“Choice’ Reform: Dollars, Disasters and Databanking

Part 2 of The“ Choice’ Charade

Reform Drives Profits

Former U.S. Education Secretary William Bennett might have set up his entire K12
operation as a private curriculum publisher in the homeschool venue. But K12 isn’t a
simple curriculum vender. Students’ parents must enroll them in K12, because K12 is an
online academy. At up to $1200 per pupil, per enrollment, per year Bennett could have
easily realized profits. Based upon his well-cultivated image as Mr. Virtues, he could
have made a decent income by enrolling a portion of the estimated 1.5 million
homeschoolers nationwide. He could have fashioned an untarnished image as a
benevolent godfather to homeschooling.

But Bennett has grander plans. Personally, he has decided to go for the more lucrative
cybercharter income — straight from the public treasuries, a surefire way to anger public
education proponents (a group he repeatedly insults with the moniker of “the blob” in his
discourses on public education). Professionally, he has seized upon a theme he embraced
during his earliest days in the “bully pulpit” as Secretary of Education — “standards” and
“accountability,” an education reform agenda antithetical to homeschooling rights.
Strategically, Bennett’s K12 is standing to benefit significantly from the well-heeled
political connections of its founder:

Bennett says there is nothing specifically in President Bush’s education plans that will
benefit K12 — although, if vouchers, increased funding for charter schools, and
educational savings accounts become law, as Bush proposes, the company could be
on the receiving end of federal cash. But Bennett, who would not reveal how much is
being paid by K12, believes the Bush Administration’s focus on annual testing and
accountability can only benefit his online enterprise. “That’s because, at the end of
the day, people will say, ‘O.K., we’re for standards, we’re for outcomes,”” Bennett
predicts. “And then they will ask: ‘Now how do we get there?’” Bennett, of course,
hopes K12 will be part of the answer. (“Bill Bennett: The Education of an E-School
Skeptic,” by Alexandra Starr, BusinessWeek 2/14/01.)

...K12’s creators remain hopeful that an assortment of tax credits, educational
savings accounts and charter school mechanisms will eventually allow parents of any
income level to afford their programs. (“A New Enterprise Joins Growing
Community of Online Schools,” by Margaret W. Goldsborough, NYT, 1/24//01)

Last summer U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige embarked on a cross-country tour
promoting the federal No Child Left Behind Act. On a stopover in Colorado at a forum on
e-learning, which featured Bennett’s Colorado Virtual Academy, Paige touted the fact
that “$700 million is available to states and schools in 2002 through the Enhancing
Education through Technology program, along with $2.25 billion through the E-rate



initi ative® (http://www.nclb.gov/media/news/071202.lml). Thisisin additionto
hundeds of milli ons of federal dadllars for charter schod expansion and devel opment.

Indeed, Bill Bennett's K12 Virtual Academy cybercharters have dl appearances of
beaming afinancial windfall. His gart-up costs include aloaned computer, curriculum,
ateader overseang upto 40 pugs, and afew other items of nomina expense.
Estimated expenses run ketween $1500and $25®@, depending on a number of fadors.
His profit is considerable. An alert issued by the OHIOEANDA (Ohio Equity and
Adequacy of Schod Funding) entitled @Bill Bennett Strikes Gold in Ohio° (9/11/02)
spells out the detail s

Acoording to the Department of Educationwebsite, Bill Bennett's Ohio Virtua
Schod receaved $398,37.04in September based onan annual amourt of
$3,983,470.39The annua amourt along with the monthly payments will change &
Bennett enroll s more students.

Some information and impli cations regarding this enterprise ae:

1. Bennett told a nationwide TV audience (Fox News Network) last year that the st
of Virtua schoding is $895 per student.

2. Bennett's Ohio Virtua School will possbly provide upto $1500worth of
instructional materials and services to students. Ohio taxpayers will pay Bennett on
average more than $50M per student. These payments are deducted from Ohio schod
districts.

3. Most of the money colleded by Bennett will not contribute to Ohio's economy. His
operationisbased in Virginia

4. Bennett appears to have strong padliti cd ties to thase who control Ohio's purse
strings. No doult any changesin Ohio law regarding charter schodswill provide
additional benefits to the Bennett-type operations.

