
_____________________________________________

STATES’ IMPACT ON FEDERAL EDUCATION POLICY  
ORAL HISTORY PROJECT

_____________________________________________

An Oral History Interview with
 

C  HRISTOPHER C  ROSS 

Interviewer: Anita Hecht, Life History Services
Recording Date: November 2013

Place: Palo Alto, California
Interview Length: 2.75 hours

–  Oral History Interview Transcript  –

           ©New York State Archives, 2013



Project Background
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To the Reader
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certainly additions, to any oral history. 
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HOUR 1 
 
 
 
Hour 1/00:00 
Educational & Employment Background, Catalysts to Interest in Federal Politics 
 
 
 
The date is November 18th in the year 2013. My name is Anita Hecht, and I have the great 

pleasure and honor of interviewing Chris Cross on the campus of Stanford University in Palo 

Alto, California on behalf of New York State Archives and the States' Impact on Federal 

Education Oral History Project. We're here to record the stories of the last fifty years of federal 
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education policy and the impact that the states have had on its development and implementation. 

So welcome, and thank you for agreeing to this interview. 

 

Thank you. My pleasure. 

 

Let's begin a little bit by way of background on you – where you grew up and how you came to 

get interested in education. 

 

Okay. Born in northeastern Ohio, lived there until I was fifteen, when my family moved to 

southern California. Went through high school in Los Angeles area. And then enrolled in 

Whittier College as an undergraduate and was very active there in political things and leadership 

activities – editor of the newspaper and president of the honorary society, and that sort of thing.  

 

When I was a senior, I was offered a position by the president of the college to continue to work 

there in the public relations/community relations area, which I did for three years, doing a lot of 

things. And [I] actually got Whittier's football games televised on one of the commercial 

channels in LA and Whittier on – you probably don't remember – the College Bowl. It was a 

contest show where colleges would field teams to compete against one another. And the ultimate 

was to win five weeks in a row. The long and short of it is Whittier won five weeks in a row and 

was one of the few colleges, especially liberal arts colleges, to ever accomplish that. So had lots 

of fun doing that.  
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Was then hired as assistant to the president at Cal State-Los Angeles, which was, at that point, 

called Los Angeles State College. It was about two years later, I think it was, that California 

changed all of the names, so it became California State University at Los Angeles. Worked as 

assistant to the president there. Unfortunately, the president who hired me left about ten weeks 

after I got there to become head of the Job Corps in Washington DC. This was in a time of the – 

it would have been out of the Johnson administration legislation, out of the War on Poverty – had 

gotten to know a number of people at the University of the Pacific in northern California, which 

you may know of yourself.  

 

And then went up to Stockton. Worked there for a couple of years, where one of our friends was 

a young woman who was the daughter of a US senator from Idaho named Len Jordan. We 

worked together. Our families were very close, and she encouraged me to run for the school 

board there in a place called Lincoln Village, which is a suburban area. I didn't win, but we 

established a good relationship. 

 

When we came to the 1968 elections, I was drafted, basically, to run one of the two Nixon 

campaigns in San Joaquin County, which is that area around Stockton, which I did. Subsequent 

to that, I was offered a job to go back and work in HEW [Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare] in Washington and went in the summer of '69. 

 

Interesting time. Tell me a little bit more about what influenced your interest in education and in 

politics. How did that come to be? 
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Well, I was a political science major in undergraduate and a government/political science as a 

master's degree from Cal State. And I’d always been intrigued with it, with how public policy is 

made and developed and implemented, which is, of course, the part that doesn't get paid enough 

attention to, especially now, I guess. And education was something I just gravitated to. I never 

consciously thought of education as a field, carrying this out. It's just my career developed in that 

area, and I followed the career.  

 

This was the time of the Kent State and Jackson State tragedies and student unrest, where there 

were – you may remember National Guard killings at Kent State in Ohio. In Jackson State, there 

was a tragedy. And the president created this commission on campus unrest, which was chaired – 

he asked Bill Scranton, who was then – had just retired as the governor of Pennsylvania – to 

chair it. And I was asked to go help them out. I was actually the only person on the staff who had 

ever had any experience in the federal government. So worked there for many months. 

