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HEARING ON GOALS 2000:
EDUCATE AMERICA ACT

THURSDAY, APRIL 22, 1993

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
. SuUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Wushington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., Room 2175
ngburn 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, Goodling, Petri, McKeon,
Gunderson, and Roukema.

Staff present: Susan Wilhelm, staff director; Andy Hartmar, 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 KiLpee. 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 Honcrable Richard Riley, Secretary of Education, former gover-
nor of South Carolina.

This is the Secretary’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 %o their job with stronger qualifications, greater experi-
. iz{nce or reputation as an education leader than does Secretary

iley.
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 Sonth Carolina affects the entire country.
You certainly did a splendid job there, Governor.
Mr. RiLey. Thank you.

(§Y]
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Chairmar KiLpEg. 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 naticnal educa-
;ion standards to assist States and local schools in their reform ef-
orts.

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 Goodling, for any opening
statements he may have and he will be followed by the Chairman
of the full committee, Mr. Ford.

Mr. Goodling.

Mr. GoopLiNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We t0o 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 this 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 uniess 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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gass the House and the Senate and be signed into law by the Presi-
ent.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KiLpge. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. 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. Goodling yesterday and
I am optimistic that Goodling 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 seer in the
wrong company, but we nevertheless will do nur 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
d}(lepth of your understanding of the fact that we have to change
things.

Now your partner, the Secretary of Labor, has upset some educa-
tors by saying some of the things that Mr. Goodling 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 r vwtowing to the NEA. After I read that editori-
al, 1 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 cver 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 t'.2 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 the 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 KiLpeg. 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. Forp. 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 Goodling, 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-




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 Mosely, who is a civil rights activis', same 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,
regardless 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 do 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 us 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

11
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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 shotild 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 cppor-
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 reviewing 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 KiLpeg. 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 underway—Bill Clinton was one of those governors, Lamar
Alexander was another, Bob Graham, and so forth—really got into
this business of education reform.

I would say that lessons 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 d.fferent. 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 children—every single
child should be involved 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 KiLpEe. 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 KiLpee. 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 ir 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 KiLbpee. Thank you very much. I will pass on to Mr.
Goodling now.

Mr. GoopLING. 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 KiLpge. I'll do my best.

Mr. Forp. No, that is me.

Mr. GoopLING. 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
impl%mentation funds now the way the bill is written even though
the %lém 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—-

14
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Mr. GoopLinG. 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. GoopLiNg. 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 comparable 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. GoopLiNG. 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 aud so forth.

Mr. GoobpLinG. T 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
talked 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. Riey. Well, I guess the first place would be to identify what
are the standards that are necessary for any studernt 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 coasistent 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. GoobLinNG. 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-learn—not ready-to-learn, we used to call
them—delivery standards?

Mr. Riey. Well, of course, your original measure is a plan for
that and development of if, 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. GoobLING. 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. GooprinG. 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 al! 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 could—the 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 nol 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. GoopLiNG. Thank you.

Chairman KiLpee. Mr. Ford.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Chairman, I took time for an opening statement
so I will yield at this time to the other members of the committee.

Chairman KiLpeg. Mr. Petri.

Mr. Perr1. 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. RiLeEy. Thank you.

Mr. PeTrI. | 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 sometimes 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 frow 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 pusn 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 KILbEE. 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. RoeEMER. 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.
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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 Ludgets 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
-~agions to come up with better ideas to then disseminate technical
. ssistance 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. Riey. 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 ccn-
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.

13




15

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 KiLpge. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GunbpgrsoN. 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 vou 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 €1 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 we 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 whole district.

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

Mr. CoueN. 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 tl: funds 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. GunpersoN. 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’ voluntary—no 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
an¢! timetable for the State plan and the strategy and timetable
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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 11ean 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
li_tlgle 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.

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

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

Chairman KiLpgk. Thank you very much. Mr, Sawyer.

Mr. SawyER. Thank you, Mr. 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-
1y 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 financia! advantage both in terms of
grant competitions and funding formules 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 fo them.

Could you comment on that?

Mr. RiLev. Yes. I would say that the intent of the proposals
coming from the State and then the school districts and the schools
woulc(ll certainly—very 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.

i
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Mr. SAwWYER. Just as a closing comment, Mr. Chairman, I fully
appreciate the importance of consortia reglonally 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. RoukemMa. 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
hoard 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.
Goodling, 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 opposeg 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-

23




19

ly, may be a straightjacket for school systems and negate the his-
toric State relationship that we have to education.

Mr. Ritev. 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 und=rstand 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 think—I don’t care how far you go in support of the
State role—that there is a very clear national role of determining
what these kinds of werld-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. RouremaA. 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 to—we 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. Ricey. Thank you very much.

Chairman KiLbeg. Mr. Reed.

Mr. ReEp. 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
off other Federal roles in this great debate about educational
reform.

Mr. Ricey. 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
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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. Reep. Mr. Se~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. Reep. Thank you.

Chairman KiLpee. 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 snd patterns in communities
change because of schools. It is, I think, 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 you—we all know this, and I guess I am en-
tering that age bracket where you say it more often than not—the
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
vu}'lhether 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 ang 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 sides and I am here in
the middle, but I tell you the debate is ,s?')fhy, and it is good that
we as pohcymakers and decisionmakers/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 KiLbgk. I thank you very much. Mrs. Unsoeld.

Mrs. UnsoeLp. 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 moving—there 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. UnsoeLp. Mr. Secretary, 1 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 ssme 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 KiLpee. 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. Riey. 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 KiLbee. Ms. English.

Ms. EnGuisH. 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 ailotted 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 tha
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 vhich 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 improvement.

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
S}:,ates and the local school districts with those resources that are
there.

Chairman KiLpgg. Thank you very much. Ms. Woolsey.

Ms. Woorsey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to join you and

gle rest of my colleagues in welcoming you back here, Secretary
iley.
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Mr. BiLey. Thank you. :
Ms. WooLsey. Thank you for being so generous with your tim
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 handie that. It is a rather limited
waiver preocess 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 holistically—needs
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
pan;els 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. Woorsey. I appreciate that. I think we might want to look at
some language that talks about bridging the gaps that have—I
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. Woorsey. 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 %ommittee and the full-committee during this session of Con-
gress?

‘Mr. RiLey. This will change when the formula changes.

Mr. GrReEN. 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 }llave five 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 2nd some who put education at a priority—I
think we shared that at one earlier meeting—and 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 envision—I 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 KiLpee. 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 KiLpee. Very good.
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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-
cation—I 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
Secretzry 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 was—none 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 just—I
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 was—the 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, extraordinary—he
turned around that whole school and people were motivated, the
parents were involved in the process, teachers, the students. 1 went
to a graduation and I had the——saw 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
wiifhout 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 <:hool,
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 school—the
courts turn over that—those 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 the—I 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 England—I 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 caught—had been drinking and he had been boisterous with
another group and thrown—somebody 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 usuzlly have gorne through. Man
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
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giving more support to drug users than somebody who drinks occa-
sionally, there 1s something really wrong.

Mr. RiLey. 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. Forp. Would the gentleman yield to me?

Mr. RoMERO-BARCELO. Yes, of course.

Mr. Forp. 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 schooi—that 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 KiLbpeEg. 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 f\l'ou 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-
ine(rildations and now the buck stops with you. We will follow your

ead.

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 being—they 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 else—~there 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
being' 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 ar.d 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-
wlise go 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 1 would say that the cynicism has got to be dealt with in a
real way. It is my feeling that the high standards and goals—where
the public can look at them, see what they are, and see that we are
moving things in that direction—we 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
e}tliucation 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 l-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 KiLpeg. 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 3% 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 something—governor,
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 ycur 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 questicn 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 learn—every 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.

Mr. StrickLaXD. Thank you.

Chairman KiLpee. Thank you very much. Unless there is addi-
tional questions—yes, Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Thank you very much, and I will try to be
quick, Mr. Secretary. Actual{ , 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 county—they 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. RiLky. Maybe we ought to stop. I don’t know.
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Mr. GunpersoN. 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 o1t the
State or local educational improvement plan.

The concern I have about that 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 cut
the improvement plan you could say, “Look, I have 2,000 other
schools who are meeting the educational plan without flexibilit’yv
waiver so there is no basis for which ¥ 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. RiLzy. My advisor tells me there are not national curriculum
standards, but that wasn't the question.

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

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

And T 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-
{ulllg' by voluntary high national standards that the State could
ook 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. GunpersoN. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman KiLbee. Thank you. Do you have any closing com-
ments you would like to make, Mr. Secretary?

Mr. Riey. 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 KiLpee. 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
Xork on, this bill and the Elementary and Secondary Education

ct.

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:]




ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

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 t
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 TuoMAS J. O'Toore, EpD, 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.
Aithough 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 Education 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, i.. dustry,
{abor, 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
asso::iiat(i&ns 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: 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
educ&tion 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
compete 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 & 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
bast 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 occuvational areas as the world
Pecomes smaller and more ixmediate.

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, wa 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 large. It did appear,
however - that students who took more difficult courses, did more
homevork and vatched less television performed better on the NAEP
exam. EPEarly signs are that the more challenging wath 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 AMERICA 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 Pederal level, vwe can best help by supporting local and
State reformere 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 Stendards 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
makars 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 wmade 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 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 legigslation
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 1local 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 harder and smarter if they
are given 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 EBducation Act and office of Education Research and
Improvement need to be reauthorized. We in the Department, like
you, are reviewing and re-evaluating every part of the ESEA and
OERI to revitalize these important programs to help disadvantaged
schools reach 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, thig 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 occupational 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: EDMUCATE 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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HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LAROR,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., Room 2175,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale E. Kildee, Chairman,
presiding.

Meinbers present: Representatives Kildee, Miller of California,
Sawyer, Unsoeld, Roemer, Mink, Engel, Green, Woolsey, English,
Strickland, Payne, Ford, Goodling, 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 KiLbpee. The Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary,
and Vocational Education convenes this morning to discuss several
issues that will help shape the direction that education reform
{:)a}llies in this country in the months ahead, as we work through this

ill.

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 Accounting 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 performance assessments for young children, and Rob Hall
}V\i]]l present the National Retail Federation’s perspective on Title

Before 1 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
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Saturday, and we took testimony on thes reauthorization of ESEA.
My good friend, Bill Goodling.

Mr. GoopLING. 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 Retailers, 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 educaticn 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 concerns I have in re-
lationship to Title IV.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KiLpEk. 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 last—it seems like more than 100
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days, Mr. Chairman—on 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.

Chzcalirman KiLpee. 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
ia.bout OSHA the other day, with regard to the nature of the prob-
eimn.

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 KiLpge. 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 KiLpgE. 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
though 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 workers—everybody other than managerial, profes-
sional, and technical workers—were 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 1992—and this is the latest
data for which we have fairly confident numbers—they 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
{:)(;fget a job that pays well, that pays as well as the jobs we had

ore.

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. Americarn* 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 Americar economy, cannot find a job that
matches their skill. This includes the aerospace defense engineer
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,
Mir. Chairman and members of the commitiee, 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 vill feature one-stop shopping. We
will try to make it much essier 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 skil} 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 and to do
so in a way that provides a national focus so that these sxills 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 college—here I am talking about
community colleges, technical colleges, and all kinds of educational
institutions—utilize 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-
grams—the 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 ccllege 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 3 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. REICH
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 Kildee, Representative Goodling, Members of the Subcommittee:

This Administratioe has made a commitment to bring America’s workers and
high-wage jobs back together again. ! am pleased to have the opportunity today to
emphasize for you the fundamental role of skill standards in realizing this commitment.

Our national economy is becoming, increasingly, a technaiogical and global
economry. To succeed in the new economy, our workers must be better-educated, highly-
skilled, and sdaptable — as weil as trained to world-class standards. Developing and
sustammg a giobaﬂy-compeunve workforce will require a significant, long-term
commitment to improving education and training.

But increased funding 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 supply 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, empioyees, 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
ofcompewncy.mwp'nndandmpegedbyemployux

The experience of our competitors clearly demonstrates that certificates of
competency and mastery provide industry with critical beachmarks and offer students,
workers, and employers valuable, reliable information concerning occupational skill levels.
However, the United States — unlike most major industriaiized nations — has no formal
system for developing and disseminating occupational skill standards.

Our natioa does not Iack models of effective education and training - but we are
missing a comprehensive framework for the development, assessment, and certification of
workforce skills.

The Gosls 2000: Educate America Act (HLR. 1804) layz the cornerstone of the
Administration’s comprehensive strategy to create a system for developing the highsr
skills that lead to higher-paying jobs. The deveiopment 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 educaiion 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 scratch: significant contributions 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 skill 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 meaningfu] certification of their skill levels —
can have fair access to employment opportunitics;

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 skill levels — can certify that they have mastered the skills
necessary for world-class productivity and can enhance their employment
security with portable credentials and skills.

In addition, a vcluntary skill standards system will benefit:

L] industry, by giving training providers and prospective employees
. information conceming ‘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 militste 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 necessary partners together.

Title IV of Goals 2000 takes us to this critical next step - by providing impetus
and structure for the stakeholders to develop a skill standards system. The title .
establishes the, National Skill Standards Board, with balanced representation from
business and mdustry- organized labor; and educators, community-based organizations,
and state and local governments - in addition t0 the Secretaries of Labor, Education,
and Commerce, and the Chair of the National Education Standards and Improvement
Council, also created in the Goals 2000 legisiation.

The Federal role in this endeavor doecs mot include top-down mandates or more
bureaucracy. Rather, the Board’s task is to help the major stakeholders to develop the
system, by:

n identifying broad clusters of major occupations that involve one or more
industries in the United States; and

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

The legxslanonemmuthntheptmddevdopingsﬁnnandudsumdusmand
representative, It specifically requires the batanced participation of the key players in
each industry or occupational cluster and provides for extensive opportunities for public
participation and comment before the Board endorses any proposed skill standards.

It is time to take the nex: step. Our estire economy is suffering from the current
mismatch between jobs and skills; our workers and our children deserve better. The
development and adoption of a voluritary, national skill standards system will help make
sure that Americans equipped with new economy skills are ready for new economy jobs.

Thank you.
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Chairman Kipee. 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 guite 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 KiLpee. We have out there among our training mecha-
nisms JTPA. I know that is not what you are here to testify on di-
rectll{y?, 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 gifferent
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
betier jobs, getting employed.

Chairman KrLbEE. 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 KiLpeEe. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Goodling? Mr. Gunderson?

Mr. GunpERsoN. 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 them—the employ-
ees, the employers, and the training providers-—need 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 board—neot you, the
industry—is 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 clearinghouse-—a group
of business, laber, and education people—who are able to identify,
under section 403(a), broad clusters of major occupations where, as
I hzzlve 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-
ungary 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.
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Mr. GunpersoN. 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. GuNDpERSON. No, I am not offended.

Mr. RreicH. 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. GunpersoN. 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 T 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.” 1
really worry.

That is why, in the bill that I and Congressman Goodling 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
issue 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 gratified—my 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. GunpersoN. 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 KiLpgg. Thank you, Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. Ford?

Mr. Forp. 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
consuit 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 finiched 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. Goodling 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
we 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
first 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 couid do for the top
one-half-—forget 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
Jjob 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 KiLpege. Mrs. Unsoeld?

Mrs. UnsoeLp. 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. UNsoOELD. 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 graduate could aspire but also, for that matter, being a
broker in a labor market system that increasingiy 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. UNsoeLb. 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. Reicu. I see the role of educators as bringing to the table an
understanding of how people learn, of what the educational institu-
tions—not only colleges but community colleges, technical institu-
tions, and others—are 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. UnsoELp. Are you going to be able to ask for, or expect to
get, additional appropriations for training and retraining?

Mr. Reica. 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. UNsogLp. 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 tfo
know and understand where those skills might be applicable and
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also would like to understand what credentials might be useful for
getting a new job that builds upon the skills that aerospace engi-
neer lias 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. UnsokLp. Thank you.

Chairman KiLpge. Mr. Miller?

Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, thank you for your explanations this morning. I
arn not quite clear. When we are done with developing these stand-
ards, they are to be used in what setting at that point?

Mr. RercH. The standards are used in two ways. They are used
koth at the supply side and on the demand side by a prospective
employee who wants to show and signal to an employer that he or
she has mastered a certain area of competence. They may have
other ways of doing it as well. This is a supplement to, perhaps,
sther 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 Jjust the ways that I sug-
gested.