5. The home schoding community is sriously divided over Bennett's tactic of
targeting home schoders.

The state of Ohio, which isfar ahead o the rest of the curtry in 2choice®
implementation (charters, cybercharters and volchers), provides a goodwindow into the
profits that can be made. As of January 2003,the Ohio Department of Educaion reported
that Bennett's Ohio Virtual Academy received $5334,896.27or the 2002-03 schod year
with a daimed enrollment of 1004.This enrollment isa23.8% increase from October,
2002.Therefore, the average pupl fundng is $5,314. And thisfigure doesn't include the
$500,000start-up fundng avail able to all charter schodsin Ohio in the first few years,
$50,000from the state and $450,000Grom federal funds. Nor does it include federa
grants for budget line items such as@dasgoom size reduction? an irony avail able to an
ae-clasgoom® of one personin the family room.



Bennett is not apologetic about the profits, even if they do come out of government
coffers.

Bennett answers critics who worry about profit motive in the K-12 educational
system emphatically, ‘1 am in favor of anything that works. I don’t think that profit
motive is something to be afraid of. I recently gave a speech to a group of executives
from a top auto company, and as I talked with them, the thing they kept focusing on
was customer satisfaction. At the heart of customer satisfaction was giving their
customers what they wanted — the very best performance and service available. Being
customer-oriented means tremendous flexibility. We should have that in the
classroom and throughout the nation’s education system. (“William Bennett:
Education Philosopher,” by Stefanie Sanford, 9/01, http://www.convergemag.com)

Profits and politics aren’t the only issues of relevance. Bennett backed ‘choice” while he
was the U.S. Secretary of Education, a key cabinet position during the Reagan
administration. During the next decade he trumpeted ‘choice” from his v arious positions
on think tanks and public policy institutes. He wrote books and made speeches which
promoted ‘choice.” All of this could be viewed as ‘insider trading” -- meaning that
Bennett stands to profit directly from his prior pro-‘thoice” advocacy, and will continue
to profit as an outcome of his political connections. However, less known, but certainly
well-documented, is the fact that Bennett has consistently been one of the nation’s
foremost cheerleaders for education reform. ‘Choice”is a key el ement of systemic
education reform plans. Part 3 of this report will demonstrate that Bennett’s personal
venture into ‘choice” has much to do with his ambitions to further the education reform
agenda. In fact, Bennett’s cybercharters are the perfect vehicle to leverage key elements
of education reform.

Cybercharters are pushing the limits on many fronts. They are riding the crest of the
rapidly burgeoning e-school initiatives, propelling high-tech ventures into the potentially
profitable education markets. They are deliberately altering the meaning of
‘homeschooling,” a term with legal status, by broadening its association to include public
e-schooling. And, cybercharters are redefining ‘public” education to include partnerships,
hybrids, blended, dual and other homogenizations of public and private. A recent
‘blended” school project from Oskaloosa County Florida, which claims to be a model for
the nation, is creating ‘a seamless educational plan for two groups of students: those that
are schooled at home and students that are schooled at ‘government schools’ (public
schools).” The project pivots on a purposefully expanded definition of homeschooling:
“an alternative form of education in which school -aged children primarily learn at home,
under the supervision of their parents, rather than in a traditional school.’ (Ishizuka,2000,
p-4).” Broadening the definition of a term to include the opposition can be a highly
effective political ploy to engineer change. Indeed, this new ‘third choice” pilot program
intends to lobby for substantive legislative changes which will irrevocably alter the legal
parameters of homeschooling and push the boundaries on public ‘options.”



Charter schods unabashedly take money away from pullic schods and transfer it to
private for-profit or nonprofit corporations. Thisfad alone wreaks havoc on dstrict
budgets. Cybercharters do na have the overheal expenses and start-up costs that
acompany the dricks and mortar® charters, of which Edisonisthe most notable, yet in
most instances they receive the same anourt of money per pupl. Therefore,
cybercharters dand to make quite abit more profit than atraditional charter schod. A
statement by Tom Mooney, President of the Ohio Federation d Teachers on behalf of the
Caadlition d Public Educaion (8/2902) voices concerns:

...Advocaes have been all too succesul in spreading the myth that charter schods
are aittonamous, community based schodss off ering unique instructional programs. In
fad, thefield isincreasingly dominated by corporate dhains offering cookie autter
curriculum with profit rather than proficiency as the primary motive. The profit
marginsin the corporate run virtual schods are particularly obscene.