 

At the end of that, was offered a job and had tentatively accepted it, to go to work for one of the 

higher education associations. 

 

One of the higher – ? 

 

Education associations – organization of colleges – at DuPont Circle, which was sort of the 

center of that universe. And literally, I think just before I was to go, got a call from the assistant 

secretary for legislation at HEW, saying, – would you be willing to come there and become the 

deputy for education legislation?   
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So I went back to HEW, I guess that would have been, probably, November of 1970 – and was 

there through the remainder of Elliot Richardson's service. Richardson had then come in as 

Secretary [of HEW]. Robert Finch had left to go to the White House and stayed there until the 

end of that term, when Richardson went to the Department of Defense, to serve for about four 

months as Secretary of Defense and then was appointed Attorney General. And obviously, 

defense was not an area of particular interest to me. 

 

Did you have any personal experiences in your own education that were inspirational or that 

gave you a certain belief, already at that point, about the role of government and what it should 

be in education? 

 

Very good question. I can't point to anything specific, Anita. I do remember being very 

interested in the whole question of how you assure that a quality education is being delivered, 

and the role of various sectors in saying that happened. But no single incident would stand out 

for me. 

 

Did you have a particular political affiliation? I know you said you worked on Nixon's 

campaign. 

 

Right. I was a Republican – still am – in name only, I guess as they say these days. (laughter) 

Would consider myself in what was known for so many years as the Rockefeller wing of the 

Republican Party. Scranton was part of that. Richardson was as well. And actually, in 1964, at 
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the Republican convention, which was in San Francisco, Mark Hatfield, who had been the 

governor of Oregon, had come to Whittier to speak at the commencement that previous year. So 

I had established a good relationship with his staff. And he asked me to come to San Francisco to 

work on his staff at the ‘64 convention where he was the temporary chairman of the convention 

and the keynoter. 

 

So I went up to San Francisco – stayed with some friends here in Palo Alto actually, as I think 

about it. And I got up to San Francisco the Sunday night before the convention started. And there 

was a little get-together of the people working for Hatfield. And his chief of staff came to me and 

said – General Eisenhower was then serving – or President Eisenhower – as a commentator for 

ABC news, because Jim Hagerty, his former press secretary, was the president of ABC News. 

And he was there at the St. Francis Hotel, right on Union Square. And Hatfield's person said that 

the former president has asked if we could help him out with some staffing. Would I be willing 

to go and spend the week working there? So I did. It was a great experience. Ended up in his box 

at the convention – at the Cow Palace one night. I guess that also got me very interested, not in 

education, specifically, but in kind of the national sense. 

 

The federal politics. 

 

Yes. Right, right.  

 

Now when you came to Washington, ESEA [Elementary and Secondary Education Act] had 

already passed. 
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Hour 1/10:00 
Work on Higher Education Act, Problems with ESEA Appropriations, Importance of 
Bipartisanship in Dealing with Accountability 
 
 

Right.  

 

And there were the Great Society programs in place. Did you have any particular views, at that 

point, on education and the role of the federal government, or knowledge about this sea change 

that had occurred? 

 

Not at that point. And my first couple of years there – first three years, really, three and a half – 

was almost all on higher education. In 1972, was a reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. I 

had spent the previous almost two years working on that legislation. And it was probably the – 

aside from the original enactment of the Higher Ed Act in '65 – the single biggest, higher 

education bill that we've seen. It created what's now called the Pell Grants. It created the 

guaranteed student loan market. It created Title IX, FIPSE [Fund for the Improvement of Post-

Secondary Education], NIE [National Institute for Education] – all sorts of things. So that was 

my initiation into it. And at that point, I was working closely with the staff of the committee and 

with the senior members. And Al Quie – Q-U-I-E – who was, at that point, a congressman from 

Minnesota – in 1972, the ranking member, [the] ranking Republican on the committee, was 

defeated in the election, and Quie was next in line. So he was then going to become the ranking 

Republican starting in the next congress. He offered me a job to come and work for him, and I 

did that. The first bill to come up, which I was asked to work on, was the 1974 amendments to 
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the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. So that was my baptism of fire in that, and where 

I worked Jack Jennings, [who] was my counterpart on the other side of the aisle, as well as all 

sorts of people of course, on the Senate side and other House members’ offices.. 