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

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 comnuters. 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 a
good job——

€8




64

Mr. MiLLERr 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
ccmputer 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 itseif 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 t:.< 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 here—and again, let me make this very
clear, if I have not—is 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 shouid 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 States—and I do not want to overdo com-
pl;)tg’x:’s; 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,
“}rlhere 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 we are not supplanting the market. The idea here is to simply
fiil 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 KiLbeEe. 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, we 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
neled 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 capacity 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 these—but
with an omnibus, a much more comprehensive workforce reinvest-
bme?'nt system, comprising all of the elements that we talked about

ore.

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 woula 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
or.e 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
neilglglborhoods, is something that we can look at for retraining as
well?

Mr. Reicu. 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 Amecricans are spending billions of dollars at proprietary
schools, which offer training—some 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
sgow?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. RoeMeEr. My point—and this is it, Mr. Chairman—is 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 workingr 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 KiLpEg. 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 graduaiion, 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 ure inclined. Now you must go on to higher education. Now
yor. 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. Pzople 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 twe. Hopefully, these kinds of skill standards will
provide an incentive and a stimulus—not only to schools but also
to training institutes, to community colleges, to all institutions in-
volved in developing learning—as 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 tc
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 you 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 vou 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 ecoromy 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. Reicu. I would hope—and 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. Hope-
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 KiLpee. The Chair is going to have to enforce the 5-
minute rule, because there is a number of people here.

Mr. Goodling, do you have a question?

Mr. GoopLiNG. I will wait.

Chairman KiLoge. 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 issuc, because as you said, we hope it will carry forward to
where we are training our young people for jobs that will be *here.

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
hzre 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 days—is
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.

b Mr. Green. We will follow up to you with the information we
ave.

Chairman KiLbgg. Mr. Sawyer?

Mr. Sawyer. Thank yoi , 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. Reica. 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. SAwvEer. 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 continvous 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-
petencies—would 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 the 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
singlehandedly, 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 KiLpgge. Mr. Strickland?

Mr. STRICKLAND. 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 suppiy 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, Mr. Secretary.

Chairman KiLpee. 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. 1
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 mentioned, taken across State lines. I have seen educa-
tion fail students, in particular in urban centers—cities like
Newark, where I live and grew up.

When we then talk a'»out statewide standards, we always find
that the majority of the soungsters 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,
stanuards 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, prcfessional, 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 n.s,

with regard to all of the topics we are talking about today, is to
ensure that the schools available to inner city populations, schools
av}z;lilalble 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 KiLpeg. Mr. Engel?

Mr. EnGzL. 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 certainiy 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 o 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 skills—unfortunately, not all, and perhaps
not even a preponderance—are applicable in the civilian sector.
There may be ways of utilizing those skills in our schools and also
with regard to 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 KiLpee. 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 KILbgEg. 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. GoopLinG. 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 Kiitpee. 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 J. 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 direction—the 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 day—the 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
drsigned 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 prehmlnary 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 coliect 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 industries—and here I mean employers,
employees, and their training providers—can continue to take the
lead in developing their own voluntary standards.

There is much to praise in H.R. 1804. The purposes of the leglsla-
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 develc~~ © 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 probiems 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 detziled employees
from the departments of labor and education. The present role of
the departments of education and labor, serving as industry cata-
lysts and preoviding 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 community—and this goes beyond the retail community—is
that the national board would divert the development of skill
standards away from employers, employees, and tviaining providers.
For skill standards to work and to have real meaning, the individ-
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uals who will be using them—employers, employees, and training
providers—need 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 standarde 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 Education, and members of this
subcommittee in furthering the efforts of developing skill standards
to assilst 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 Goodling, 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 cur 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 direction—the 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
1impose standards from the top down, or you can go to where skill standards will be
used every day—the 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 wil! 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 c-eative and comprehensive job/task analysis process has been designed to en-
courag * 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 DACUMi [Developing A CurriculUM] 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 “Carcer
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 nrepare 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 shouf'd 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 providess. For skill standards to work and to have real mean-
ing, the individuals who will be using them—employees, employers, and training
providers—need 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 concer1-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 Kivpee. Thank you, Mr. Hall.

Dr. Meisels?

Dr. MEisers. Chairman Kildee, Mr. Goodling, and members of
tgg subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to speak with you

ay.

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 fuilure 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 waut 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: i1t 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 chiid.

The technical 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-
folic 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 statemert of Samuel J. Meisels follows:]
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ASSESSING READINESS

Most readinass and early schocl achievement instruments are group-
administersd, objectively-scorsd, paper and pencil tasts that are of limited
educational value. Their contant is generally abstract, verbally-mediated,
and potentially hiased against children unfamiliar or uncomfortable with
middle clzss manners and mores. Children taking these tasts are assessed on
igolated sidlls in settings that are devuid of cantext, rather than baing
evaluatad ¢ tasks in natural settings in which they are asked to use what
they know and have had experience with previously. The entire test-taking
experiance is dominated by "filling 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 reading” or the skills that are
supposedly being tested (Stallman & Pearson, 1990, p. 38).
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Reading, mathematics, and language are not learzed or assessed well in
a decontextualized fagshion. 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 tasﬁ are more "objective” than assessments
that are situated in the lives of children's daily activities. How "objective”
thaese teats are is highly questionable. Morsover, 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 thata
child does not have strong letter knowlsdge, but they caanot tell us which
spacific letier the child knows or does not know. They may tell us about a
child's overall ability to recognize shapes, objects, or sound-symbol
combinations, but they will not be gble to tell us how children combine these
elements into the intellectually more demanding tasks of reading. The
justificz“ion 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 p&;nit
students to demonstrate their knowledge or skills through salving problems,
doing mathematical computations, writing journal entries or essays,
conducting experiments, presenting oral reports, or assembling a portfolio of
representative work. Nearly every state in the nation has begun to

sxperiment with soms form of performance assessment for obtaining
achievement data in high school (U.S. Congress, Offics of Technology
Assessment, 1992, p. 5), and some states (o.g., Michigan and Vermont) hiave
mandated that some parformanca data be collected on all students at varicus
points in their school carsers.
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Performance asscesment, also known as "authentic assessment,” is a
method for documenting children's skills, knowledge, and behaviors using
actual classroom-baged experiences, activities, and products, Although
uniformity concerning the principles of performance assessment does not
exist, there are several features that are comman to various : pproaches to
performance assessment. First, performance assessment documsuts
children's daily activities; it doas not simply provide & "mnapshot,” or a
discontinuous view of children's accomplishmenta. 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
curriculum areas and engages children in the meta-cognitive task of
evaluating their own learning. Third, performance assessment is flexible
enough to reflect an jndividualized approach to academic achievement.
Although psrformance assessments should be based on well-thought sut
values and systematic staudards of knowledge and curriculum development,
the actual implementation of t4ese values and standards can be adjusted in
relation to a specific classroam, teacher, and child. Finslly, performance
assessment is intended to evaluate those elements of learning and
davelopment that group-administered schievement tests do not capture very
well: analysis, synthesis, svaluatior, and interpretation of facts and ideas —
the so-called “higher order thinking skills" — as well as student initiative and
creativity.

Group-administered tests have been a part of ths educational scene for
nesrly a century. Performance assessment can make no such boast. Indeed,
relatively little evidences is available to demonstrats the effectivensss of

performance assessment. However, performance assessmant is particularly




Samusl J. Meisels
Testimony — May 4, 1983

Page 4

appropriate for use with preschool and sarly elementary school children.
These children are in the midst of extraordinary shifts developmentaily,
shifts that are difficult or nearly impossible to capture adequately on ons-
dimensional assessmants that offer few choices and that dictate both the
method and the timing of response. Such essential alements of performance
assessment as dsvelopmental continuity, expanding the repertoire of
respanse, and assessing children directly within the context in which thay are
learniug rendsrs them particularly suitable for use with young children,

_ In particular, performance assessmant provides us with an opportunity
to understand more sbout children’s readiness. At its heart, readiness is
interactional, including a dual focus an the child's status and on the
charactarigtics of the child's sducational sstting. These two foci are essential
to performance assessment. Indsed, this form of assesamnent is based on
using teachers’ percaptions of their students in actual ciassroom situations
while simultaneously informing, expanding. and structuring those
parceptions; it involves students and parents in the learning and asseasment
process, instead of relying on measures that are extsrnal to the classroom and
family context; and it provides for genuine accountability that systematically
documents what children are learning snd how tsachers are teaching.
Cantral to all of thess elemants {s the emphasis on recording children's
dassroom performance, documanting teachsrs' activitiss, and undarstanding
and interpreting children's work. 1o othar approach to measuring readiness
can focus 8o clearly on what the child brings to the learning situation snd
what the leaming situation brings to the child. Where these two are joined,
readiness can be studied, assessed, and nurtuied, and the assessment procsss
itself can contribute positively to children’s development.
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Chairman KiLbgg, 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 tnis 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 schoole figure out
how to be more flexible so that the kind of teacking 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 piiase-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 Ccun-
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 6f 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 publiz 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 te 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 level 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:]
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May 4, 1993

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 relatecd to K - 12 education
represents a new strategy for NSF. Traditionally the Foundation
has worked with university-based researchers through grant
awards. The SSI program, however, is one where the Fcundation
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 Dakcta, California, Georgia, Kentucky,
Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Mexico, Texas, Vermont, and
Virginia (Attached to this testimony are summaries of our current
SSI 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 full
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 programg are ccmplicated 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. sSite 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, cChapter 1,
Chapter 2, Vocational Education, and funds from other
sources) ?

The state’s vision for mathematics and science education.
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?

Consensus on the current status of science and mathcmatics

education 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?

Partnerships that enable the effort to succeed. Are
educators at all levels, scientists, mathematicians, the
business community, parents, and science and technology
centers all involved? Are key policymakers (governors,
iegislators, 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?

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
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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 QVERSIGHT

As part of this program, NSF provides advice to all states
through meetings with program officers and feedback during the
review process. 1In 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 netrwork, 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 sirategic 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 systaemic reform.

NSF believes that technicai assistance is a critical component of

this program. 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 O - 93 - 4
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EROGRAM_EVALUATION

NSF also has in place a process for a multi-year evaluation of
the SSI Program. The evaluation will determine the effectiveness
of strategies for change, the extent to which significant policy
changes ocrur, the achievement of students, and the improvement
of teachers and schocls. 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 eszential.
The process is developmental and permits states to t:ke
advantage of new learning at each stage. In addition,
holding multiple competitions over three years, has
resulted in improvements in the quality of proposals.

NSF is mot direotive regarding who should respond to
the =P, and the governor’s office in each state was
slle tu determine vho should reply. This results in
broad-sased coalitions led by interested and
khowledgeable partners. State Departments of
Education, Boards of Higher Education, universities,
and independent entities (e.g., the Montana Council for
Teachexrs of Nathematics) have all provided leadership.

It takes states lomsger to begin implementation of
systemic reform (e.¢g., hiring staff, finding officse
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 ba more
effective.

The flamxibility 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 will
achieve statewide impact.

The SSI program has stimulated partnership development
in the states. One thema that Ve hear repeatedly is
that the process of developing an SSI proposal is, in
an of itself, a valuable activity for states. The
inplemantation process results in serious partnerships
betveen X-12 and higher education, schools and
mathematicians and scientists, education and business
and industry, among the SSI and other NSF initiatives
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in the state, and between the SSI and other
comprehensive state reform initiatives.

8SI 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
collaboratives and teacher enhancement grants. The SSI
has also been a catalyst that has focusssd resources in
states. SSI initiatives have focussed resources such
as higher education and state Eisenhower funds, Chapter
2, and foundation grants. Some states ara beginning to
coordinate with Chapter 1 funds.

S$SI has heightened awvareness of mathematics and science
education reform. In all SSI states there are serious
discussions underway about the importance of
mathematics and science education, and the need for
state curriculur frameworks that reflect the national
standards. States are developing racommendations about
the kinds of curriculum materials that need to be in
classroors. In the New England states, the discussion
has spilled over state boundaries and they are now
participating in regional meetings around areas of
CORBON Concern.

The SSI is focussing on teacher development. All SSI
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 assessmnent.

Many SSI states are identifying changes in teacher
preparation and certification policies that reflaect
direction set by new state goals and frameworks.

SSI states are addressing how to rebuild the education
infrastructure in education, science, and mathenatics
through programs ajimed at creating new state leadership
in mathematics and science education, identifying
regional specialists who will work with schools, and
training lead teachers.

Many states have a significant amount of reform
activity underway. They have to identify strategies
for how to integrate the 88I into other ongoing, large
scale efforts.
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CONCLUSION

The SSI Program offers states a unique opportunity to work
cooperatively with the National Science Foundation on projects
that are desigred to fundamentally reform science and mathematics
teaching and learning. Although there are significant
differences amorg the states--in culture, wealth, and
demographics~-over the past three years, the SSI program 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 model that anticipates problems and provides SSI
states vith access to expartise. SSI is truly a national program
representing states with a wide variety of characteristics and
approaches to reform.

As a ccmprehensive and systemic effort designed to enable
fundamental reform of science and mathematics education, the SSI
Program is underscandanly hiyh-risk. Nevertheless, preliminary
evidence supports the view that this comprshensive 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 knowledge-base on systemic
reform to the Nation.

Thank you for this opportunity to desuribe our systemic reforam
effort, targeted at improving mathematics and science education.
I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have.
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CALIFORNIA

Governar: Pete Wilsen

State Superintendent of Schools
Califormia Department of Education
72} Capitol Mall

Sacamento. CA 95814

(916) 6572914

Five-Yesr Awerd: $10,000,000

The California Advocacy for Mathemancs and Science (CAMS) initiative will bring together
top-evel leadership from the State Superintendent of Public I i and the G s
Office of Child Development and Education in support of and

saenceeduauonwuhmemphauonﬁnupamqpmrwumum The
CAMS several b 10 the inpr i and middle
grades mathematics programs in the State.

The program hes three objoctives:
1. Galvanizing public support for improving math ics and science education.
2. Developing and p ing el y science i ch
3. Replacing the wual curriculum and iustructional features of middle grades
mathematics instruction with materials and activities consisent with NCTM standards.
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DELAWARE

Governor: Michsel Castie

Principal investigater: Helen Foss
Delaware Deparument of Public Irstruction
£.0. Box 1402

Dover, DE 19908
(302) 7996700

Five-Yoor Awerd: $4,941,901
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CONNECTICUT

Geverner. Lowell Welsher
Prineips] invastigater: Judy Carsen
Education Consitant

Saze Department of Education

P.0. Box 2219

Hartford, CT 06145

(209) 566:2931

Five-Yene Award: $7,988.725

The overzil mission of the project is 10 meet the National Ed jonal Goal of

and science achi for 3l C scut K-12 stud with 2 panicular focus on
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FLORIDA

Governor: Lawton Chiles

Principal fovestigator: Jack Leppart
Florida Deparanent of Education

325 West Gaines Streer. Suite 344

Five-Year Awerd: £7.913.882

The goals of the project are grouped under three 1nitauves:

Initiative 1. R ing K-8 Sci Edi using "Florida’s fragile
nvirc;ament” as a thems.

3 Deveiop Aonda’s Frogile Environment Sovrce Boeks, which provide suggestions for
instructional Tal ¥ i r networks.
dabases. and state-of-the ast technalogy.

3 Expand parmerships and use Florida's sciencerich institutions and natura and
hummruomunputo(cwﬁculumguideimplemenm

thvemydemumandmiidkxhoolconduaaﬁgniﬁamprojcuwsmdyand
improve Florida's env

Initistive 2. R the education of sci h
Q Deveiop new approaches 1o teaching science at the postsecondary level.
3 Restructure elementary and middie school teacher preparation programs.

3 Revise teacher certification and recertification requirements to include Florida's new
theme

Initiative 3. Develop teacher and ity support for sy ic chang
32 Provide teachers with resources, oaining, and support through a comprehensive
leadership model.
3 Esublish a sutewde interactive communications nemwork 0 guide and support
restrucunng K-8 saience educanon.
3 Build broad-based communitr understanding and support for restructuring efforrs o
assure cond of this initiative project.