Cybercharters are cash cows. The battle is already furiously raging over who will get the
moneys. More money can be made by setting up cybercharters than %ricks and mortars,®
and schod districts that formerly oppacsed high-tech computerized education are now
rushing to standin line for the lush moneys. A recent news acoourt ill ustrates the
magnitude of this revolutionin educaion:

Threewestern Ohio school districts are amnsidering whether to convert all of their
schods into charters £hoalsin hopes of being entirely funded by the state. The state
pays al $4,949 er-pupl spending for charter schod students, bu traditional pubic
schods use locd property taxesto pay aportion of that basic ad for students.
(http://www.onrews.com/story/php?remrd=2258)

Charter schods of all types + pulic, private, profit, non-profit, blended, hybrids, etc. £
are aurrently onthe receiving end of aliteral flood of state, federal and private ddlars.

Breaking the Mold

By design, charter schods @reak the mold° of traditional educaion. In 1991 the U.S.
Department of Education released its America 2000 educaion reform plan, which was
the vanguard thrust towards achieving national education reform goals. The Bush Sr.
administration, led by Secretary of Education Lamar Alexander, propacsed that “the
definition of public schools be broadened to include any schod that serves the public
and isheld accountable by a public authority.” State and federal |egidation sincethat
time has opened the doar to new experimental 2choice®models such as magnet schools,
pil ot schods, charters, and ather experiments with a multit ude of descriptive names.

It isimportant to nae that this definition o 2choiceis pulic education, and does not
include private or homeschod choice Public choice®is best exemplified by the
contrived chaoice of chocolate c&ke served onablue plate vs. chocolate cake served ona
red pate.* With the implementation d each new face of educaionreform, thereisa
significant erosion d true dhoice For example, private schodstake ablow toward



maintaining autonomy when they are legislatively required to administer high-stakes,
state-mandated testing. Adherence to state standards and curriculum alignment to state
assessments is characteristic of government school ‘choice.”

By design, ‘choice” schools are set up in such a way that they are several times removed
from citizen voter accountability or oversight. There are ‘Sponsors,” “authorizers,”
‘Educational Management Organizations” (EMOs) and other private and/or
governmental entities that constitute a new governance structure. Some pro-charter
arguments have held that parents would have direct input into their child’s education (so -
called ‘thoice”). In fact, citizens have to go through a labyrinth of bureaucratic hoops to
make simple requests for public information.

The time-honored structure of education in American guaranteed that parents and local
citizens elected a school board which was directly accountable to them for the education
of their children. Since the early 1980s, with the advent of education reform measures,
this representative form of government has been systemically dismantled. The role of
school boards has changed with the passage of state and federal legislation. Traditional
pathways for parental and citizen accountability have been restructured, so that what
happens in the classroom is decreed from on high, not by local elections or teacher
conferences. Site-based management structures have gradually replaced the role of school
boards in matters such as curriculum decisions.

School districts on academic ‘watch” discover that the state now runs their daily
operations. And the term ‘accountability” no longer means ‘accountable to the taxpayer.”
In education jargon it has been redefined to mean student performance on assessment
tests, which is the basis for evaluating student, teacher and school performance.
“Transparency,” a new buzz word, means that ‘teport cards” are publicly issued for each
district, indicating performance on the assessments.

The Intentional Design Flaw

From the earliest days of education reform plans, charter schools and other ‘thoice”
experiments were designed to be unencumbered by the restraints placed on public schools
so that they could be free to ‘innovate.” In order to create an environment where this
creativity would not be stifled, reformers insisted on ‘waivers.” The America 2000plan
states:

We expect that the Design Teams will begin by erasing all conventional assumptions
and constraints about schooling: the schedule (and calendar), curriculum, class size,
the pace of learning, teacher/student ratios, adult roles, teacher recruitment, health
and nutrition, discipline, staff development, organizational and management
structures, resource allocation, students-as-tutors, the nature of instructional materials
and much more (p. 30)

Waivers exclude charter schools from a significant chunk of state and local regulations,
including many of those guaranteeing the safety of students. For example: waivers can



grant charter operators the right to retain control over their own operations; eliminate
enrollment caps, ease restrictions on employee qualifications; and exempt charters from
state collective bargaining laws. The theory behind waivers for charters holds that ‘free
market” competition would drive charters to the straight and narrow course and keep
operators above board. This, of course, ignores that fact that education reform-style
‘thoice” is not based on true ‘free market” economics.