 

So let's spend some time there. I want to now introduce our topic in terms of states' impact. I 

know you're working on federal policy, but as we talk about these different reauthorizations at 

that time, I'd love to hear stories about how, if any, influences came to you all in your work, from 

the states, or what you were hearing about the implementation of ESEA and how that had gone 

and how you were thinking of revamping it. 

 

Yeah. There were a number of major issues. Of course, after the passage of ESEA in '65, there 

was, I think, a billion dollars was about the initial appropriations for it. It didn't increase a lot for 

several years because of the Vietnam War. Although Johnson certainly would have wanted to put 

more money there, not much happened in that. But a billion dollars was big money. And because 

of the fact that this represented new –"that" being ESEA – new programming for the federal 

government, the old Office of Education, which was then what is now the Department of 

Education, was administering something that had never been set up to do.  

 

And one of the things that I encountered early on, actually when I was still at HEW, were audit 

reports that were coming out of GAO [General Accounting Office] and out of the auditor – I 

don't think he was called an Inspector General then, at HEW, but the equivalent of the Inspector 

General – about things that had been done badly with the money – building  swimming pools, 
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buying stacks of overhead projectors, leaving them in closets and never taking them out of the 

boxes – that kind of thing.  

 

So that helped to shape the climate when you went into '74 about what were the issues that you 

were going to be dealing with. So tightening up on some of that was key. There was also a 

dispute – a major dispute, I guess, which in some ways is still seen today – about how the money 

should be targeted. The money went to states on the basis of poverty, and the poverty was based 

on basically the welfare definition of low income – the so-called Orshansky Poverty Index. And 

then there was a formula to get Title I dollars  down to school districts. But one of the issues was 

would the money go to schools on the basis of poverty or on the basis of educational need? And 

since '66, when the first money started to flow, it went on the basis of poverty. And  

Congressman Al Quie, whom I was working for, believed that, in fact, you should not make the 

assumption that all poor kids were dumb kids, to be quite blunt about it. And he wanted to see it 

go on the basis of educational need. 

 

And how was educational need defined in that case? 

 

It was left up to districts, states, to determine, because we didn't have the national measures to do 

that. So there was quite a battle about that. Quie, in the end, lost it. It was a heavily Democratic 

Congress at that point. And of course, in 1974, in the elections then was a so-called Watergate 

election, where the Republicans fell to probably the lowest number of seats they've had since 

World War II, or before, maybe since the Depression. Quie did have some strong supporters on 

the democratic side of the aisle. 
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One of the things that really characterized that time was collegiality. Even though these men and 

women would fight like tigers in the committee, they were very cordial on the outside. I 

remember Carl Perkins, who was the Democratic chair of the committee at that point, and Quie 

were both essentially, farmers. And they would always talk about their horses and would go 

riding together and things of that sort. And it was that kind of humanity, I guess, that allowed 

relations to really be effective. And Quie ended up getting many victories. He didn't win all of 

the battles, but he ended up winning a lot of them because he knew how to negotiate and knew 

how to treat people civilly. So there was, over that period of time, a good deal that was 

accomplished that he wanted to do. 

 

But one of the things I remember from that era is certain states who were very active in this area. 

At that point, as I recall, Wilson Riles – R-I-L-E-S – was the California state superintendent of 

education – a terrific guy – come up from the ranks in education. I don't remember the details of 

his history, but he was not a politician. He was an educator. Today, almost all of the state 

superintendents in California are politicians, not educators.  California, at that time, had a state 

program for disadvantaged children. Pennsylvania and Massachusetts had programs for special 

education kids. But what characterized the scene, as you looked across the country, was great 

unevenness in terms of what children were being provided services, on what basis, and at what 

level of accountability.  