GEORGIA

Govemor: Zal Miller

Principsi investigator: Michael Padilla
University of Georgia

Bovd Graduate Studies Research Center

CUniversity of Georgia
Athens. GA 30602

' . (706} 542.1763
Five-Year Award: $10,000,000
The Georgu Initiauve in Mathemaucs and Saence (Project CIMS) focuses on teacher
[ 3 educauion, adopts improved cumncular matenals and instrucaonal techniques, and uses

appropriate technig Five based regional centers. geographically
located throughout the Suate, will link schools with university faculty, current instructional
matenal. new pedagogies. and other resources w support Georgia’s vision of science and
mathemancs education. In addidon. policy revisi public and parent support

wilibed ped to support the following goais:

-

. To increase the successful parocipanon of underrepresented groups in mathematics

and saence.
2. To develop teachers with strong content and pedagogical foundatons in math ics -
and science.
3. To recruit and retaun the highest qualitv teaching force.
4. To develop and implement curnculum based on a set of comprehensive principles
that 13 applicauon-based. interdisaplinarv in nature. and requures active learrung
pasruapauon.
S. To design e techmques that reflect curnculum goas and
instrucuonal strategies appropniate to mathemaucs and science.
6. Tonitate fundamenal changes 1n the State educanonal struc-ure that will empower

students. teachiers. parenes. admini and the ¢ ity 10 achieve greater
saenufic literacy.
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Geverner: Wallscs Wilkinson
Prejest Disecter: Michaet Howerd
Kentucky Science and Technology Counal
P.O. Box 1049

KY 40588-1049
(609) 233-3502

Five-Year Awerd: 20,872,300

The joint b the D PAT

Technology Counail. Inc.—Fa for Refoem Ini
(m)—mwmmmummﬂamm to address specific necds
and barriers that hinder the ressructuring of science and marhemarcs educasion in the Sate.

The preject hes three gosis:
1. Toen&lnn:hmdenubxqmme poasl knowledge, pe skills, thinking
skills. and habiss of mind that ch sclentific tawracy
pecialiv those from underrepresented groups. 10
L ics, and technalogy celased careers,

3. To make the general public and opinion leaden in Kertucky sware of the value of
knowiedge and skills in mathematics. science. and \echnology 3 imporant ouscomes of
edmcasion.
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LOUISIANA

G : Edwin Ed

Principal investigator: Kerry Davidson
Deputv Commissioner

Academic Affairs and Research
Louisiana Board of Regents

150 Riverside Mall Suite 129

Baton Rouge, LA 70801-1389

(504) 3424253

Five-Year Award: $10,000,000

Loussiana’s SSI program 13 ad by the &
Counal (LaSIPY. an interagency counal created by the Governor.

LaSIP is implementing six initistives:
1. Preservice—A satewide review of preservice math ics and science prog
being conducted and making recommendations for chang' :0 (he Boud of Rtgems.
2. Inservice—Twenty ptqm have been s=lected for impk These proj
are being cond d by colleges and uni y ic sites) in cooperation with
local education agencies.

. Teacher Certiia@ton—Recommended modification of cerification for elementary
and middle grades are baing developed and subsmitted 10 the Board of Elementary
and Secondary Education for action.

. Curriculum and Matenals—Mathematics and science curnculum frameworks (K-12)
are being developed.

. Educanonal Technotogy—Current uses will be expanded. and new uses will be
evaluated and emploved.

. Pr ! Parmers—Prac are making students aware of the role of
mathematics and science 1n careers. Thev are involved in inservice, presernce, and
svatemic site acuvities.




Govarwer: John McKernen

Principel levestigater: Jasqueiing Mitshell
Maine Deparunent of Educaton
Augesta. ME 04333

(207) 2875925

Five-Year Awerd: $10.000,000

\hhe:ACoummuuofDm will fund. Ly ch tite oppor

and m h ics and science for all of Maine's scudents.
pradlooldlmughcolkg. 1. political. busk and itv leaders joined
in the miuatve to ¢ 1 h

n—

1. Curricslum.

ool aod i be lab tes for
anddmnlhnruveamd:h
and sch

wilhlheﬁnmn&:booh’neeﬂ. In addidon.

rofmcbaxanddhu(omac-emeueoncchnobg sk
P ghout the Project’s ¢ :




“

MASSACHUSETTS

Gavernor: Wiltiam Weid

Principal investigator: Susan Tave Zsiman
Massachusetts Deparument of Educanon

1385 Hancock Street

Quincy. MA (2169

(617) 7707505

Five-Year Aweard: $10,000.000

Par ps Advancing L ing of Math jcs and Science (Project PALMS) seeks to
improve science and ruuumauu cduuuonal Oppoﬂ'uml' and outcomes thm;h policy.
curricular. leadership. and pas hip inid P i
foliowing:
1. Producing the first-ever State cumncuium framework for Massachusews.
2. Hiring science and mathematics specialisis by the Deparmment of Educaticn.
3. Impiemenang a new science and mathemarics Master Teacher certification saandard.
4. Umgmemmmhwiwdmmm&uﬂk
activity-based. with great p jal for incorp ]
networks and other technologies into the claser

S. Developing link b hools and coileges to align preservice and inservice
curriculum with the State’s framework.

To support school-based chrnge. leadershi demies for teachers and admini will
rocusonmcmnlanduynmmﬂmmummufmmmudm
reform at the school site. hrmenh-p-mh the media. i censers,

and industry. and y groups will coordi 2 public campaign on the
impoctance of mathematics and science literacy.




MICHIGAN

Geverner: John Engier

Principel lovestigator: Sharif Shaksrani
Michigan Deparurent of Education

P.O. Box 30008

Lansing. MI 48909

(517) 3737248

Five-Yuer Awerd: $9,990.970

The Michigan S de S
. 2 -
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Michigen pians five
1. Develop a Stace vusion mmtform:henudaudldencecduoﬁuxdtmhuit

ﬁ&h.micmdowmwm:mmmmwmm
Snmbmrdoﬂ:duaﬁon.mdamgeoﬂuhmm
quanwzammJnﬁgmm&hp&k .
ond rupulations that of impede the vision. The review will be

andr will be revi

3. Creare Modds of Effuction Logrning  in 2550 weted school districts. This initiath
will focus on ec ically disady urban rural districs, along

g and
with other districts interested in reform in mathematias and sdence education. The

Models wul g new knowledge about creaung successful
o retorm math 3 and science education.
4. Reform leecher sducaion programs to brng them into line with the Sate’s vision for
ah, ics and science education.
iDtvclopmdcoordimxeMddaﬁ" logy 0 supp h ics and
sdmeeduaﬁonrdo«mcom‘mcmmththe'ionsmemcnn
6. Creae an eveluasion plsn that will determine the success of the progect’s propased
ouu:omauuellnmcwccuofmhchumJeeluﬁﬁﬁatordmmmm
and science educaoon.
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MONTANA

Governer: Marc Rasiest .

Principal investigater: Johnny Lott

D of M. ical Science

L xuverulv of Montana

Mimoula, MT 59812
(406) 243-2696

Five-Yoor Awerd: 30,842,178

The goais of the project are to—
1 Rcdengn the grades 9-12 mathemaucs curnculum using an integrated
interdisciplinary appeoach tor ail

. Develop and publish curriculum and assessment materials for grades 9-16.

. Incocporate the use of technology in all facets and a1 all levels of mathemarics
education.

. Increase the participacion of females and Native Americans in mathematics and
science and incresse the number of females and Native American teachers in these
areas,

S. Wn«uruﬁamudmnhmwfum

6. Usingan i d h. prepare new teachers to incorporate
d\enevcnmcu.umandmmhmmmeruﬁng

7. Prepare inservice teachers in grades 916 10 img integrated mach
programs.

8. Advise. inform, and i e the k the g | public. and other public and
ptmsecwno(meSnumwppommpkmcnnnmofmemm




NEBRASKA

Govermnor: Ben Nelson

Program Director: Karen Ward, Professor
Nebeatka Math and Science Coalidon

P.O. Box 880326

Lincoln. NE 68588-0326

(402) 472-8965

Five-Year Award: $4,8681.914

The goals of the project ars to—

1. Initiate 2 disuance learning prosect that will cmploy educational television, videodisc
technology, and electronics networks in sup, st of mathematics education with a
parucular emphasis on provid.i.ngwppon for rural Nebraska schoals.

2 Imtiate a weacher training project. b ing with el teachers and
progressing to secondary teachers. chat supports mpkmennnon of the NCI'M
siandards, and will spccﬁal.lv increase the qt for

3 Emummnwmmmamddmhprqmmcmedmmmw
and science educasi for all

4. Develop a public C ign that g public support for reform in
mathematics and science education,

S. Devetop a science initiative that complements the effo-tt in mathematics education.

€. Develop the N hy ics Coalition to asure Lapport after NSF funding ends.
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NEW MEXICO

Governor: Bruce King

Principat Investigator: David Coiton
University of New Mexico

Albuquerque, NM 87181
(303) 2771999

Five-Year Award: $9.9« 4,000

New Mexico will foster s stemic change that will improve mathemaucs and science
education in New Merico's K-8 public schools. The svstemic change will be based on the
‘Re:Leaming meaics of schookbased reform and will incorporate new content, pedagogy.
and asemment in mathemancs and science.

The project wit—
- Esablish a Statedevel counal of sakeholders o provide guidance and oversight for
systemic change activities,

. g technical whose stafls will work directly with K-8
schools in implementing sysiemic change.

. Initiate saff development programd in appravimately 90 elemenmary and middle
schookinead\yearoﬂbemn.wkhadudmolplrﬁdpﬂdnginaz-rar

ic vear staff development activities guided by the
Re:Leaming mode! of schaok-based change.

- Assistin the development and dissemination of State sandard :
teacher licensure requi and staff develop policies that are aligned with
the sandards being prepared bw the NCTM. NSTA. and AAAS.

5. Support postsecondary cumneulum reforms and ¢ ity or
thatare conststent with (4) above.

7. Create the conditions needed 10 reduce the performance gaps vpically amociated with
gender and ethnucity in math and science.

8 E annual progres in g these goals.




NORTH CAROLINA

Geverner: James Hunt

Srincipsl investigator: Denis DuBay, Director
Narth Carolina Science »° " Mathematas Alliance
410 Oberiin Road. Suire 306

Raleigh, NC 27605

(919) 7335161

Five-Yoor Awerd: $7.858.508

The goais of the project are to establish 10 regionsi pertnerships 19 estaiyee lessl
reseurces to:

1. Prowde the training. resources. support. and incentives for teachers and schools 0
transiorm science and mathemasics instrucuon indo 3 participatary, hands-on
aplnnnond‘lheevzﬂd:y-orhnpofudmobg-(&cm-uﬁ

2. Develop school and ¢ icy-based inidatr PP for
mmmumm;mmum

3. Involve students. parens, practicing scientiss and cogineers, and communicy and
educational leaders in improving scence and mathematics educasion through local
and staewide effors.

pareni. and indusry pe
compdeand‘ i ials for claser and school wse. Tech-Prep

programs support curncula that offer high school students the opportunity 10 connect their
high school mathematucs and science counes (0 degree programs in technical colleges.




OHIO

Go Gosrge Voinsvich
Principsl investigater: Jane Butier Kahie
Condit Py of Science Ed

Miami University

Oxford. OH 15056

(518) 529-1686

Five-Year Awerd: $8.845.000

The Ohio Mathemaiics and Science Discovery Project is a satewide effort 1o mpmve
vducational outcomes 1 mathemaucs and science by ilding ¢ for
goals. i g prescrvice ed and creaung pmw-oml dcvdopnenl opportunities
rormtddlucnoolandjunuhaghadwolnw science teachers.

The goals of the project are to—
1. Esablish 10 regional centers staffed by teams that include raathematician and
scientist/ educators and wacherdeaders and that emphaize problem solving and
2. Use resez=sch strasegics that amess chunges in student ieaming.
3. Perform additional research 10 focus on the adapgon of creation of new inquiry-based
instrucional maserials.
4, MeowgmmnlowmgmmwwwakMpmman
g of and scence. The new
apprmchnmumdudemcmdmdumdogymdmelmplmmd
and hat inquiry-bseed instruction.




PUERTO RICO

Govemor: Pedro Roselio

Principal investigetor: Manuel Gomez
University of Puerwo Rico

P.O. Box 364984

University Sation

San Juan. PR 009364984

(809) 7643360

Five-Year Awerd: $10,000.000

The Puerto Rico Satewide Svstemic Initiative in Science and Mathemarics Education is 3
Jjoint venture between the Puerto Rico Deparunent of Education. the Resource Center for
&enumd&mnmgmdmhmm&mwamwmm
mcemdm&mmmmmmpﬁunlzm a method
to link expertise in science and math L ofhi.hu i
and policy initiatives (0 systemicaily alter Puerto Rico's educational syseem.

The project will—
1. Revise the science and mathematics curTiculum, with a focus on students’ cognitive
skills and depth of scientific undersaanding.

2 lwnme:u:hummmumh-wwub,mmm
and instructional methods.

3. Pr parentand jty i in school inp efforts.
4. Develop.pdor.andadopmew hodk _ with revised curriculum
mdxmu-\ncuonalpucﬂcu.

S. Establish and dards of in s and math
education.

Tmmnoddxhooh(mekmm middle. and secondary school in each of the
h's seven gy g will be the vehicles for wsting and

d.uunlnngmevefomn. They will serve 28 g foc 10 addid h

the year 2000, all 1.600 schools in Puerto Rico will have restructured their science and

| adc |




RHODE ISLAND
Geverner: Srues Sundiun
Principel & gater: Kenneth Diftetro
Rhode ishand Department of Elementary and
Secondary Educanon
22 Hayes Street, Room 201
!'rondena.- RI 02908
(401) 2772821

Five-Yoor Award: 30,.351.048

Rhode Lshndspmgmsroanedonchanquinsciencundmmcmnmeduanonrefom
tor K-8. incorp 1c nto the de master plan {or science and mathemancs
cducatson K-16 mmdumwmmmmmw—

1. mawmuhmzdwwwum

2. Work with the special legisk © develop 2 meser plea for mathematics
ummm&

3 cialists im five sites throwghout the Stase and develop teacher
mmmmwuhmmmmm

4. Develop wde K-8 sck and mathematics ris.

§. Dimemi ide fi tks and s an ty 0 review their
mn:mmnmmnwum

1mm~amm¢uﬁwmuwm

7. Work with privace sector through Rhode lsland Math ics and Sci Ed
Collaborative. which will comblish 2 dearingh for all schools.

8. Identify a sk force on underrepresented populations that will identify nasional
mm:mtnhum

9. Develop p based ies for math ics and science.

10. Qwammmmmwkmmmmwmw
preparation.




VERMONT

Governor: Howsrd Dean

Principsi investigator: Bruce Richardson
Vermont Deparmment of Education

120 State Street

Montpelier, \T 05620

(802) 828-3121

Five-Yoor Award: $9.495.922

The Vermont Statewide Svstemic Initiative in Science, Math and Technology is a

cotiab project b five sectors—educanon, business. higher educasion.,
government. and the communitv at large-~{0 increase the mathemarics. science. and
technology performarnce of all sudenss. To carrv out this project, the Vermont Stase Board
of Educanon and the Agency for Deves and C ity Affairs will jointly esablish
the Vermont {nsarute for Mathematics, Science and chhnolog

AWWMQMWMMMMM
lmﬂduwmwmfm
1. Creatinga ide Science /Math 3c3/ Technology (S/M/T) working curriculum
framework to guide loaal curriculum develop professional develop and
a-e-nem.

2 Prowdi fessional devet foc weachers through susmer
:mmuwmmwwaquoﬁuwmmem
stratemes.

3. Redengning college science. mtbemxna and l:cb.nobgy courses to srengthen

b

peacucal ine for new P patx for second

career 5/M/T teachers.
4. Developing a d Sﬂﬂ-‘gyforSacnce/Muhm/chhndogy
penbrmmcea-csmuthalbuddonVamonu sting work.
3 and wridng portf
S.Crau'.nga ide S/M/T teiecomputing network that links schools with
repr fves from busi mdhxghu-edunnon.




VIRGINIA

Governer: L. Dovgies Wilder
Principal investigater: Jossph Exiine
Wirqinia Deparument of Educauoa

108 N. 14h Sueet
James Moncoe Buiding

Richmoand. VA 29219

. (94) 225.2976

Five-Yeuar Awerd: 30.615.9%4

The Vicpina Quality Educanon i Science ana Tecanoloay (V-QUEST: will extend two
maior Sate etforts aiceady under wan—he Deoarment ot Educagon $ “World Class

- Educauon.” an‘ambetsous 10-vear pian to define iearming outcomes toe all studens: and
*Weckfocce 2000." a blue-nbbon panel report (o the Guwernor umczlhbumnﬂcw
fechnologicaily iserase cnlsenev.

mhnnlbmoa.,.', ics and ack dusation in gredes
K-8, Vieginia d on . and from this deveisped
mmmmﬁ\lm
1.mexwwwmmmmmﬁm.