Waivers mean that charter schools do not have to jump through as many bureaucratic
hurdles. But waivers also mean that there are few safety nets in place when things go
wrong. When charters are mismanaged, parents have discovered that they haven’t many
options for complaint, and little power to rectify the situation. Should troubles develop,
there are few, if any, avenues for parental appeal. Charter school operators, even though
they are on the government dole, have been granted the unbridled authority to make
decisions directly impacting students -- what grades to offer, the number of children to
enroll, what textbooks to purchase, whom to hire, where to locate, the condition of the
facilities, etc. All they have to guarantee is acceptable performance on the designated
assessment test.

Charter schools often experience growing pains that create dangers for children.
According to an article in the Akron Beacon-Journal a Columbus, Ohio, bootcamp style
charter opened without a working telephone in the facility and with portapotties in the
parking lot. The police were called 12 times in several months for disruptions, including
one charge of sexual assault. In mid-October 2002, ‘350 employees of charter schools

did not have criminal background checks completed, and 36 had not even applied to the
Ohio Bureau of Criminal Identification & Investigation. A month later, only two schools
were in full compliance.” (‘Parents have freedom of choice, but not freedom of
information” by Doug Oplinger and Dennis J. Willard, Akron Beacon-Journal, 12/12/99.)

In another issue examined by the Akron Beacon-Journal, a chain of Ohio charter schools
targeting children with Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) for enrollment was audited by
the state for re-labeling students who enrolled with designations which included
‘severely emotionally disturbed.” According to a former teacher, the re-labeling was
performed by school staff members who ‘were untrained to evaluate mental
capabilities... [with] no parents present.”

The school gets about $13,000 in state and local funds for each student classified with
a special education problem — nearly double the money it would get for educating a
regular student or one with ADD.

And nearly every student at Summit Academy Akron is reported to have a special
education problem, even though most of them didn’t carry that designation when they
were enrolled in public schools.

Now, allegations that Summit Academy has intentionally misidentified students with
special education disabilities have drawn unscheduled audits from the Ohio
Department of Education at two schools. And Akron Public Schools officials have



asked state Auditor Jim Petro to review Summit Academy's pecial educaion
records.

In question is whether millionsin tax dall ars that flow into the eght Summit
Academy charter schodsin Ohio owned by Peter DiMezza of Akron have been
properly obtained and wsed. (3Schod fund sham? by Reginald Fields, Akron
BeaconrJournal, 512/02)

BrunoManno, a well-known 2choice®propoent, admitsto ore diarter's 2acounting
irregulariti es, governancetiffs, and overreporting of enrollments®:

The new D.C. schod board moved duing the 2001-'02 schod year to close three
other schods chartered by the previous board. They had an array of problems:
overcrowded clasgooms with littl e ventil ation, Hgh absenteerates, few textbooks and
other instructional materials, abysmal academic results, andfailureto fil e financid
reports and to offer the advertised courses. (3 ellow Flag,° Education Next, Winter
2003

BrunoManno's lutionto the aisis cited above? The National Association of Charter
Schod Authorizers, whowill pressfor @results® and 2accourtabili ty® in choice®
aResults® and accourtabili ty® are sacred to education reform ideology. It doesn't matter
how the results are obtained. It just matters that they are obtained.

Waivers are acrisis waiting to happen. Thisis by design. Troubdeswill erupt as a natural
result of thisintentional design flaw. It only takes one big headline disaster for a national
push to institutionali ze education reform mandates on all 2choice®options, in cluding the
last bastions of truly free doice homeschods and private schods. Thisiswhy it is $
imperative for 2choice®reformers to broaden the definition d homeschoding. Once there
isawell-pubicized cdamity + say, for example, with a cybercharter that superficially
resembles homeschoding -- the reformers fully intend to start the drumbea for more
onerous governmental regulations, oversight, andintrusionson all choice na just puldic
achoice® No child shall be left behind.

Waivers for Favors

There is another convenient loophde in charter waiver design. Disasters, such as the ones
cited abowve, surprisingly do nd result in bad charter operators put out of businessor their
schods hut down. Thisis because waivers for echoice® daways co me with favors for
achoice? Politi csis the name of the game. In return for being granted certain avaivers®
which benefit businessinterests, the innovators turn their profitsinto pditi cal adion--
espedally highly financed, well-oiled pditi cd adion committees. This padliticd adion
tranglates directly into advocecy for educaion reform measuresincluding, of course,
more 2doice.”

