need to get to as a country.

Just as a concrete example
Mr. MILLER of California. But they are not going to make you

start over from scratch, are they?
Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. I sure hope not iiecause we are going to have a

very compelling product at the end of the year that is going to help
us understand how this all could work.

For instance, in the manufacturing specialist areaand we are
right now in the beginning. Thursday and Friday is our first set of
focus groups with workers and supervisors, people actually doing
these jobs. It is how our standards is going to be formulated, so it is
worker-driven in that regard.

But, at any rate, what we expect to find is that there is a whole
set of competencies to be a manufacturing specialist that transfer
very easily across a lot of different industries. There may be a few
that are specific to the high-tech industry that have to do with
high-tech equipments and processes, maybe with the levels of toler-
ance in the manufacturing environment that we deal with, maybe
because of the particular function of our industry in the economy
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that we would want to include in there, but that would be an add-
on beyond the basic manufacturing specialist certification.

Say you go to your local community college, and you thought, I
know I want to go into manufacturing, but I don't know what in-
dustry is going to hire me when I get out. I will get the general
manufacturing specialist certification. I start to see that there is a
lot of job-wanted ads in the Pacific Northwest or in California,
hopefully, some day, basically stating that they want,

Mr. MILLER of California. If this board could do that, we are all
for it.

Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. That is right. Basically stating that there is
some job opportunity in the electronics industry. So I go ahead and
get the additional four or five credentials or that group of creden-
tials that is specific to the electronics industry.

It may be that we can even, through lots of grassroots net-
works--and our industry is very interested in thiswork to some
degree at the State level to even further specify this based on local
market needs so that, for instance, in Washington State where the
electronics industry is heavily aerospace, that could even be fur-
ther tailored there.

That is what happens in the industry clusters alone. That does
not supplant this general set of competencies that have to go across
lots of different industries.

And I think it is very important that we think in that regard so
that people understand if they get an aerospace job in the Pacific
Northwest and it goes away what is it that they can know and do
that could transfer to the food processing industry or to other tech-
nology industries or to the timber processing industry or whatever.

Mr. MILLER of California. I take it from the enthusiasm in your
voice that you don't feel second-class because you weren't presiden-
tially appointed. You got this grant, you got people together in the
industry, and you are striking off in this distance.

I am worried that we have the potential to make this far more
complicated than it really is. That is my worry. I think that it is a
very significant step for this Nation to take, because it starts to ra-
tionalize something that we have ignored for a long time.

But I would really like to get on the road, so to speak. I fear we
spend more time packing all the luggage around here than we do
spending time on the trip. I worry that 28 appointmentsthis ad-
ministration hasn't made 28 aDpointments since it has been in
office! So I am a little worried that this legislation will sunset, and
there won't be anybody in the seats.

From your industry, and I assume you are representing a cross-
section, this is turning out, as far as it has gone, to be a successful
model to achieve the goal that you think you want to achieve.

MS. FIELDS-TYLER. Yes.
Mr. MILLER of California. We ought to be thinking as we do this

how we incorporate that model, if it works for others, into this
process.

MS. FIELDS-TYLER. There are other demonstration projects, one
from the Department of Education-or a couple of them, actually
seated at this table as well as others that also have very promising
models underway. And I would suggest, as the bill does now, that
all the demonstration projects-

258



253

Mr. MILLER of California. Be incorporated?
Ms. FIELDS-TYLER. Exactly. Because we are learning so much.

There is a lot about this that we are beginning to understand.
Mr. MILLER of California. On the question of apprenticeships

and I appreciate the politics of the exclusionshouldn't we, at a
minimum, have a cluster group that looks at apprenticeship pro-
grams to determine whether they are thinking about the future?
Isn't there a way to move this from exclusion to at least thinking
about it? A significant number of people get enrolled in these ap-
prenticeship programs.

Mr. TUCKER. There are 300,000 a year.
4 Mr. MILLER of California. Pardon?

Mr. TUCKER. About 300,000 a year.
Mr. MILLER of California. Yes. The question is, are they there for

a career or future? Or is it short-term? Or does it work?
Ms. PIESERT. Well, I would just say that for the apprenticeship

piece of this, this really would open the door to exploring new
areas for apprenticeships such as in the service industry, in the
hospital sector, in the health care sector, structured workplace
learning.

Mr. MILLER of California. That is why I am asking. Is there a ge-
neric way that you can look at registered apprentice programs or
however you want to define them, to see how they fit into these
models? That is all I am asking. Their rights should not be changed
or how they have been bargained and arrived at should be
changed. I am asking the generic question of how they fit in.

Mr. TUCKER. I think my view on this is you don't want an ap-
prenticeship cluster if the constructionif construction turns out
to be a cluster, and it seems quite likely that it would, that issue is
going to come up. It has to. And you are going to deal with itwithin

Mr. MILLER of California. It doesn't have to.
Mr. TUCKER. It has to either as a settled or as an unsettled issue.

If the legislation says we have taken registered apprenticeships out
and set them on the shelf, then that is a condition that the group
faces.

But if you are in the construction industry and you are worrying
about skill standards, the question will arise. You could have set-
tled it by legislation or left it on the table. And if it is on the table,
they have to deal with it.

Mr. MILLER of California. You think it is on the table?
Mr. TUCKER. Yes. Oh, yes.
Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you.
I have taken more than enough time, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate

it. I think this panel has been very helpful, and I would hope that
we would incorporate some of the recommendations that have been
made here this morning into the legislation.

Chairman KILDEE. I agree with you, Mr. Miller. It has been a
very, very good panel. I have some of the same concerns. I asked
that earlier, how you plug into apprenticeship programs. They
could lead to apprenticeship programs on that, and I think I have
some of the concerns that Mr. Miller has. But this has been a very,
very excellent panel. Collectively and individually, you have helped
us get some insights into this Title IV.
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The Title IV was important, and we really wanted to have this
special hearing just on this.

I have been to many a hearing whereI have never been to a
real bad hearing, but I have been to some that weren't as good as
others. This is certainly one of the better hearings I have attended
in my 17 years here in Washington, and we will keep the record
open for an additional 2 weeks for any additional testimony. And
thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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