2. Developung new preserwce and inservce models for weachers.

3 Tnn;ulemcml‘otm i I and reform to the effore

4. D £ P P tor school and distnce adennisirasors.
$. Cond gac ¥ acuon
§. Supporung rathemancs and science cducauon throush the State’s

© telecommunicanons secem (V-PEN).

1, "
7. prape

”

“The P will work wach 7 component coordinaon. a Sute Acuon Council. and 10 Local
Acoon Councils © crese 2 that links t(throwgh the
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Chairman KiLpEe. Thank you very much, Dr. Earle.

Dr. Morra?

Dr. Morra. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, Representative Goodling,
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 systemwide
reform. 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, goals 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 enagle teachers and other educators to understand
the curricula and the most effective instructional approaches; and
ﬁve,1 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 x<nowledge, 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 its
system 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 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 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, che
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 :eed 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 to 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 iviad 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.

122
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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 premise 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
ﬁg&rtakm' g systemwide reform a more difficult task in the mid

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 te take
steps to disseminate information about successful reform efforts
and to review the scope and functions of the Federsal 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 includes five key components: {1) goals
or standards for all students, (2) curricula tied to thosa goals,
(3) high-quality instructional materials, (4) professional
daevelopment, and (5) student assessments tied to the curricula.
Attention is also being focused on setting high standards,
including such skills as complex reasoning and problea solving.
Efforts are underway at the national and state levels to develop
voluntary standards and related assessment systems. Systemwide
reform can be a long-term process requiring substantial commitment
and, effort. We believe that Congress could facilitate district
efforts to undertake such reiforms.

DISTRICTS WE VISITED HAD UNDERTAKEN 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. These standards provided a focus for decisicne
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 was a long-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 IN FNSTERING 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, saintaining comeitment 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
assessments alone are not likely to ensure widespread reform.
Congress could take a variety of steps--in addition to supporting
voluntary national standards--if LT wishes to encourage districts
to undertake systemwide reform. Among other things, Congress could
help ensure that districts 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 example, 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.?

The 1980s saw a host of education r:jgt&s. But those reforms
largely addressed individual parts df 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.

is Education Reform: Federal Leadership Could Pacilitate
District-Level Efforts (GAO/HRD-93-97, April 30, 1993).

*fna v.S. Mullis, Eugene H. Owen, and Gary W. Phillips, America's

Challenge: Accelerating Academic Achievement, Educational Testing
Sexvice (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. Let me expand on these findings.

BACKGROUND

Systemwide reform includes five key, interralated systea
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 (S) student assessment systems that are based
directly on the curricula.’

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,
incorporating "higher order” skills related to complex reasoning
and problem solving, should be set. Efforts are under wey on a
variety of fronts to develop high national standards. The
mathematics standards issued by the National Council of Teachers 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.

Yhese cComponents of "systemwide" reform are often discussed in the
literature in the context of “systsmic" 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 jn these districts a clear focus on learning
and a willingness to make changes, either in individual teacher
approaches or in district policies, to help students achieve.

Three of the districts began reform in the 1970s 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 were a key

part of the instructional reform. Student progress in achieving
the standards was monitored frequently. 1In 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
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judgments about @ach student's progress. The purpose of these
tests was to focus attention on Students who needed assistancs.
Results were provided guickly 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
traditional 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 were not rising to the extent
anticipated. Officials revamped their curricula and assessments
and put an emphasis on math and science districtwide.

COMMON THEMES IN REFORM IMPLEMENTATION

LA e

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.

Reform in thesa 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 assessments, 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
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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
varlety of sources, mostly on a short-term basis, to provide
guidance on reform and training in a variety cf 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.

ndministrators 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
aésessments; and providing training in various instructional
approaches. Yet, providing necessary staff development, training,
and time to work on the standards may be onae 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
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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
skilis, 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 gains as measured
by these tests, and officials pointed to 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 asgsessment 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 programs--targeted 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 2f the reform. On the other hand, succass 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 was
mixed. Oistricts 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 these 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_individugl 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
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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 loucal funding may
make undertaking systemwide reform a more difficult task in the
1990s.

Local involvement and acceptance of the standards that drive the (3
reform are necessary. The distriéts we visited were using existing
standards, both the national mathematics standards and state

standards, as gquides but were adapting them to local curricula.

The emphasis on teacher involvement also reinforces the need for

local input.

In conclusion, if voluntary national standards, and related
assessments, are developed, thay 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 they are compatible with
the national standards. The Congress could take a variety of
actions if it wishes 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 assessment methods appropriate to those
standards.

-- ensure availability of technical assistance and
professional development to districts implementing or
seeking to implement systemwide reform.
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-- make existing federal categorical programs more conducive
0 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 where
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 theose
actions are outlined in the context of encouraging district action,
they are not meant tc 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
havae.
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Chairman KiLpee. 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. MEeisers. 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 KiLpeEe. You said the right thing.

Dr. MEeiseLs. 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 KiLpeg. Have you operated in a preschool area, where

often you find the teachers are very young, often underpaid,
and have less training? Have you worked with that type of profes-
sional group?

Dr. Meisers. 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 1s asked for in the Head Start standards.

Chairman KiLpeg. 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.

135




131

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 KiLbgg. 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 KiLpee. Thank you very much.

Mr. Goodling?

Mr. GoopLiNG. 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 KiLpEg. I will mention that to Secretary Reich.

Mr. GoobLiNG. Well, it was not all his fault. I am just sorry ev-
erybody else left now. Everybody is saying the same thing we iave
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. GoopLiNG. 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 standards—sometimes
called opportunity standards—are 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
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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. GoopLiNG. 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 withott 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. MeisiLs. 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
anchor—or perhaps a rudder is a better word—for 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. GoopLING. 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. ME1seLs. 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. GoopLING. 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. GoopLING. Thank you.

Chairman KiLpee. Mr. Sawyer?

Mr. SaAwYER. 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-
vate 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 pol[:u-
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 Ohio—and, I suspect, Michi-
gan and parts of Pennsylvania—there 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. Goodling 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. EariE. I have a comment akout 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
gway from districts. Districts continue to exist and do what they

o.

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 Island—you 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 described.

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 options—not a single option by no means—but 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 KiLbeE. Thank you very much. I think that corrobo-
rates one 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 of 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 Sscretary in. We will have a markup
on 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 :hat.

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 adjournad, sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.]




HEARING ON NATIONAL SKILL STANDARDS

TUESDAY, MAY 18, 1993

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VocCATIONAL EDpUCATION,
CoMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:35 a.m., Room 2175,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale E. Kildee, Chairman,
presiding.

Members present: Representatives Kildee, Miller of California,
Unsoeld, Roemer, Green, Woolsey, Strickland, Payne, Goodling,
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; Nichelle
Carter, system manager/staff assistant; Mary Clagett, professional
staff member; Randel Johnson, labor coordinator; and Andy Hart-
man, education coordinator.

Chairman KiLDEg. 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
zla‘r}other opportunity to discuss the issue raised pertaining to Title

And shortly, I think, Mr. Goodling 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,

Ulniversity of Minnesota. If they would come up to the table,
please. '
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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 KiLbDEE. 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. Frenps-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 .. 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 and 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 year—again,
they are broadly defined occupational functions—are 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 cccupations. 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
soine deep level perceives that it, quote, unquote, owns the system,
you 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 necessarily—the func-
tion, in my opinion, is not that the board sets standards. It s 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 further 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‘ry, 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. workiorce 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 KiLpeg. 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 REPRESENTATIVES
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 Association~also 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 erployed 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, and employers.

Working Smarter

The hallmark of America’s high-tech industry has been innevation. But in today’s
business environment, it is not enough to innovate. Within three te six months,
competitors will produce a similar--and 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 impossiblé, 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-skilled people—-from 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
challenges—for making work more productive. Yet, the majority of America’s
workplaces are designed for--and our labor force educated for--the mass
production, segmented work models of the past. Our nation must learn to work
smarter--especially as we face international economic competition that is making
enormous investments to increase their own economic productivity.




Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

145

The world’s leading companies are learning what it means to "work smarter.”
Companies of every size—and in virtually every segment of the economy--are
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, quaht.y, customer

responsiveness, and time-to-market.

Employees in such work organizations are empowered decision-ms 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
goals—-and 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 work—for us as an

industry and for our workforce--but 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 work--which 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 sirategies that can prepare
workers long-term employability in high performance jobs.

Increase worker opportunity and industry-wide recognition of
skill attainment;

Create clearer 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 Stands 1s

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 industry 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 competency-based, 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 U.S. locations (i.e., Washington, Oregon, California,
Massachusetts, Colorado)

ascertain feasibility, value, and options for assessment of performance to
AEA-identified benchmarks, specificalily 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, pre/post sales analyst, and administrative and
information services support. It may be helpful to note that these are not "jobs”
in the traditionsl sense that we now have in our Directory of Occupational Titles.

Each is really an “occupational cluster,” that is, not a narrow definition of a 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 fulfilt the role—
that is what one needs to be able to know, apply, and do--and 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 necessary, 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 a rapidly 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 experts—the 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 throughout the year to validate and fine-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 develcp 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 industries—while others are more specific to

the work processes of a certain industry.

Why this effort needs to be National--but 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 industry-manufacturing 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
potential--and where the most need is--for occupational standards. We self:
consciously selected occupational functions that while having a "high-tech” content
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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 skills neeced for high-skiil, 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 [ 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 indastry, 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 fuiure 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 effort. Without such a clear leadership role,
employers simply will not participate fully—-and thus the standards will Jose
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 workers--both 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 ste reholder
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
ail. 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 dlearly 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 criteria--all 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 envircnment.
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Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

151

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 Key Strategic 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-class--and 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.

page 9
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Chairman KiLpee. 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 cochaired 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 try 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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Aricrican firms were moving in that direction and 95 perceat 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 part—and let me just talk about the
piece that this panel is talking about today. It has to do with how
you motivate people, workers ana 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 te
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 cov 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 cof
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 you
like, 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 werk 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 Kmpeg. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Tucker follows:]
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Marc Tucker

Thank you, Representative Kiidee, and the members of the Committee, for the invitetion to speak
with you today. | em Marc Tucker, president of the Nationat Center on Education and the
Economy. Four years ego, the Center created the Commission on the Skiils of the American
Workforce, whose report, America’s Choice: high skiils or iow wages), inspired the legisiative
proposals that are the subject of today's hearing. | served es a member of that Commission and
helpsd to draft the report. Following release of that report, Senator Kennedy Joined with
Senator Halfielkd, Congressman Gephardt and Congressman Reguia in introducing companion bills
in the Senate and House designed to provide a legisiative framework for making the
recommendations contained in America’s Choice the law of the land. Since then, those bilis have
{fremed the national debate on federal policy on workforce skiils end served es 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 | asked her if she would leed 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 inciudes a proposal that was
a hinge point of the Commission’s report and of the High Skills, Competitive Workforce Act of
1892 — to create a Board that would set voluntary protessicnal and technical standards for &
wide range of jobs not requiring a baccalaureate degree.

Thinking about technical skill standards

But why do we need technical and professional skill stan-'ards at ali? 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 empioyment in Japan — by far the most desirable third — is
in the large, lifetime-empioyment firms. These firms regard entry level {ebor es they do any
other valuable input, and they contract for It with reliable suppliers, with whofn they work
very closely, as they would for anything else. In this case, the suppiiers are ‘contract high
schoois.” Each plant has relationships with a few high schools from whom they recruit every
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In the spring of the year, they esk the principal to recommend @ certain number of students for
employment. The principal has a strong incentive to recommend only very highly qualified
students, because entry Into Japanese high schoolis Is compaetitive, end if it got out that e firm
#ike Toyote hed dropped her high school s a source of entry level labor, the principsi of that
school would be in deep trouble. What the principai takes into account es she makes her
recommendations ere 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
Daimier-Benz and buiid Mercedes automobiles, she must first be offered an apprenticeship
contract at Daimier. What wiii Daimier 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 principai and scores on examinations.

Let's take a iook 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 whoily lacking in
the United States for students who do not expect to 4o to a selective coliege. Though thers are
ciear differences in these two systems — which we wili 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 iike a family. They expect peopie on the front line to
do whatever is necessary to make the firm successful. That probably means many very
Qitterent occupations during e lifetime of work. Because that is so, the firm is not particularly
interested in the occupational skiiis of the people they hire. What they cere sbout — end the

oniy thing they care about — is capacity and appetite for continued ieerning. This quaiity they
cali “generai inteiligence.” Uniike us, they believe that the most important comiponent of
general intelligence it effort, end the least important is inherited eptitude. What they want
from the principai is the names of those students with staft recommendaetions snd scores
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indicating they have the highest capacity for comtinuous fearning.

Once these Japanese fims hire an entry level worker for the front line, they will provide all
the ocoupational aducation that is necessary. When we visited Toyota in 1989, we were toid that
the firm was planning to give every new hire ior the assembly line two full yaars of full-time
instruction in digital electronics and mechatronics before puiting 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 do not have universal, formal skill standards, because they do not need them.
Because the worker stays in the firm for all or most of his working days, and because the firm
knows what its own standsrds are, thare is 00 reason to have standards that extend beyond any
given empioyer.

The situation In Germany is utterly ditferent. In Japan, if you ask a worker what she does for a
lving, she might say she works at Toyota. But, f you ask the same question of a worker in
Germany, he is likely to say he is a machinist. Germans idantify very strongly with their skiil,
trade or occupation, which they are likely to pursue for their whole working life. Under
German law, 0ne Cannot open a business in a trade or craft that is not licensed and uniess one is a
cettified master in that trade or craft. One can only become a master after having first
apprenticed in that trade and served as a journeyman. Ta proceed from apprentice to
journeyman, and then from journeyman to master, one must pass written and practical
examinations to receive the necessary certificate, the criteria for which are the same
throughout the nation. 1t can take as lofig as ten yaars to change thess criteria for any given
trade or craft. :

The advantage of the Japanese system is substantial. it is very much better adapied to a worid In
which technologies and consumar tastes are changing ever more swiftty. When workers identify
with their fm and are willing to develop new skilis and change thelr occupstions whenever
that is necessary to keep the firm compstitive, both firm and worker are likely to be constantly
on the leading edge of change. A nation that, from the education and skills point of view, puts the
greatest priority on capacity and willingness 1o leamn is the one that is most kely to succeed in
a world that will favor organizations that are constantly leaming.
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So, why not adopt the Japanese system? Because the lack of skill standards in the Japanese
system works only because smployees in the big firms ere thers for lifs. Thet would not work
in the United Stetes. Our society is smong the mosi mobile in the world.

The need for stendards that go beyond the firm erises in mobiie societies. In Japan, psople work
hard et leerning because the most degireble smployers provide substantie! rewards for that
behavior. In @ mobile sociely, individusis ere iess likeiy 1o invest heevily in skiil development
unless they ere sure that the skiils they develop will be honored by meny smployers — idesliy,
oll the smployers in the nation thet require thet set of skilis.

Incentives, standards and skill development

issues of incentives are al the heart of this argument. As matters stand now, only the selective
colieges require more than e high schooi diploma. So the vast majority of high schooi students,
inciuding simost sveryone who will go into the front line work force, heve no incentive to do eny
more then the minimum necessary to get the diploma, which is very littie ot all. And then young
people end eduit workers have no great incentive to invest heevily in continued skill
development, because they heve no wey of knowing whether the training they ere investing in is
what e future emplioyer will be willing to pey for. Ail of this is in sherp contresi to our
compsetilors, who provide very tangible rewards to young people who work hard in echool, and
who are abie to assure peopie of al! ages that when they invest In their further skiil
development, that investment will pay off, because the training they have invested in s valued
by the employers they want 10 go 1o work for.

These incentive systems tum on standards. Ciear standards make it clear what compatencies
will be valued and therefore what one must feam how {5 do. Cleer standards provide e reiisble

way for empioyers 10 recognize accomplishment, which makes it possible for them to rewerd it.

A three-tiered system of skill standards

So the question now is, how can the United States get as much of the bonefit of the Japanese
system as possibie while siiii adopting some form of formel, universal skiil standards? The
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answer, in our view, is a-three-tiered system of standards. The first tier wil be provided by
the National Education Standards and improvement Council. The Council is meant 10 develop the
kind of standard that is represented by the Japanese expectation for graduating secondary school
students — & universal expectation of high academic mastery, combined with a demonstrated
capacily 10 lsamn. 1 hope &t adde 10 that a demonsirated capacity 10 apply what one has lsamed %0
compiex, real-world problems.