Stories have gopeared in the pressabou enormous campaign contributions, pditi cd pay-
offs, paential conflicts of interest and aher sleazy pdliti cd maneuvers. Private



foundations, public policy groups, ‘choice” advocacy organizations, education officials
and ‘thoice” operators move back and forth across the ‘choice spectrum, serving in
various roles and capacities which promote an agenda that profits them directly. (See
http://www.susanohanian.org/atrocity_fetch.php?id+323 for one pertinent story.) In
exchange for pdliti cd favors ($$9) charter operators have been granted businesswaivers
($$9.

The most natorious 2choice®tycoonis David Brennan of White Hat Management. His
saga, which traverses the 2choice® spedrum from the Cleveland volchers to charters, was
recorded in a1999Akron BeaconJournal article series by reporters Dennis 1 Will ard
and Doug Oplinger (3n education, money talks,® 12/13/99). An examination d the
campaign finance database & the Ohio Seaetary of State's website reveds that sincethe
initial gubernatorial campaign of former-governor George Voinowvich, an active 2doice®
proporent, the Brennan family has contributed over $1.8million ddlars to
amonservative® Repulican candidates, who in turn greased the paliti cd, legidlative, legal,
judicia and bueaucratic madinery that furthered a 2doice® enpire. Certain
drregularities® were winked at or ignored, which all owed Brennan to move with ease
from atroubed voucher initiative diredly into charters. In aPBS interview, Brennan
reveds how the squeaky whed got greased:

Combining al those reasons together we dedded to close our voucher schools as of
June [199)], and coincidentally, charter legislation permitted usto open schodsin
those same locations and that's what we did. But | probably feel more forcefully than

| ever have that vouchers are the answer for the problem. Charters are a way station
on the way to getting full choice through vouchers. [emphasis added] (°The Battle
Over Schod Choice Frontline, 2000,

http://www.plbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontli ne/shows/vouchersinterviews)

It isnot a wincidence that Brennan's White Hat Management has now creded its own
version d acybercharter, the Alternative Educaion Academy (also known as
OHDELA). OHDELA chose atarget marketing strategy identicd to Will iam Bennett's,
i.e., capitalizing onthe reputation d homeschoders.

The vaiversfor favors® system credes financial windfall s for charter operators, and
there areimmediate paliti cd repercussons. Mom and pop haneschoders wholive on
oneincome can't begin to compete with this Goliath. Perhaps this stuation wouldn't be
very seriousif, indeed, the cyberschod merchants were truly ¥riends® of homeschoders.
But, astherecord will show (seePart 3), the very men who are proporents of 2choice®
are dso soundng the loudest drumbeds for @esults,® &tandards,® accountabili ty,® and
agesanents.® Their 2choicelis not true choice + the dhoicethat homeschoolers
currently enjoy now. Their 2choice® is government @choice® which isnochoice d all.
And cybercharters are the perfed look-ali ke instrument with which to foist this reform
agenda uponan ursuspecting and reive homeschooling community.

Thereal threa to public educaion daes not come from the tiny remnant of mom and pop
homeschod families. Thered threa to traditional pulic education comes from the new



achoice® of the educaion reformers. Canned 2dhoice®is activating key elements of
educationreform that will change local community-based pubdic schodsforever. It isthe
best todl ever devised for such a purpose because 1) it perfectly decavesthe pubic, 2) it
creaes crises (through the use of waivers), and 3 pre-determined solutions are waiting in
the wings.

aChoice®propanents knew all along that there would be fiscd and educational disaster s
with experimental schoding options. They even knew abou personal safety and
sanitation dangers to children. Neverthelessfor over a decade now, @choice® proporents
have been continuing their push for waivers, for innovations and %reak the mold°
schoding. To the pubic, the 2doice®propanents cite guarantees of excdlencein
education, pant to high atandards,® parental freedom to choose what is best for their
children, and #ree market® cheds and kalances. But, when they write anongst
themselvesin the higher echelons of pulic pdlicy institutes, think tanks and educaion
periodicds, they speak a different language + that of educaionreform. In therarified air
of education bueaucratic lingo, ancther agendais at work

Tests Drivethe Reform Engine

aChoice®is an acceptable form of educaionreform becauseit is part of the &ystem.©
Thereasonit is part of the system is sSmple: the test. Before procealing, it is necessary to
review the basics abou educaion reform. In anutshell, educaionreform isa SY STEM
(womb to tomb) founded upona METHOD (operant condtioning). The system runsvia a
FEEDBACK MECHANISM (assesament test) that is DATABANKED (computer-
stored). STANDARDS set the aiteriafor measuring the degree to which rewards and
penalti es are bestowed to the dnild, teader, schod, district and state. The most essential
comporent of a smoaoth-runnng education reform system is a well -devised assssnent
test. The test drives the entire reform engine. Little Johmy or Susie sit at their desk and
answer questions on this assessnent. These aiswers are then fed into a databank,
processed, and regurgitated in the form of rewards or penalti es to student, teader, schod
officials, schod building, and schod district.