The second tier would consist of & system of professional and technical certificate standards that
would cover a very broad range of manutacturing and service occupations not requiring a
baccalaureste degree. it would serve, among other things, as the linchpin of a first-class
school-to-work transition system.

Assume for the moment that students who have met the standards established by the National
Council are entitied to decide for themseives whether they wish 10 go directly into the work
force, enroll in a college-preparatory program (‘coliege” hare meaning a baccaisureate degree
program) or enrok In a program of technical training and further education leading to & college
degres or certificate beiow the baccalaureate degree.

Many, perhaps most, will choose to enter programs ieading to these professional and technical
certificates and degrees. These programs would be two 1o three ysars in length. They would
consist of part academics offered by an educational institution and part structured training,
oftered by an employer. The requicements or gatting these certificates and degrees wouki be
spelied ot mainly by national groups of employers, so that students who completed such a
program woukl find that the certiticate they received was honored from coast to coast when they
were looking for a job. But alt of these professional and technical cettiticate and degree
programe would be 30 designed that the student who completed one was part way down the road
o a baccalaureate degree; there wouid be no dead ends in this program.

| believe there shouid be no more than 20 professionat and technical degree and certiticats
programs, each one designed to provide the skills 1o perform at the entry ievel ata high level of
competence, for a whole ciuster of related occupations. One would certify, for example, the field
of pracision manufacturing, not numaerically-controlled miliing machine operator.
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Many smployers, perhaps most, would requirs only a protessional and technicsl certificate 1o
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 becauss of the technical
requirements of the particular Job or occupation. in others, it might have to do with the
requifements of a particular piece of machinery. In stiil others, it might have to do with an
employer's need to provide training In the particuiar wey that firm does business and with the
vaiues of that smpioyer.

It is this additional training for speciaiities and for empioyer values that wouid constitute the
third tier of standards. in some casses, these standards might be tiuly national, as when they are
adopted by an emp’oyer's group, a labor union, or a protessional or technical association. in
othsrs, they might be adopted oniy by one firm (Japanese-style) or by a group ot firms relatad
by supplier relationships. L] ’

A skiil certification system of this sort wili make it possibie for young people to prepare
themselves for a wide range of occupations at a high ievel of entry level competence, give them
the skiil base required to move.with a minimum of retraining among a wide variety of reiated
occupations, and assure them that the etfort they put into this training wiil pay off because the
certificates wiil be portabie across the whoie nation and the criteria wili be embraced by the
employers themselves. it has much of the flexibility of the Japanese system whiie stiit
retaining the worker mobiiity advantages of the German system.

Standards for everyone

Standard systems are like telsphone systems. A telsphone company that has only four customers
can offer far less 10 its customers than one that can offer connections to 40 million customers. 1
have spoken 8o far as if the purpose of the professional and technical standards system was
solely 1o guide the development of professional and technical skiils among young people just

sntering the work force. .But the true power of such a system iles in its pounllil for tying
together into one system what are now many disparate and often non-functionai systems. The
same standards that are used to guide the initial skik development of young psopls can be used to
guide the skiil deveiopment of fuil-time homemakers returning to the work forcs, disiocated
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workers seeking another career with high potentlal, disadvantaged workers who have mastered
the basic skilis but want the technical skilis requiced 1o make a good living — in fact, anyone of
any age, sex or race who wants to get ahead. 1! we had one set of standards to G0 all this, R would
be woith while for many education and training organizations to develop the program capacity
needed 10 bring luts of people up 10 these standards. Right now, poor peopie who participate in
federal job training progra™s are stigmatized and have a hard time getting a good job. But ¥
these people met a performance standard that sveryone eise is sxpecied to mest, then it would
not matter wheve they had recsived their training, but only that they had met a clear standard
that was Wod by smployers everywhere. This could make & very big difference for the
peopie sncolied in government-funded job training programs.

Standards for performance-based systems

Once these standards are in piace, and organizations l;id instiéutions new and oid start coming up
with programs for people who want to reach them, then something eise becomes possibie — the
development of modes of government funding for training that are based on results rather than
inputs — How many of the people who sntered the program actuaily - “ached the standards? How
iong did It take them? How much did it cost? With common tralning standards In place, it
becomes possibie to have common measures, and COMMON measures Make & possibie to establish
public policies that will reward service providers who actually produce tor their Clients.

But the idea of having a national board for skill standards is not without controversy. The
administration’s proposai has raised some important questions. | would like to mention a few
and quickly summarize my views on those issues. ’

The biil provides great latitude to the Board in organizing the standard-setting process. If
everyone is in agraement that standard-setting shoukd be industry-based, shouldn’t the
legisiation require the Board to esiablish industry-based committaes that will in turn develop
the standards for thair industrias?

Some people have urged that the legisiation be changed to specifically require the Board to
estabiish industry committess. 1 do not think that is wise, and | wiil explain why.
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There ls, of course, a great advaniage in organizing by industry: The industry groups concerned
will feel some ownership of the standards they create and are therefors much more ikeiv 10 use
them. But there is more to it than that.

Last yoar, the Departments of Labor and Education gave awards to a number of industry
organizations that came forward with proposals to deveiop indusiry skill standards. Among
them was the American Electronics Association, from whom you are hearing today. Each
procesded, as asked, 1o deveiop standards without reference 10 the way in which the others were
procesding. This is a very good wsy 10 expiors the territory and to develop some experience
from which the country will profit enormousiy. But it is no way to buiid a national system of
standards.

When school teachers crose siste lines in this country, they typicaily have to take a whole ot of
courses in the new stste that look suspiciously ke courses they had 10 take in the old state,
because the two states have not agreed oh a common standard for teacher licensurs. They ohen
choose 10 leave teaching altogether rather then endure the tedium and the sxpense. Supposc, in
addition to electronics, a group had coms fosward to develop stsndards for the automoblie ’
industry. When an automobile mechanic opens the hood these days, she siares down at & maze of
electronic equipment. H the suto industry should experience a big downturn, would we not went
people who had lesrned a lot of slectronics skiils In the automobile manutacturing business to be
sble to transter easily into consumer electronics or industrial siectronics, # things were
booming there? There would be enormous advantages in having standards that embraced not
just industry groups, but skill groups thst cut scross industry groups.

Then there is the question of whst sn ‘industry’ is for the purposes of stsndsrd-setting. The
Amarican Electronics Association in fact encompssses many different industries, ranging from
marine slecironics to consumer electronics to the computing snd semiconductor industries, and
a whole host Gt occupstions as defined by the dictionary of occupational titles. Many of these
industries hsve their own associstions. Electronics ss 8 group tslis under manufacturing, which
has s own associstion. The AEA is not even alone in representing electronics taken as & whole.
There is aiso, for sxample, the Eiectronic Industries Association. Some people have expressed
strong reservations about giving ss much latitude to the Nations! Skill Standards Board as the
bill does and have recommended specifying in the legislation that the Board organizes the
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stenderds by industry or by groups of industries, and then delegates to those industries the
actuel setting of standards. But, as | have just pointed out, this Is much easler 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 coior on one spot. Even after the Board had
done this, and thrown away the possibility of organizing by skili groups when it did so, it wouid
not be et ail obvious which industry organization or organizations shotd be given the standard-
setting job.

in my view, the Congress should not try to second guess the best answers to the issues | have
just raised. The nation would be best served if the Board ware left free to figure out for itselt
what the ‘map’ of standards should look like, taking into account the experience of other nations,
the work of the pliot projects, and the views of ail the actors who wili have 10 make the new
system work. They wiil have to establish a balance between the views of industry leaders who
will want standards moided to the needs of their industry and of 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 Boerd shouid not be putin e
position in which it feels competled to give the standard-seiting process away 1o any single
organization that represents only one faction in an industry, or necessarily to give equal play to
many organizations. Some industry associations — the AEA is an excellant example — will [eap
to the chalienge and do first rate work. But many will not. Some associations witl create
standards that are forward iooking and internationally competitive. Othars wili (ro'eze into
concrete standards that will condemn this country to competing on wages, a competition we can
only jose. What is important is that the Congress makes its goals as clear as possible, provide
the Board the fatitude to figure out how to get there and then hold it accountable for its decicions.
| would not tell it how to organize.

The pilot projects are weil 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 invoived in these piiot projects do not see themselves as engaged in a

research project — they are builiding standards they actually plan to use in their industries.
And it 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 someorie will have to come along to creste a structure into which
they will have to fit. if | were them, | would far rather have the option of working now with a
Board whose job it was to design the system, so thet the stendarde | was deveioping could be
designed to fit into that system from day one than to be told two years from now that everything
| had done was provisional and that a new Board was about to put Into place a system that was
aimost certain to invalidate much of the work that | 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 tw¢ 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 anyonras from using these standards for initiai iniring and promotion until

everyone has 2n equal opportunity to learn the material that must be mastered in order to meet
the standards?

Employers use ali 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 ys.. Duke Power,
which basically says no test can be administered for hiring purposes that has differentiat
impact by race and cannot be shown to measure skills or knowiedge that are actualiy required to
successfully perform the job for which the person has applied. The bili now makes it explicit

that it does not override any of this law, ali of which remains in force. Thus Griggs and Titie VIl
would apply to the standards and tests emerging fro:n this Board in the same way that they would
apply to any others. That being so, { 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 psople who come from
minority and low income backgrounds who take and pass the examinations that lead to advanced
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degrees in mathematics, enginesring and the sciences is appaliingly low, as is the proportion of
thoss who take the medical boards or the nursing examinations. The reasons that is so. though
compiex, are clearty related to unequal opportunities to acquire the necessary prerequisite
knowiedge. But the society doss not thersfore prohibit the use of those standards and
examinations. N R did 80, employers would find some other way to make the decision about who
10 hire and the ways that they choss would undoubtediy be more subjective and niore subject to
racial bias than the ones now in place. This is not going 1o be an easy dilemma to resoive.

in any case, we should not lose sight of the fact that the new skilis standards can be a powerful
asset for disadvantaged Americans. Standards can open doors to people who can show that they
can demonstrate the required competence. And the new job training standards wiil be a powerful
tool for improving the quality of fecisral job training programs.

Why Kmit the number of standards to 20?7 Why not have a standard for every occupation, or at
least for every industry?

The first answer to that question is the one | gave eariier when discussing the German-Japansse
dimension line of thinking about skill standards: The more standards there are, the more rigid
the sconomy that uses them. it takes a long time to change them and peopie tend to identity with
the specific occupation for which they have besn certified, 30 they will fight changing them. The
socisly that has a more flexible system will be able to respond faster to changes in technology
and consumes taste. That is why all the Europeen countries have been buzy siashing the number
of standards they use.

But there is another, and very important, reason. When the Commitsion on the Skills of the
Amaerican Workforce examined these issues in 1989 and 1990, R discovered that the advanced
industrial countries experiencing the best growth rates in real wages and productivity were
competing on quaiity, not cost. They knew that countries with low wage structures woi:ld
inevitably dominate the markets for mass produced goods. But competing on quaiity,
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 faver
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of high performance work organization. The Commission found that, in 2ssembiy plants. the
workere had been organized into self-managing teams that took responsibility for scheduting
their own production, parte ordering and inventory, equipmen® maintenance and quality control.
in banks, the Commission found that ordinary bank teliers had been trained to understand and
seli the full range of modern sophisticatad bank products to their customers, from zero coupon
bonds to variable rate morigages. Insurance companies had given their field agents powerful
portable computers loaded with custom software that enabied them, on the spot, to give their
cusiomars quotes that used o take a week to get to them. The back-office statf who used to grind
out the numbers for these quotes H1ad been retrained to do sophisticated custom quotes for
products on which the company could make a much higher profit.

in each of these cases, the front-iine staff had been given duties and responsibiiities that, in
this country, are rarely assigned to anyone but pmibsslomls and managers. By empowering
these front-line workers, lhi management had made it possibie to cut out many intermediate
layers of management and supervi: on, and many specialized departments whoss services were
no longer needed. Because there were many fewer depurtments, there were many fewer steps
involved in producing goods or services involved.

fn addition to the money saved, miscommunications among a!l these 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 it first occurred, rather than waiting until it
plied up at the end of the line.

These firms could respond much more Quickly to changes in consumer taste because the long
iead 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 aii these reasons, high performance work organization holds the key to a high productivity,
high wage economy. By empioying its disciplines, a company — or a whoie country — can
achieve the levels cf quality, customization and responsiveness lo changes in consumer taste that
are required to establish and maintain wage leveis above those that can be sustained with
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standard mass production methods. Only in this way, in other words, is & possibie 10 produce
the goods and sefvices 1or which Deople around the world are prepared 10 pay premium prices.
¥ a nation can organize ks econommy on these principles, it can not only enjoy high wages, but k
mmmmmu«mmwmmm.

¢
But high performance work organization requices team organizetion and requirss that the
members of the team be abie 10 do each other's jobs. it aleo requires that each member be abie
10 take on a wide range of functions that are rather broadly defined. Undemeath & ali, it is
pradicated on the idea that the front-line worker is a professional. Doctors get a single basic
credential, as do lawyers. One ie expected 10 specisiize, but also 1o know the basics of all the
jobs in the whole broad field, and to be able to move 1o another speciality within that broad tield
with some fackity. if our economy s to survive and prospaer In this intensely éonvomlvo
international environment, it will be in part bacause the average front-line American worker
is not a cog In a machine but rather an autonomoits, contributing problem-solver, sonstantly
learning, constantly looking for the next chalienge. This — not the world of narrow occupational
standards — s the workd that the new standards should be designad for.
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Chairman KiLpEe. 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 back—there
is a question—see 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 fo 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
t?ai}rlling was provided 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 successful history in American industry,
but we have seen almost nothing 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. This—in 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 ad-lition 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-
ievel 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 its—fills 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
anvone 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 KiLpeg. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Peisert follows:]
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STATEMENT OF MARGARKT PIESERT, DirECTOR, HEALTHCARE WORKFORCE PROJECT,
Sxrvick EMPLOYEERS INTERNATIONAL UNION

I'm Margaret Piesert, Health Care Workforce Project Director of the Service Em-
ployees International Union.

EIU 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
largeet union of healthcare workers in North America.

T'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 workforce—even in traditionr!ly low-
wage occupations. But while the productivity imperative remains, we aren’t re-
spondixlzlg tgb 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 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.

1 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 stra 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 stanéards 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
sk:lll 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 certificatior: just
don’t exist. As a result, frustration and turnovers are high.

But leaving the job doesn’t benefit the typical service-sector worker. Rather, em-
loyees are held in low-end jobs by their lack of skills, and their careers are more
ikely 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
technlology 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 ghetto—no 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 KiLbgg. Mr. Valdes-Pages. .

Mr. VaLbes-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 ané 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 the 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
plx('oduct 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
alvalual’)'le 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 wiil 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 not 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 Knpee. Thank you very much.

{The prepared statement of Mr. Valdes-Pages follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and distinguishod members of this committee,

1 wunt to thank you for the opportunily to share some thoughts regarding skill standards and
somc of our expericnees implementing them, Specifically, 1 will address the following:

1) The rcasons we adopted standards;
2) A bricf review of the process; and
3) Futurc directions as we see them.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Firstly, in the form of background, let me give you
some information on the College 1 reprcsent.  Denver Technical College is a 1,300 student
technicsl college situated on two campuses in Deaver and Colorado Springs, Colorado. We
offer two-ycar Axsociate and four-year Buaccalmurcate programs in Technical and Ilealth Care
ficlds such as Computer Sciences, Elccironics, Computer Aided Drafting, Physical Therapy
Assisting, ctc. The college has been opcruting since 1945,
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RATIONALE FOR ADOPTING SKILL STANDARDS; In 1989, we made & very major
change in the proces. by which we train studeats when we decided to adopt skill standards and
competency cXams as a roquirement for gradustion. ‘The reasons for making this choice are
many. They include the following:

1) This country is, for the first time, focusing on the need ior first rate
front linc workers. As an obscrver al obe of our recent Advisory Board
moetings wrole recently, “this country is going to focus more on
technology than science, and more on froot-line workers at technical
colleges than MBA/PHD's at national universities, We cannot run away
from this trend.” This observer, incidcnwmlly, is the Director of
International Rclations for Japan's Institute for Future Technologicy, Mr.
Tom Kato. In any case, if this trend is true, how we train these front
line workers required rethinking and perhaps reforming.