Sincethe 1980, when the national testing agenda rose to prominence, testing has been
one of the least understood aspeds of the educaion reform plan. The pulic thinks they
are getting old-fashioned achievement tests that measure academic progress. But the
educaionreform tests2ases® a ¢ild's progressnot only on academics, but also their
paliticd correaness worldview, beliefs, opnions, values and attitudes. These tests have
state-prescribed dcorred® answers to questions that formerly were mnsidered private and
personal matters. And these tests are now 2high stakes,® which means that rewards and
penalties are atached to them.

For perhaps thousands of years teachers and tutors have enployed tests as away to
measure what a dhild has adually learned. Does Joey know that 2+2=4? A simple
mathematica quiz will quickly reved Joey's grengths and deficienciesin knowvledge of
subjea matter. A competent teader will then review the materia with Joey and make
sure he learns the answers that he has missed. Thistype of academic test isnon



standardized and puely acalemic. Curriculum-based tests used to operate the same way,
simply identifying the degreeto which the student had learned the subjed matter covered
in the book. The advent of standardized tests began to change dl of this. Standardized
acalemic adievement tests were an instrument that told parents and teachers how well
their children were performing on certain subjeds as compared to their peers.

Sincethe days of JohnDewey, a cetain segment in the upper echelons of educaion have
sought to reform education so that it would become avehicle to transform society,
particularly towards aform of socialism. Today, the reformers will argue that educaion
must socialize dildren, prepare them for the global workforce, teach them interpersonal
skill sand equip them for lifelong learning. All of these goals have dtitudinal, values-
laden comporents which are then embedded into the standards and assessments.
Embedding these worldviews in psycho-social assesanents ensures that they will become
integrated into American life and culture within a decade or two. The obvious troulde
with such a grand schemeisobvious = nat all Americans dhare the same values, attitudes,
opinions, beliefs and feelings. The asseessment testing mandate ensures that the next
generation d children will conform to this government-prescribed mindset like dones.

If littl e Johmy or Susie answers too many questions incorredly, including the value-
laden questions, he/she won't passthe test. The repercussons for thiswill befelt all the
way uptheline. Make no mistake a&ou it: the onus rests onthe dild. And children knov
it. Stories of children being frightened to the paint of physical ill nesshave been repeaed
aroundthe murntry. News acours have reported onteading to the test, excessve
preoccupation with test preparation, and even cheaing on tests. Everything hinges on
&he test.° Thisis what Gacountability® is al about.

The National Assesament of Educational Progress(NAEP, or The Nation's Report
Card®) isthe gold standard for all U.S. assessnents. Under the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) federa education reform act, state standards and assessnents must beaome
aligned with federal requirements. To make sure that thiswill be acomplished properly,
the feds now carry abig stick. All states must have submitted accountability plansto the
U.S. Department of Education by the end d January 2003.The law forces gates to show
improvement or facetough consequences, including lossof federa ddlars. Everybody
from Johmy and Susie on upwill recave eport cards.’° These report cards are pedd ed
to an ursuspeding pulic as areliable method d ascertaining aschod's academic
progress Thereport cards are used by everyone from mayors promoting communiti es to
corporations, to real estate salespersons selling neighbarhoods. In redlity, however, the
report cards are dl based onthe psycho-social assessment scores of littl e Johmy and littl e
Susie.

High stakes testing is currently designed to hdd a dhild's s£hod acmurtable for meeting
state and federal standards. Under the NCLB Act, in thefirst year of poor performance,
the schod will have to improveitself. In the second year, children will be given the
optionto transfer to anather schod. Third and fourth year penalti es become increasingly
excesgve and coercive. The seoondyear of the penalties phase could be awindfall for
charter operators. Thisiswhen parents, who are deceived by the eport card® scores



(thinking them to be indicaive of academic fail ure), or dismayed by the reductionin
schod fundng, may throw up their hands in exasperation and decide to try charters or
other vehicles of 2choice.”

The ahoice®promoters are waiti ng in the wings to recave little Johmy and Susieinto
their cybercoffers. These ahoice® options, howvever, are nat true @choice® Charter
schods give asesanent tests because that has now become an esential part of the
definition o 3pulic®schod. Therefore, children will not escgpe asesanents, or the
curriculum that produces 8success® simply by transferring over to a new schod. But they
might escgpe the penalti es = for now. Children cannot escgpe the test. No matter where
they go, the test will be there.

Databanking Devices

The scores from littl e Johnny and Susie's NAEP tests travel to a databank + and beyond?
How far beyond hes never been divulged to the public. The key point is that the
government, along with various contractors and subcontradors, al have accessto the test
guestion dhta of its citi zenry from tests that are not simply academic, but also psycho-
socia in nature. Big Brother knows what your children are thinking, feding, believing,
and valuing.

Databanking the assessment resultsis the key to educaion reform. Everything hinges on
the databank. Each year, or series of years, the databank is updated to reflect a child's
new scores. These scores are mmpared to prior scores, rewards and penalties are meted
out, and the $rogres? of children toward a national standard is recorded. Curriculum
and educational processes that produce 3uccess® ae given the government's gamp of
approval as 3programs that work® and federal dallars foll ow.

Groups of citi zens have valiantly tried for several decales, legislatively and through the
courts, withou much success to stop this flow of intimate information. Significantly,
national 2conservative®leaders and aganizations have by and large not only failed to
suppat these dtizens, bu have adually stoodin their way or sabotaged their eff orts.
National diberal® organizations have proven to be equally untrustworthy. Whil e 3eft®
and @ight® mucky -mucks were locked in spurious battles over turf, semantics and
outcomes, the real isaueisthe significant lossindividual freedom and privacy, andthe
encroaching power of the state.

One might have assumed that the suppacsedly pdliticdly conservative 2doice®
proporents would oppae such a gargantuan governmental intrusion into the deepest
recesses of the human mind, espedally when it involves masscoercion ona scae not
seen since Stalin. Such isnat the cae. In fad, it is quite the oppasite. Chester Finn,a
close mlleague of Willi am Bennett's, and staunch 2choice® advocate, has written:

For toolong, U.S. education hes ladked meaningful standards and avoided red
acountabili ty. Thankfully, thisis garting to change.



The quest for educaiona acmuntability relies on athree-legged stod: standards,
assesgnents, and consequences.

...How dowe know if a student, teader, or school is meding the standards? Tests,
diredly linked to the standards, are aitical.

...Finally, standards and tests must be cmugded with consequences. (3Standards,
Testing & Accountabili ty,° www.edexcdl encenet/topics/standards.html)

Dr. Chester E. Finn, Jr., is president of the Thomas B. Fordham Fourdation which is an
educaion reform group spedalizing in 2choice,° Gacountabili ty,° and 8tandards.° Finn
was Assstant Seaetary for Reseach and Improvement (OERI) at the U.S. Department of
Educaion from 198588, during Bennett's tenure & Seaetary of Education. Finn hes
written exhaustively over the past decale dou the use of assesgnent tests in educaion
reform, focusing agred ded of attention on®aacountabili ty.© It was Chester Finnwhois
largely credited with authoring the original education reform plan, America 2000
Ironicdly, even though he has ironclad credentials as one of the diief architeds and
promoters of educaionreform, Finnis cast as a politi cd conservative by the education
establi shment and the media. Thisisin part dueto the fad that heis pro- 2choice® But he
isalso amaster at writing &ou have to doit thisway® piecesthat tweak liberal democrat
positions.

In 1992Finnwrote in the Wall Sred Journal, 8Clea standards can be the centerpiece of
radicd change.® (3/23/92). A few yeas later Finnjoined the dhorusfor docal control®
and dawvnsizing the U.S. Department of Education, a pdliti cdly conservative ralying cry.
He explains how this could work:

[tO©s time- past time -- to %end education hane,®in Mr. [Lamar] Alexander©s phrase.
The schods canna be fixed in Washington. They are the proper work of states,
locditi es, teaders and parents.... What shoud remain in Washington? Not alot:
statistics, perhaps a bit of research; the assesanent of student performance at
theinternational, national and statelevels.... [Emphasis added] (3A Primer for
Educaion Reform,° Wall Stred Journal, 1/13/95)