2) Education in this country, including career education, often performs
in a vacuum which makes it difficult 1o 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 10 demonsirate the accountability that
increasingly more limited resources and increasingly more competitive
marketplaces, which are now inicrnational, require.

3) Colleges of all sizes often find themsclves limited in the manner that
they can stay in touch with the “real world". indeed many do not. What
we teach is somctimes dictated more by what we know, or want to know,
than by what cmployers want. This often leads w0 a disjoining of the
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educational process from the workplace noeds.

4) We saw st our college an opportunity 10 forge a partnership with our
cmployers which would allow wi 10 become morc messursble und
accountable, thereby enhancing the value of our product - the graduste.

S, Being driven by cmploycr needs, we can also better scrve our other
consumer, the student, by asmring them of s relevant and industry-
siandard oducation.

6) The standards we adopted were dictat=d 1o us by our employers. Let
me be clesr in that the driving force of this process is the ability to
sustain an cmployer focus through standards. If standards were
developed without employcrs, the process would lose much of its worth,

7) Allowing cmployers to dictate what we teach enhunces the mouth of
the funnel by which we fced relevancy to our cugriculum.

SKILL STANDARD DEVELOPMENT PROCESS: ! would like 10 now describe the
process by which we implcmented competency at our college. We actuully siarted testing
students for competency in our medical programs approximalely scven years ago. Competency
testing is more conunon in heatth care than in technical fields. The rationalc is simple. You
want students 1 be sble to demonstrate what they have learned prior to going to work on
palients. In any case, our success With placement of students, at times we have had cmployers
excecding graduates, led us 1o expand the process 1o all programs.
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Tn the fall of 1989, we accumulsted information from nationsl osgtnizations that were working
on kill sandards. We used that jnformation to develop questionnaires to send te employurs
separating skills into three major groupe:

8) Job Specific skills
b) Reasoning skills
¢) Personality skille

Our initial focus has been on job specific skills. since they arc casier to quantify und mcasurc,
That being said, the other two groups could not be ignored, for they were every bit as
important 1o cmployers. However, bacause of the Jimitee amount of time we have with
students &t the post-sccondary level, we found il nccessary to level the academic quality of the
catering student by increasing the entrance requirerncats to the college. Core classes in math
and English had to be cnhanced and an interview proccss was begun for programs in which
personality traits were considered critical, Classes to enhance these personality trxits into
customer rclations skills were devoloped and implemenited.

Advisory bourds were expanded in sizz und scope - 150 individuals representing 130 employers
1n Colorado, fromi nationsl and international companics, meet quarterly, Their initie! focus was
to define skills required of gradustes and tests to measurc those skills. Students would no
longer be able to graduste without passing this exsm, The advisory groups would eventually
take control of all curriculum developman!, recommendations as well as equipment nceds.

In June of 1991, we snaounced the Skills Guarantec Prograny in this program, we issue 3
written guarantce to employers (hat if graduates who have passed ous compeiency ¢xam do not
have the skills we ssy they have, we will reimbursc the first month’s salary. | am proud to say
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that afler two years we have not had a claim from this program. However, and perhaps this
speaks 10 the real value of our program, approximately 10% to 15% of the studcats who took
the competency cxam failed them the first time and had t0 cnhance specific skills through
tutoring or class retakes. In previous years, thesc gradumtes would have gone owt into the
workforce, sidc by side, with our other graduates, diluting their value and worth. 11 is clear
that, even with a curriculum driven by the needs of industry, there are some students who arc
unsble to completely apply the knowledge in thc workplace. If you extrapolate these numbcers
into the universe of national from line worker training, and factor in reasoning and personality
issues, we begin to get @ grasp for the magnitude of the problem. Failure to catablish skill
standards and test student skills againal those standards results in @ workfurce with varying
skills, which therefore forces the employers to evaluate, test and retrain workers in order t0
meet their specific nceds. It is our belief thet the college's testing, cvalusting, tuloring and
extra work on skill devclopment, for students with some skill deficicncics, has improved the
quality and consistency of our gradustes and thereforc reduced the nccd for unnccessary
industry retraining.

Before going any fusther, ket me state that this process is no different than the modcl] used by
companics which manufacture and market successful products. Let us look at the similaritics.

MARKET RESEARCH/EMPLOYER SURVEYS: laaproduct devclopment
model, the first stage is 10 identify consumer noedx with the existing product
through ressarch. In owr educationa! sciting, we ssk employers 1o provide us
with that input.

CONSUMEREMPLOYER REQUIREMENTS: In product developenent,
consumers would describe how a new product would solve problems. 1n our
setting, cmployers describo skill sets.
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PRODUCT SPECIFICATIONS/GRADUATE SKILLS: in product
development, you develop & product according to the specifications of your
consumer. In our sclling, we train our students in accordunce with the input of
the employer.

QUALITY CONTROL/COMPETENCY TESTING: In product development,
you establish a guality control process to assure the finished product meels the
design specifications. In our setting, we provide competency testing as our
quality control.

PRODUCT/SKILLS GUARANTEES: In product devclopment, you then send
the product 10 market. often with a guarantec of performance. You then research
consumer satisfuction to further refine your product. In our sefting, we 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, facully and not cmployers dictate curriculum. They may or may not be the
sume. In our setting, curriculum chunges can only be made through advisory boards which
mect quarterly. Curriculum devclopment and graduate placement arc under the samc manager,
in order to maximize industry input. Since all gruduates have 10 now pass compelency exams,
student focus is changing toward the acquisition of skills as opposcd to grades. Incidentaily,
as of Fall of 1992, the specific program outcomes have now been identified. class by class.
Instructors now not only give & grade but have to ccrtify that a student has acquired all the
slgills from each specific class.
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Below are some cxccrpts from etters from advisory board members and employers relating
why they feel this process is important The full text sccompanics this presentation.

“The American cducational systewm i carrying the stigma of low okill
compatency of its students. Rightly or wrengly, the perception is there and
must be addressed. The competency based education and testing is sa
cxcclient method to demonstrate te your customers, both tudents sad the
hiring cmployers, that yeu arc scrious abeut graduating skilled, thinking
adults."

"By establishing a testing procsss to validate the actual skills posscssed by
your graduates at the time they would be cateriag the job market, you are
previding a valuable service to both your stwdeats amd their future
employers."

Dom Marchese, Xerox Corp.
“J huve been extremcly impresscd om the speed in which DTC has
incorporated many positiva chsnges into the CIS program. Their graduates
are givem the epportunity to be better preparsd for carccrs in this

tcchnology driven industry."

Steve Lisdley, Fcderal Express

MAY 1993
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“As mest employers will agres, our sducational institutions snd busines
communition have opornted mutually exciusive from ons another. Evwover,
the werid is changing, and ot breakneck sps:d. The relationship betwoen
our oducstors and omploysrs must synchreains in order to provide the
talent and skills required 1o compets ju this changing cavirenment.”

Phillp Weatsel, Petreicum Information

*] am in faver of the appreach DTC is talkdug tewards competency based
oducsfion. It is uniguc and will help students and cmployers have
coufidence in their educatioa.”

Carol Gumpert, United Artists

-~

“Empioyors, such as US West, weuld bescfit from 4 program that
guarantees graduates posscss skills relevant to their future positions.”

Swusannsh J. Labende, US West
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"Competency exame will help smployers dovelop realistic expoctations for
the gradastes. The test will represent a standard of quality for the school.”

Susan Bebks, Humans Hespital

In order to uccomplish all of this, we bavo had to make some changes in what we call the
collcge "culturc”. When most of us atiended college, our appearsice, sttendance, punctuality
and speech were not of critical importance. Our gradcs were. Then all of a sudden the
aforcmentioned traits bocume importsnt. Where do our students jeamn proper workplace
behaviots, if they do not learn this from their parcats? One of the things we discovored about
our students is that, in spite of good acadcmic skills, many wero first genermtion college
students who need help understanding workpiace cthics. As a matier of fact, it is important
for the college W see itsclf us part of a continuum, which is a determinant of employment and
not an isolsted environment. For this to happen, our faculty had to also adopt behaviors that
are consistent with industry for thesc are somc of the so-called "soft skills” employers want.
Our faculty had to take authorship for ad-mitting, treining snd placing students in jobs, not just
lecturing. Our facully is available through class room or officc hours, forty hours a week, forty
cight weeks in the year. ‘Thcy are not tanured, but on & merit symem that rewards performance
on the basis of both evaluations and outcomes. This has forced a total r¢-examination on our
part of how we Jelivered education. Our faculty now understands that the mastery of skills
throughout the curriculum will determine the students’ ability to pass the final competency
cxam priof 10 graduation. This resuits in greater scrutiny of individual skills for every sudent.
Plcase note that we cmphasize that passing of gradusting a student who does not have the
neccssary skills jg not doing that student a fuvor. On the contrary, it often reinforces student
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perceptions of failure. Please also notc that our process is not geared to “flunk™ students, but
to ensure that we provide them with the necesssry skills prior to graduation.

T would like to give you some examples of changes that we have made as a result of our new
relationship with employers. Somc would be expected, some are surprising. Indeed there arc
cxamples of "techmical upgrading" such as adding morc programming and math to our
electronics programs and the recommendations threc years ago to teach C language in a UNIX
mini-computer cnviromment recommended by industry. There is a new program about 10 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 genermions of hardwarc and sofiware changes in Computr 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 discontipue this lunguage four ycars ago because
they 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 cxpensive conversions
ovemnight. Therehy, our entry level programmers need to continue 10 he trained in Cobol as
well as C. ‘They aiso talked to us about customer relutions. Employers have said that all of our
collective jobs involve either acquiring customers or keeping the ones we have. Yet colleges
don't focus on teaching these skills. We have ncw devcloped and implemented u practical
course that will hclp tewch customer skills to students in all of our programs.

RESULTS 1'0 DATE: Whilc our program is relatively young, some directional resuits can
be observed:

1. Students in technical fields are recciving higher salarics and secm 0 be
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getting hived by more fiest ticr companien.

‘2. We now refuse some job orders for gradustes if salarics are below what
we comsider acospable icvels.

3. Entzance scores of our studests seem % be incrowsing s a result of
students pre-selecting thomesives by knowing they have 10 pase competercy
cxams. :

4. Our overall graduste placoment rales in the ficld for which students wore
trained incressed by 23% in the past four years.

FUTURK DIRECTIONS: Insofar as our future work, it is clcar this prooess is ongoing. You
don't develop sanderds once. Thoy require mainicnance snd updating. As such, our
curriculum is reviewed quarterly. We ase also just begimming to tackle reasoning and
personality skills. We arc in the process of developing as individualized learning center where
video and softwarc libraries of skills taught at the college are available oa one-io-onc format
30 that studcnls don't have 10 retake eutire classcs for individual skill deficlencies. We aim
10 teach more workplace culiures inside the college and we ncod to find & way to link K-12
standards with post-socondary standerds in order to strengthcn the continuum of skiils.

I believe the issue of skill standerds, if approached correctly, and by this | moen in response
w0 specific societal needs, can bocome s framcwork by which we re-think education in this
country and bring sbout better linkage not only betwoon post-secondary education and the
workplace, but also between k-12 snd post-secondary education. These arc among the beacfits
that | see from this linkage:

MAY 1993
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1) The use of k-12 standards for use in sdmissions to pom-secondary
institutions.

2) The ability to relieve post-secondary institutions {rom remedial education,
which will now presumably be done in k-12, snd the utilization of that time
to enhance worker skills.

3) The wutilizatior of pom-sccondary skill standards as & framework for
transfer of crodits among institutions,

To conclude, 1 would like to leave you with these thoughts.

1. Our standards are not hypothetical. They exist and arc working
effectively.

2. They arc not perfect, but they are a substantial improvement over not
having them and operating in worlds of opinion. Tests arc always & point
of contention. However, competency exams, purticularly if they mirror
industry evaluations, are an effective tool.

3. They are dynamic and require continuous atication and improvement.
4. 'They are not designed to prevent people from succeeding, rather they are
designed so that when graduates achieve cerlain levels of performance, they

know ii and can be confident.

S. They arc only meaningful if determined by employers. Without industry
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participation, akill sianderds would just bocomc another opinion.

6) Skill mandards bring shout a clesr focus and high cxpectations, two of
the traits nonmally identified in the ressarch on high performance schools.
We have obscrved this sharing of high expectations not only among our
students and faculty, but also amoag our employers sad advisory board
members.

Although focusing our country*s educatiocal resources in this direction will indeed cause fear
and anxiety, the uitimste potential rewsrds make the challonge worthwhile. lmagine that at a
time where docressed financial resources put & premium on accountability, that cmployers are
" satisficd with their workers® skifls, our studets have leamed that their investment of time and
moncy has been well spent, and society is satisfied that its resources bave been better utilized.

1 would like 10 thank the commitiee for its attcation and will entertsin any questions you may
have of me. Thank you.
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Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Baroody.

Mr. B:rooboy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

For America’s manufacturers I appreciate the oprortunity 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 start—remiss to my members—first, 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 comve, 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 1
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 naw 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 merm-
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 }l)mowledge
across all manufacturing sectors.

As part of the project, we have looked for success stories
throughout the NAM ou 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-
cess—and for some of them the success has really been great, dra-
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matic—to help those who have not implemented programs of
worker training so they can also be the best of the best.

And 1 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, 1 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 ~rror 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 understand 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 tim~ly. The technology and informa-
tion age has given us new tools ang 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-
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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-
{gins and faced failure when voluntary standards are not industry

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 ard
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 follows:]
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The NAM supports the establishment of voluntary national
skillf standards. We believe they are the common languuage for jobs
and training: the building zlocks of jobs. We no longei 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
to be improved. We recommend that:

the chair of the board as described in Title IV be an
industry-rased 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 unly identify industry clusters and set the criteria

and process for standard setting. All promulgation of
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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 never
mandate.

all certificates of mastery be issued by the industry cluste;s
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 :.rdens 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 wwuld be unfortunate because the opportunities are

inmense.
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TESTIMONY OF MICHAKRL E. BAROODY
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT, POLIC: AND COMMUNICATIONS DIVISION
MATIOMAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS
BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE OM ELEMENTARY, SECOMNDARY AMD
VOCATIOMAL EDUCATION
OF THE COMMITTEE OX EDUCATION AMD LABOR
UNITED STATES NOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ON H.R.1820, GOALS 2000: THE EDUCATE AMERICA ACT OF 1993.

Good morning. My name is Michael Baroody, and I am Senior
Vice President, Policy and Cowmunications 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.

Mr. cChairman, I would like to summarize my statement and

request that it be placed in the record in its entirety.

Mr. 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
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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.546. We applaud your efforts to focus attention on
the development. of voluntary national occupational skill standards.
Occupational skills standards are a cozmon language for Jjobs 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 al. that is important is
the skill attained. 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 learned 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
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occupational skills information for industrywide use for public
education and training systems. With increasing competitiveness in
the modern worktrorce, this initiative could begin to £ill 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 s)rills 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 continucus improvement of work
processes. In such workplaces, highly skilled people use effective
training, teamwork, technology and information tools to achieve
major strides in product innovation, guality, customer
responsiveness and time-to-market. Employees in such work
organiza%ions are involved decision-makers. Management layers

disappear and bureaucracy decreases. Front-line employees’ skills

increase as they asgsume many tasks formerly reserved for managers.
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"High-performance work organizations® structured this way

require a highly skilled workforce. They must be equipped with
basic skills apd have content Xknowledge. 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. cuch efforts are the underpinning of the high

performance workplace and are crucial to a world-class workforce.

We 30 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 make this a team effort with other constituencies, a

— clear signal must be sent to business that it is in the forefront
]

of “his effort. Without that signal, voluntary standards cannot
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work. Industry nusp 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-bhased individual for the first term.
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 standiards 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 -nndgto.
that all certificates of mastery be issued by the industry
clusters in partnership with community colleges.

that any sgystem to "periodically revise and update skill

70-820 0 - 93 - 8
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standards and assessment and certification systems" be clearly
understood and industry-led.

that a sunget provision be included and that this process
require congressional reauthorization jin 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-rigtts procmeding. The reality is that small business
will rely on it. This language, as well as that pertaining to
"methods tor validating the fairness,® unnecessgarily 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 -- shnuld be 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. worke.s great new opportunities. They can encourage more

companies, large and small, to create "high-performance workplaces®
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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 NAM are optimistic that the Congress can
respond to our ccncerns, 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.
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Preface

The National Association of Manufacturers (NAM) believes that America’s economic well-being
and competitive pasture in the world is tied to how well it manages its human resources. For
American manufacturers, remaining competitive in global markets will depend increasingly on the
skills and knowledge of the nation's work force. The task is impressive. The new American
workplace will look vastly different. Changing demagraphics—fewer entrants into the work force,
an aging population, increased immigration, growing ethnic and cultural diversity—combined with
the increased complexity of the workplace have made training and education of all American
workers a critical necessity. Quality-driven changes with empowered teams that flatten hierarchies
and provide greater autonomy for the work force, have translated into highly skilled workers who
are responsible for their own productivity. This is essential 1o mansfacturing 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
need—a continuous learning environmer.. s the norm, noi the exception. On the whole, young
Americans have lower gcademic capabilities than those in many other industrialized countries.
More than ever, the U.S. work force is in direci 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.