Colleagues Willi am Bennett and Lamar Alexander, bah former U.S. Secretaries of
Educaion from Repubican administrations, agreed onthe same agendain a speeh
before Congress

The gathering, analysis and reporting of education statistics would be placed uncer
thejurisdiction d the National Education Goals Panel, consisting of governors,
legislators, members of Congressand senior officials of the exeautive branch.
Assesament of student achievement at the international, national and state levels
would become the unambiguous resporsibili ty of arehabilit ated National Assesgnent
Governing Board, overseen in turn by the Goals Panel. (Empower America,

aADbdli shing the Department of Educaionin Order to Liberate Parents and Schods,®



A joint statement by former Seaetaries of Education Lamar Alexander and Willi am
J. Bennett, delivered to aHouse mmmitteg Jan. 26, 1995.

In short, everything would fall under afedera entity overseang assessment testing. Three
of the country's foremost 2choice® proporents * Alexander, Bennett and Finn -- were
lauded acrossthe auntry by Repulican conservatives for their cal to dsmantle the U.S.
Department of Educaion. In resporse, vitrioli c pieces were written by educationjournals
and pubic padlicy institutes from the Left, decrying this agenda. This artificial debatein
the media masked the real plan that these men were alvocating + the databank. Thisis
what Finn, Bennett and Alexander wanted leftover after disbanding the U.S. Department
of Educaionin Washington: the centrali zation d statistics, research and assessment
performanceresullts.

The federal databank isahungry creature. There are dil dren 3 eft behind® whose
asesgnent scores are not yet recorded. Bennett, Alexander and Finn romote 2doice®
because they know that charter schods function perfectly to fill i n the gaps, caching
more dildren in the web. When parents are enticed away from private schools and
homeschodsto placetheir children into charters, their chil dren are then tested and
entered into the government databank. Charter schod's, becaise they are public schods,
administer assesgments to children. Charter schools promise to deliver better test scores,
which means that they must tead in away that meés or exceeals the new standards.
Many, including Bennett, brag that their curriculum is aligned to state (meaning federal)
standards.

Assesanent test results feed the databank. As long as children become effedively
indactrinated with the proper academic and psycho-social attitudes, values, beliefs,
opinions and ideas, the reform engine dhugs along merrily, eagerly goblding up rew
scores. Part 3 of thisreport will reved the staggering extent to which these threemen and
their coharts have engineered and advanced this facet of the educaion reform agenda.

The @nclusionisinescapable. The purposeis control of an entire popuation d children,
including their teachers, through the use of coercive and puriti ve government-sanctioned
methods + based onthe databanking of test scores. Leading education reformers have
never hidden this agenda. But neither have they trumpeted it openly. One hasto dg
through the massve reamns of reform documents, pubic padlicy papers, think tank reports
and government papers to seethe full picture. Excerpts from these key documents can be
foundin the deli berate dumbing davn of America: A Chrondogical Paper Trail by
Charlotte Iserbyt (www.deli beratedumbingdown.com).

The No Child Left Behind Act has openly instituted the utopian (but totalitarian) systemic
changes envisioned by the leading reformers of the past several decades. Fully
implemented 2choice® has the caabili ty to change traditional pubdic schods beyond
reaognition. Educators might agreenow with the pdliti caly and ideologicaly @orred®
asuumptions underlying the psycho-social testing instruments. But will they agreewith
these ideas as they evolve in the future? What if they disli ke the government-prescribed



psycho-social-paliti cd curriculum of cookie-cutter schods in the future? Where will t hey
be &leto send their children when there ae no more true choices?

Full 2chaoicelintends to wipe out the remaining bastions of true doice. If homeschod
and pivate schod parents lose the right to truly choase an education for their children,
then this right has been lost forever in America

Part 3: William Bennett and the De-Valuing of America Cronyism, Communitarianism,
and Crisis

*See The Pizza Choice Game.°
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B.K. Educating for the New World Order (Portland, OR: Halcyon House, 1991),
p. 6569.

3. AWhen Johmy Takes the Test,° by Melanie K. Fields, Sarah H. Ledlie, and Anita
B. Hoge. See http://www.deli beratedumbingdown.com.

4. lbid.

The authors give permissonfor thisreport to be duplicated in its entirety and
distributed to you suppat group members. Also, the aithors give permissonto
individually make phaocopies of thisfad report, duplicated in its entirety, to be
shared with ather individual homeschoders.