Clearly, in the long run. we have no cheice but to improve the education system. This is absolutely
vital 1o our nation's success. Yel. people at work today will comprise a majority of the work force
over mas't of the next two decades. Therefore, their training will have the greatest effect on current
Improving our schools and training displaced and hard-to-serve
xnemployed has been the focal point for the aational debate on these isswes. Only recently have
policymakers turned their attention 1o the training and education needs of employed workers.

From the beginning, we believed this was an importani place for the NAM to focus its work force
readiness efforts—a place where we could have a special impact. High performance work creates
challenges for employers trying 1o make a iransition from traditional mass production 10 new work
systems. In response 1o these challenges, we have made a commitment 10 help American
manufacturers develop policies and practices that will facilitate and encourage this rransition,
through updating and upgrading the skills of current workers. The following report di s the
results of our current efforts 10 assist companies in meeting specgﬁc challenges 10 achieving high
performance workplaces in America’s manufacturing sector. We will continue o move ahead
vigorously as we learn more about the changing American workplace.

A final word: One of the strongest impressions we 100k from 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 10 work hard and 1o learn. If given the right training, they believed, American workers
were second o none. We agree. -

I et

Jerry Jasinowski
President
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beyond. To help manufacturers achieve high performance
workplaces, information and technical assistance is needed to motivate
senici management to action and provide them with proven strategies
for getting started and sustaining progress.

A, Purpose

Inhg!:tcfﬂmeneeds,dneNmamlAaoaﬂmchnmsmd
the US. . Department of Labor formed a public/private partnership 1o
encungemll medium and large manufacturers %o create high
performance work environments. Launched in November 1991, this
joint project, "A Partmership in Werk Force Readiness™, sct out to
develop and implement an effective strategy to provide a continuing
source of information and technical assistance targeted to CEGs and
other senior executives.

The project conducted a series of focus groups designed to asscss
workplace attitudes and work force needs from CEO and worker
perspectives and two pilot workshops designed to provide technical
assistance responsive 0 those defined noeds. This report describes

efforts to date, key findings and next steps toward implementing the-

goal of the project.

The following cross-cutting themes emerged from the focus groups
and workshops:

® CEOs are rethinking the processes around which wock is organized
and incorporating the principles of total quality systems. Some are
just getting started, while others are well along the way. CEOs
demonstrate substaatial knowledge of the new total quality
management methods. They view the use of teams and empowering
front line workers as key elements in restructuring work toward
increased efficiency and productivity. )

o CEOs agree that U S. manufacturers are changing, but perhaps at

haif the speed necessary to remain competitive. The *re-culturing”

necessary for high performance is a very slow process, often

impeded more by management, especially first-line supervisors,

than by worker resistance.
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C. Key Elements for Success
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Management articulates & sense of optimism about their ability to
compete and prosper in the future. Workers, however, feel
powerless to control their economic futures, do not feel secure in
th =ir jobs, and are generally apprehensive about the future. They
know that promises of lifetime employment are no longer possible.
There is a disconnection between employer and worker perceptions
sbout the benefits of creating a high performance workplace. Trust,
basad on horest and open communication, emerges as 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 genenlly cautious sbout general education programs, CEOs
are less clear 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 education needed
to ensure the success of empowerment. Yet, workers sec the value
of al] 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 them to atteact and retain the talent they need to support
quality improvements,

The focus groups and workshops conducted to date demonstrate that
the key elements for success in creating a high performance workplace
include the following:

o Mctivated, committed and sustained lezdership at the top, and all
levels of management including first-line supervisors, must be
fostered.

o Enhanced communication geared toward achieving the mutual trust

and shared goals between workers and management is needed to
support empowermient. A clear, positive response to the worker’s
question—"what’s in it for me?"—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 manufacturing,

encourage innovation and avoid unnecessary government
tobusiness.
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Enthusiase and optimisn at . loci .
efforts characterized the perceptions of CEOs st both the focus groups
and workshops. However, technical assistance and
information-sharing networks are needed w0 support such efforts.
Project efforts to date suggest that cresting opportunities for
CEO-t0-CEO exchanges of irformation and technical sseistance and
encounging significant expansion of these exchanges natioawide:
provide the best vehicles for helping companies make these changes.

Kecping pace with technological chages, the reorganization of work
and tnining and education arc inextricably linked to achieving
productivity, quality and flexibility in the workplace. Regaining and
retaining global competitiveness in the manufacturing sector arc
dependent on companies sucoessfully creating high performance work
environments based on these three ingredicnts.

The project will continue refining its strategy for developing and
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 workshops—used as a vehicle for providing CEO-to-CEO
technica! assistance—must coatinue to tackle the cross-cutting issucs
and strategies conceming:

e The improvement of « ication b workers and
management.
« The continuous development and upgrading of worker skills.

o The empowerment of front-line workers to use those enhanced
skills. ’

o 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 tsilored 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.
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American industry’s commitment to improving the quality of our
products and services demands a highly ikilled and empowered work
force. Updating and upgrading the skills of current workers is a
fundamental challenge facing corporate America in the 1990s and
beyond. Assisting manufacturers with this challenge spawned the
development of a partnership project between the National Association
of Manufacturers (NAM) and the U.S. Department of Labor (USDOL).
Herein, we briefly describe the needs and provide an overview of the
project. The remainder of this report documents project findings and
next steps, and concludes with some final thoughts.

Training and Changing
Work Systems

More than half the manufacturers surveyed by the NAM in 1991
reported major worker skills deficiencies in basic math, reading and
probiem-solving. Twenty-five percent said they couldn’t upgrade
product quality becanse their workersiacked the needed skills to utilize
new technologies. Thirty percent said they could.x’t reorganize work
activities because workers couldn’t leamn 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 Ametican companies have underinvested
in workplace education for years compared to our key competitors
around the world. According to the American Society for Training and
Deveicoment, only one out of fourteen American workers has received
any forma! training from an employer. Furthermore, the investment is
uneven with larger amounts going to professionals and managers

. rather than froni-sine 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 technologies 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 a decentralized mansagement system.
Many smaller, less recognizable companies arc taking similar dramatic
steps. The days of factory workers performing only menial, repetitive
tasks are in the past for these firms. Companies in the service industry,
too, such as Federal Express, are challenging workers more than ever
to help achieve ambitious corporate quality goels.
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Worlcers in these high performance workplaces must be able to
communicate with each other, work in teams, write a memo and rn a
meeting,'l‘heym:howmwphiuic‘eduﬂhtom
reprogram and meke repairs to computers and robots. The workers of
mmwnadmhemﬂmmhdudnﬂgwﬂaﬁhmy
and risk-taking sbilities 90 actually stop a production line, solve
problems and make decisions.

Companies will have to get more involved if they went to win in the
global merketplace of the 1990s and beyond. Cleuly.cneofﬂnemnn
important ways corporate America can contribute to

manufacturing and our economy” sﬁlﬁnulodetlacﬂuudvub
strengthening the skills and education of the Axmerican work force.

In light of these needs, the National Associstion of Manufactures and
the U.S. Department of Labor formed & private/public partnership to
encourage small, medium and large manufscturers 0 create high
performance work environments. This joint project, "A Partmership
in Werk Force Readimess”, was launched in November 1991. Its
mpueismdevdopndimplmneﬂ'euﬁvew»a\m
employers & continuing source of information and technical assistance
to achieve worker resdiness and high performance workplaces.

The project charter signed by the President of the NAM and the
Secretary of Labor further established the following specific goal,
obgeeuvumdapptudnogudemead’fau-ﬂwmmcm
participation in project activities.

encourage smal,

tocraateahghpommnos environment by

mvesbngmﬂnedtubonmlmnmalvmhamn
resowrces and empowering them o make dacisions

ﬂuwmmm

competitive.®

'Toassmmkpboedbwdosa)dmtmmds
duuahasansa:”fgws raph?'y
dispersed areas, ompbwos
manufacturing firms.

“To design and deliver pilot workshops for CEQs from
the manufactuiing sector 0 showcase innovative
trumngandod:uﬁomlpmgmns and new ways of
organizing work.”

RIC
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This project targeted its efforts toward saliciting the views and
addressing the needs of CEOs as expressed by CE.Os, making its
approach unique among similar projects. This approach was based oo
the philosophy that CEOs are the only ones within the corporate
structure who can truly bring about the fundamental changes needod
to enhance quslity, productivity, worker readiness and work systems.
Additionally, very little was available in the literature that
systematically Jocuments the views of CEOs on these important
topics. Hence, focus groups and workshops were aimed st this target
audience.

Findings from the focus group research drove the workshop design and
content. Responsiveness to manufacturing CEOs' needs, concems and
respective starting points was of paramount importance to designing
a workshop that would capture their attention, mativate them to action
and provide them with the idess and to0ls to begin tackling these
critical issues for themselves.
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iil. Focus Group Research and Findings

Fourteen (14) focus groups—ten (10) with employers, two (2) with
union workers, and two (2) with non-union workers—were
conducted in tea (10) different locations around the country during
March and April 1992. Cities selected spanned a brosd range of
regional perspectives and included:

Atlanta, GA Denver, CO
Austin, TX Los Angeles, CA
Boston, MA Reading, PA
Chicago, IL Raleigh, NC
Cleveland, OH Seatile, WA
The focus group research was designed to: Objectives

« Explore core attitudes of both management and workers which
hetped 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 rescurces 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
focus groups—to 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.

o 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
Manufscturing Perspective, June 1992," provides detailed
findings and conclusions, and recaps atl methodological details. This
report is available through the NAM and the Office of Work-Bused
Learning, USDOL.
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Eleven Key Findings

m@OWMamdwnmmﬁrﬁﬁwmmwminﬁem

There was a clear 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
organization which involved empowered workers would remain competitive. CEOs felt that they had in
most instances “turned the cormer” and were very optimistic about the U.S. manufacturing sector in
general. The optimism that was evidenced by most employersin all the CEO groups, however, was not
found in the worker groups. In contrast, workers did not feed empowered. Although many had seniority
in their companies, unless they were highly skilled and trained, they not only did not perceive
themselves as secure in their jobs but also felt powerless to control their economic futuces. They, unlike
the CEOs, genenally were very apprehensive about the futare.

There was a clear consensus that work force stability is critical to high levels of productivity, but no one
felt that promises of lifetime 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 order 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 are providing neither adequate basic skills nor an adequate
understanding of business and the necessary work ethic. All CEO groups realized that they would have
to bear the costs of remedial education and training as part of doing business in the U.S. And most
recognized the need for CEO/business advocacy in the community for education reform. Al groups feit
that unless something radical is done, the schools will continue to fail to produce educated, employable

workerss.

All executives agreed there is the need to rethink the processes around which work is organized and to
incorporate the principies of total quality systems. They argued that training is an important, but not
necessarily sufficient, component of this effort. Most of the executives described ongoing efforts that
varied from the relatively basic to the sophisticated. The firms are being motivated to change by both
increased competition and by pressure from customers along the supply chain.

There is a clesr consensus among CEOs and workers that teams, empowerment and work restructuring
lead to increased efficiency and productivity and strengthen a company’s competitive edge.

All groups agreed that fundamental change necessary 0 create a high performance workplace demands l

leadership from the top. Without a strong commitment from the CEOs, middle managers and first-line
supervisors, no sustainable change is pessible.

BEST COPY AVALABLE
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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, afien
impeded more by management—especially first-line supervisors—than by worker resistance.

CEOs reported that customers and market competition forced 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 important source 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 incressing 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-conscious about general education
programs. They saw the immediate benefit of occupation-specific skills training to match improving
technology—capital investment often drove training investment—and 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 reofganization
would bring to the company
Ty el A2 il Lok

kAP P LT ey

Both CEOs and workers saw better communication as essential to achieving the mutual trust necessary
for high-performance work environments. Empowerment is based on knowledge recognition and shared
goals—and a clear positive response to the question of "what's in it for me?" This is particulary true
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 govenment
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 govemment participation in the schools and in providing funding sources for
worker education and training programs, while the CEOs felt that the federal govemment’s role should
be limited.

BEST COPY AVAILARLE
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IV. Executive Forums (Workshops)

Two pilot workshops were held: one in Atlants, GA st the Ritz-Cariton
hotel during July 1992; snd one in Chicago, 1L at Motorola University,
Schaumbury, during September 1992. The principal cbjectives for
these workshops were:

o Tomotivate participants to invest in human resources development
and organization of work needs, in an effort to create a high
performance work environment that contributes to becoming mare
globally competitive.

o To demonstrate, by the example of CEOs who had mounted
sucoessful efforts, that the challenge can be met.

o Toprovide participants with innovative strategies and tools that can
help them make it happen.

The four cross-cutting themes from the focus group research formed

the central focus for each workshop design. The model workshop

design (see Page 12) combines the key segments of both pilots which
will form the basis for future workshops. Most importantly, the
success of the pilot hinged onthe following three clements.

A. Ptenary Sessions Featuring CEO Suc Stories

“Opened my eyes fo obstacles |
had not coneidered *

The companies whose success stories were presented in the plenary
sessions, with follow-up discussions during the breakout sessions,
included:

Mosorola, inc., Shsumburg, IL (Atlanta & Chicago)

The Dana Victor Corp., Chicago, IL (Chicago)

The Plumley Comparyy, Paris, TN (Atlanta)

The Will-Burt Company, Orville, OH (Atlanta & Chicago)

Collins & Aikman, Dalton, GA. (Atlsnta & Chicago)

In each location, one local CEQ with a corporate success story was
invited to speak, with the other three being drawn from selected known
high performance workpiace companies based elsewhere. A balance
was sought in terms of featuring small, medium and large companies.
These inspiring hands-on stories, from companies that faced
challenges and succeeded, helped participants to see and feel the
importance of quality, productivity and worker resdiness to their
competitiveness in the global marketplace. Furthermore, this
peer-to-peer exchange—CEOs talking to CEOs—provided believable
answers to real questions and cbstacles that made sense to the
participants. !

The presenters had been there, had struggled and had proof positive of
the rewarding results for their respective companies. Their experiences
highlighted the fact that each company’s road will be unique, trial and
error will be the norm, and time, patience and perseverance will be
needed to succeed.

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

218

CEOQ-t0-CEQ “training/informing" through presentation of corporate
success stories and breakout group follow-up discussions worked well
to motivate others to commit to leaming 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
noeded to determine long-term impact.

B. Breakout Sesslons Featuring Interactive Discussions and Activities

The CEO success story presenters facilitated 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 concemed 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.

“Excelent presentation. Got
several ideas on how lo change
my plant and deveiop people.”

C. Plenary Sesslon with an Empowered Work Team

The session on the empowered work team, "Heatwave” from Motorola,
Inc., presented by the workers, was a significant "eye opener” for CEOs
in terms of the retum 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..

M‘houdrlun!ouﬁ:llmﬁze
the importance of
empowermenx. | will act as a
result.”
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PLENARY SESSIONS wm the Research Tells Us

change?—U.S. productivity compared to other
. Li bamm\nty,ptoﬁnmdh:h puf:::;

L Howspuuingonl $385 per worker ansually for training and
Mmhmm);mpuwvdy

Creating sn Empowered Work Place-A National Perspective
- Howworkmllptdoneudbemnaaedmﬂ\emtamny
= How can leadership create a culture open to change?
® Changing the corporate culture through vision and values.

Four Corporate Success Stories

® New work systems and increased productivity, quality and profits.

L] e, our ultimate resource and the noed for oounruaulenmng

L] ggdmgammnofownmhmawgmfaqumy
‘octs to succeed.

An Empowered Werk Team

- Whmnnempowetedwu'ktam? Wbumltdofotm?
® Taking ownmhp of the day-to-day operati

® The human snd monmbmditsfuwkernndunployus

BREAKOUT SESSIONS

Fostering Worker Empowerment
® What's in it for your business?~—decreased re-work, tumover and
sick days; improved morale; greater work force flexibility;
increased productivity, nlel,ptoﬁuunduwkusblm
- Eummmq the disconnect CEOs’ and workers’ perceptions.
® What's in it for workers? ——enhmoedjob satisfaction, job
security and the prospect of greaser responsibility and compensation.

the 8 Learning Eaterprise
® The “make” vs. "buy* dilemma in human resources.
® Trining for what?—the importance of front-end analyses.
® Integrating training into your organizational fabric.

Metting the Quality Challenge
- dCﬂEOsuchangeagmu managers and front-line workers as change

L] Qmmygoubeyg‘n:‘bqndlnu—mugbo&lmamlmd
2e.
® “Hitting the wall” — whea quality and productivity gains stail.

Enhanciag Communication
- Commummm is listening as well as talking — "My door is
always open” is not enough.
® In communication, actions speak louder than words.
& Communication is uncomfortable — share most the information
you want to share least

CLOSING PLENARY

Next Steps
- Acuon phnnmg
]
- Bulldmg CEO networks
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Several key lessons learned emerged from project activities to date.
These will guide the project into the future as we conduct move focus
groups and workshops. First, we present a series of lessons learned that
concern key considerations for bringing workers into the corporate
change strategy. Without this, changing to new work systems will
surely fail. Secondly, we present our leamings about the project itseif.

A. Key Considerations for Helping Companies Change

Change, particularly rapid and recurring change in & crisis driven
atmosphere, is always very difficult to manage to accomplish any
organizations’ goals. We foutid this to be bome cutin our focus group
discussions with workers and affirmed in our focus groups and
workshops with employers. When peoples’ workplaces, work routine,
job security, income, inter-personal relations, seif-esteem and much
more are not only subject to, but often the object of such change—as
in the case of moving toward higher performing manufacturing
organizations—the difficulty in achieving the objectives of change are
compounded.

In general, workers in our four focus groups recognized that rapid
change is happening and will affect their lives whether they like it or
not. They recognize that competition is tougher than ever for ther
companies. They generally realize their personal economic security
depends on their skills, ability to adapt to changing workplace
demands and the fortune of their currentemployer. They donct believe
their employers are doing all they need to do to succeed in this
environment and to hamness the positive energy of their work force in
that endeavor. There is definitely a disconnect between worker and
employer perceptions.

Toincrease the contribution of workers to corporate change obj ectives,
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 perforrnance that requires workers to
undergo change, wili produce more insecurity and require & much
greater effort to overcome that impediment. Arguments based on
long-term phenomena will be much less compelling than they may
have been to these workess' parents. Arguments, on the other hand,
that relate to new marketable skill acquisition for example, may be
much more compelling than in the past.

Q

ERIC

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




.

Q

E

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Fostering Trust

Differing Perceptions

Conflicting Directions
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Given the above, there is more of a direct demand by workers to be
clearly shown by employers: "What is in it for me?" If we are notin
a nearly permanent relationship, chenge is much more threstening to
"me" and the need to show “me” what I will begetting out of itis critical
to "my" buyinginto the change agenda. Employers noed direct, simple,
believable and compelling snswers. They neod to deal with issues like
job security, seniority, reward for effort, gain sharing snd wage levels.

Unless the "answers® are believable and sufficient %o motivate, real
change in the workplace will be hard to achieve. Turnover among the
best workers, absentecism, productivity decline and greater rigidity,
for example, could all resuit from paying too little attention to the
answer given to workers who ask: “What is in it for me?"

Trust between workers and employers emerges as a key pre~condition
to a high performance workplace. That trust requires a level of direct
and honest communication that most workers found seriously lacking
in their companies. And, most of the employer participants shared that
view—though many are wocking to improve it.

Mutual respect, based on open communication about
everything—{rom company conditions and production plans to
management encouragement and reward for worker initiative was
considered important. Workers felt employers have a long way to go
in making the company spirit a *We" and not an "Us" versus "Them"
situation. But, the brosd-based desire for such a relationship coupled
with the common sense and pride of the workers gives room for
optimism that we can move in this direction.

Many workers find a disconnection between the "quality® rhetoric and
even cheerleading of top management and the real message as
translated by first-line supervisors on the factory floor, Often a sincere
CEO’s message is stymied by a frightened *foreman® or "production
supervisor. Training and orienting “foremen™ must be an early
mission in any corporate plan to become a high performance

workplace.

In this organizational environment, worker attitudes are pushed in two

conflicting directions:

o First, workers are more apt to seck out opportunities to enhance their
skills and broaden their knowledge to improve their value to their
current employer and become more marketsble if they lose theirjob.

o Second, workers are more apt to become “insecure™ and often
discourage or interfere with peer or subordinate training that could
in any conceivable way make such trainoes competitors.

RIC
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In summary, the focus groups and workshops suggest the following Valuing Training
regarding training:
o First, training will only be worth the time and effort if workers see

it is of value to them, either in their current job o with their current

employer, or if they sec it as having proximate value to a potential

employer if they were soon in the job market.

Second, saything that management can do to make the value the
company attaches to training clearer to workers wiil increase the
“take-up rate” in training (¢.g., on-site, on work time, linked to pay
increases) and the same holds for making it something that clearly
gives them greater extemnal marketability (e.g., a portable certificate
or skdll in the area of high local demand). The reverse is also
true-—off-site, off-work time, voluntary, non-pay linked, general
education will often be seen to have litile value.

Third, training for literacy or remediation is difficult because of the
stigma attached to it, but if re-designated and re-designed, itcan be
made more attractive. This makes "remediation,” 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 on best practices of high performance work
environments. As more CEOs were contacted about the project, more
was leamed about high pafamanoe workplace initiatives among
manufacturers, and more interest in the project was generated. The
ripple effect was in full force.

This expmdmg network of manufacturers made aware of and
explusmg interest in the project led to an cxpansxon of the cadre of
corporations with success stories participating in the project. The
project not only served to plant seeds, butalso to help expand 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 rea! problemsthey facein maintaining or regaining their
competitivenessin 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 impiement continuous leaming programs. Project efforts will
continue to tap this foundation.

[€)
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The project demonstrated that there is more activity in the
manufacturing sector than the project team originally thought,
particularly wnhmdtoﬂ:emmnnonofwkmﬂhgh
performance work eavironments. Enthusiasm and optimism about
gemngmeda-mpmngmtdfomohmudtherupome
of CEOs; however, technical assistance and networks to help them
with the "how to’s" foraooomphshmgthedmsumnotedneeds
The project also demonstrated that less attention is being paid to the
training and education needed to support reorganization. Future
workshops will need to focus more on these needs.

Finally, thetechnical uaimmeoﬂ‘e’edvhthewakshopsmmﬁmher
help CEOs with their change strategies. Development of additional
tools to help CEOs overcome potential obstacles concerning
increasing insecurity, buying into change, fostering trust, differing
perceptions, conflicting directions and valuing training will be
explored.




The project team now plans to undertake additional focus groups and
workshops to further the goals of the partnership. Lessons leamed
will drive all future work.

Specifically, the project will conduct four more focus groups of
employers ad 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

o 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 Portiand, OR and St. Louis, MO in
February and March 1993.

The project will also hold six more workshops based on lessons
leamed from the two pilots and what will be leamed 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:

e Determine what affect the project had on helping CEOs in their
training and reorganization of work efforts.

o 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 sourcz of information and
technical assistance. Through these efforts, the project will fine-tune
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 performance workplace. The findings to date
strongly suggest th.at the need exists.

More Focus Groups

More Workshops

Follow-up

Institutionalization

VL. Next Steps
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Conclusion

For an increasing number of manifacturers, education and training is becoming an integral part of a
competitive strategy—it's a key to continued growth. Well-trained, motivated workers who can
produce high quality goods and services at low cost help enhance industrial productivity and
competitiveness and keep America's living standards high. In today's international economy, workers
must be prepared 1o change the way they do their jobs and employers must change the way they
organize their work. If not, the benefits from a rapidly evolving technology will be lost. In the best,
healthiest, most competitive firms, training is linked directly 1o productivity, quality and flexibility.

The employer's investment could be wasted if only training is provided without a clear business
decision 1o reorganize work. Training in a vacuum is counterproductive—it must be related to
business goals and use technology that can improve the quality of on-the-job training. It is our
commitment 10 help our member companies and others—particularly small and medium sized

ypanies—adopt useful models for educating and training their current work force—~and changing
the way they work. Our companies that have adopted various forms of th's model have found their
workers can achieve levels of productivity and quality equal to and better than the rest of the
industrialized world.

Having been "to the brink", CEOs and senior managers feel that the goal is nol just o remain
competitive but 1o regain America s pre-eminence in certain sectors. This could be accomplished
within a global context (i.e., with plants off-shore, if necessary), but their message is clear U.S.
nmmﬁhzgmring can and must compete. The critical question remains: Can companies change fast
enough?

Although they are far from Pollyanish, the CEOs see a real and immediate need 10 edi the public
on the "good news in manufacturing.” Much as the workshop success stories proved so catalytic,
NAM's manufacturing campaign can create that same sense of hope and excitement among target
audiences, inc!ding policy-makers and elected officials. The CEQ s believe that there must be a
Jundamental shift in how the public views marmufacturing and manufacturing jobs in order for them to
be able 1o attract and retain the next generation of talented and motivated business leaders, managers
and workers.

NAM and the USDOL can both do a great deal 10 heighten public awareness and to spotlight positive
stories about manufacturing—from new ventures io turn-arounds. While the workshops and networks

that they create will encourage the sharing of strategi spary-10-companty, a national awareness
campaign underitaken by the NAM, will benefit all ufacturing—and, in turn, the national econonty.

The Work Force Readiness Project Team

70-820 0 - 93 - 9
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Chairman KiLpee. Thank you, Mr. Baroody. Dr. Sackett.

Mr. Sackerr. I am Paul Sackett, an industrial and organizational

ychologist 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 repr%enting
over 114,000 psychologists who work as researchers, educators, an
gractitioners in a variety of settings, including education and in-

ustry.

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 makect;g 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.
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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
evgluated along the technical properties outlined in these stand-
ards.

Our third concern is with section 403(bX2XC) which stotas 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 psychor. 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 KiLpgk. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sackett follows:]
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Paul R. Sackett, Ph.D.

1 am Paul Sackett, Ph.D., an industrial and organizational psychologist
representing the American Psychological Agsociation (APA). I am currently
president of APA’s Division 14, the Society for Industrial 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

peychologists who work as researchers, educators, and practitioners in a variety of

settings including education and industry. Psychologista in several of APA's
Divisions have direct expertise in the analysis of jobs, the identification of job-
related elkills, 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 t¢ reinvigorate America's economic competitiveness and produce a high




PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

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 cccupational ekills 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
the 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 inciude
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 industrial and organizational

peychology and psychometrics be included on the Board if it is expected to develop,
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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.

, Ifskill 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 paychological technology of job 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 similar 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 comiplex 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 paychometrics can provide the needed technical expertise that will
be crucial at the front end of these initiatives.

Measurement specialista 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
meoasurement and assessment be appointed. We strongly believe that skill

standards and assessments require similar levels of tachnical expertise as that

already recognized for the educational components of this legislation.

Astesament

The American Psychological Association (APA), American Educational
Research Association (AERA), and National Council on Measurement in Education
(NCME) have issued Standa
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 professit‘mal 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 Princi r the Vglidati nd Use of Perso
Guidelines for Empl nt Selection (Equal Employment
Ovportunity 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 to 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 processes and job
performance, just as they are for objective-gelection 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
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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 evaluaticn 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 isgue 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 certification 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 m: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
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which the assessments are conducted, and avsidance of culturally loaded language

in the instructions for and content of the assesament instruments. To others the

term "fairness” refers to various forms of what we would call "outcome fairness,”

which includes mandating equal certification rates for all subgroups.

example, acknowledge that fairness is “a developing concept,” and endorse one
partaculnr psychometric model for evaluating fairnets. This 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/AERA/NCME Standards for Educational and
Psvchological Testing do not use the term "fairness.”

We csution 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
adjustmenta, 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 assessment 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
mechrnism 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 KiLbgg. Thank all of you for your testimony. We will
begin some questions.

Now, the national skill standards board proposed by Secretary
Reich, Title IV 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 KiLbeg. 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 KiLpee. 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 wou:d 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 individual—certainly 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 KiLpee. Then you would have one level in this
system—I know you and Dr. Reich both keep stressing the word
“system,” singular.

Mr. Tucker. One.

Chairman KiLpee. And various parts—various 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. FieLps-Tyier. 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 or—it 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 whicn 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 kroad 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
aw.y 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 KiLpee. 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 operatiug 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 cell 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 KiLpeg. 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 KiLpeg. They could be passed?

Mr. Tucker. Correct.

Chairman KiLbEg. Mr. Goodling?

Mr. GoopLING. No questions,.

Chairman KiLpege. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GunpersoN. 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 got—let 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. FieLps-TyYLER. 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 ¢ 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, 1 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. PiesgrT. 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 we—this
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 to—what 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. GunpersoN. 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. Baroooy. 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 compositicn 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
alrri?st 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. FieLps-TyLER. Could I make one comment to that point?

Chairman KiLpeE. Certainly.

Ms. FieLps-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 ieading 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 ver well, frankly, in our government, is to try to hold
that tension of bringing the pluralism together in 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
not—it 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 KiLpek. 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 KiLpeg. One more question.

Mr. GuNpersoN. 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 make—to 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 from—reflec-
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. FieLps-TyLer. No.

Mr. Tucker. No.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Good. I will quit while I am ahead. 3

Chairman KiLpEE. Some may have used the Fifth Amendment.

Mrs. Unsold? Ms. Woolsey?

Ms. Woorsgy. 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. FieLps-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 hasically in 10 months.

Our point back to them and our point to curselves 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. Baroony. 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. Barooby. 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 KiLpEe. Mr. Valdes-Pages?

Mr. VaLbes-Paces. 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 KiLpeg. Dr. Sackett, maybe you would like to address
that. I know you have been concerned with this area.

Mr. SackerT. 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. Woorsey. And that is why your argument is to be included
on the board?

Mr. Sackerr. Correct.
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Ms. WooLsey. Thank you.

Chairman KiLpee. Mr. Goodling, then Mr. Miller.

Mr. GoopLING. 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. Sackerr. 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. GoopriNGg. Thank you. That is all I have at this time, Mr.
Chairman.

Chairman KirLpege. Thank you. Mr. Goodling 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, wheiher 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
eme;zlloyers 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. Baroopy. 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 KIiLpee. Yes. You may finish any response to the ques-
tion and the 5-minute rule doesn’t apply to that.

Ms. FieLps-TYLER. T 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.

en 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 electrorics 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
loccte 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
w};ich 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 intermediate
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 KiLpgg. 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. Sackerr. 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-
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. FieLps-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 firom
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 not—that they
do not have—I can’t think of the key technical terms here—but 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 KiLpgk. I think I will go back to Mr. Miller for an-
other round of questions at this point. Ms. Woolsey, I am sorry.

Ms. Woorsey. 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 KiLpge. 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. Tuckkr. 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 no—there 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. Baroopy. 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.

1 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. FieLps-TyLER. That is correct.

Mr. MiuLer 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. Baroopy. 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
board—well, 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 industry—that 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. MiLier 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 standards—or have the power
to certify standards that are proposed.

Mr. Baroopy. 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.

4 ﬁog}v different is what would happen here from what you are
oing?

Ms. FieLps-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. FieLps-TYLER. I sure hope not vecause 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 irstance, in the manufacturing specialist area——and 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



252

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
or it.

Ms. FieLps-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 this—work 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. MiLLeEr 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.

{ 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 appointments—this ad-
ministration hasn’t made 28 appointments 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. FieLps-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. FieLps-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——
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Mr. MiLrer of California. Be incorporated?
Ms. Fierps-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 exclusion—shouldn’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 nuinber of people get enrolled in these ap-
prenticeship programs.
Mr. Tucker. There are 360,000 a year.
< 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. Pieserr. 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. MirLer 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 construction—if 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 it
within—-—

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
?nd set them on the shelf, then that is a condition that the group

aces.

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 legisiation 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?

H 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

t we would incorporate some of the recommendations that have been

made here this morning into the legislation.

Chairman KIiLpee. | 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 where—I 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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