 

So in '74, it was very much a matter of trying to tighten up some of those things. I cannot 

remember without looking at the law now, any detail about that. But there was good collegiality 
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in terms of making some moves in that direction and getting more accountability so you wouldn't 

have these abuses that occurred. And I'm trying to think – I think it was the lawyers' committee 

on civil rights, or the citizens' committee on civil rights, that had uncovered a lot of this misspent 

money. A woman named Phyllis McClure was the person who was in charge of that work.  

 

So the original structure of ESEA, it sounds like, didn't have a lot of design in terms of how the 

money should be spent. 

 

None, absolutely none. You need to look back at the history of it. Johnson proposed this, of 

course – not long after he was elected to his own term. This would have been fourteen to fifteen 

months after Kennedy's assassination. And it went through Congress in record time. There were 

virtually no hearings. It passed the House first. And Johnson said, "I want it passed by the Senate 

without amendment."  

 

HOUR 1/20:05 
States' Initial Response to ESEA, Emergency School Aid Program 
 
 

Can you imagine that happening today? Impossible. And the Senate did! And one of the things 

that's very interesting is that, at that point, Robert Kennedy was a New York State senator. He 

wanted a provision in there on some accountability, and he lost it because Johnson insisted this 

get through without that. He didn't want to have the fight about how you defined accountability 

and all that sort of thing. So actually, the House Republicans were in favor of that too. And this 

is one of those situations where you had kind of odd bedfellows. So they came back to it a year 
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or two later. There was some language inserted, but it was very loose. It wasn't until '74 and 

later, that you really had anything significant happen.  

 

And I remember – this is jumping ahead, but it's worth drawing the line here, I think. The Chair 

of the House Education Labor Committee in the late '80s was Gus Hawkins – a congressman, 

African-American congressman, from the Watts area of Los Angeles. And he, in the hearings 

leading up to that reauthorization, said, “I've been in Congress” – or whatever it was, twenty 

years at that point – “I don't see much happening to improve the education of kids in my district, 

and that's the kids who should be improving.” He was one of those who really helped to move 

things along those lines, as well.  

 

I think that you said off tape before, that you saw also the history of ESEA coming into being 

because the states were not – 

 

– were not doing much. Yeah, that's right. I mean, if you go back to Johnson's thesis for the war 

on poverty, it was recognizing that to break the cycle of poverty, you had to have the children 

educated and able to compete better, hold jobs, succeed in life, and all the rest of it. 

 

And by and large, when you came into the Washington scene, did it seem that all the states 

welcomed that money, that mandate? 

 

They certainly welcomed the money. The mandate – as long as the mandate was loose, and a 

mandate probably is too strong a term – they were fine with that. Now, Smith and Kirst were 
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around during that period before I got here. Both of the Mikes, I think, were there in the '60s in 

the old Office of Education. But as things got tighter and tighter, it got more and more 

contentious, of course. 

 

One of the other things I could mention around the states is that when I was at HEW, this was the 

time of a lot of civil rights activism, and I don't mean that in a negative sense at all. There was 

just a lot that had to be done. Of course, the Civil Rights Act had passed in '64. It was “all 

deliberate speed” at that point, and that was not very fast. And I can't remember – was there a 

court case that then said – “Do it.” I think this was Earl Warren. And so one of the problems was 

you still had dual school systems existing in all those southern states. I'd forgotten the number –

thirteen, or fourteen.  

 

So the Economic Opportunity Act, which was the War on Poverty – main part of the Johnson 

agenda, had discretionary money in it. And to make a long story short, the old Office of 

Economic Opportunity, which administered it, made available a transfer to HEW of money to 

basically – I'm going to choose my words carefully here, but – to smooth the way for the 

dissolution of those dual systems. This was called the Emergency School Aid Program. And 

actually, to show you a contrast between then and today, applications would come in, and if they 

met the criteria, they were reviewed and the money went out in forty-eight hours, which is 

amazing! And it's, I think, one of the least told stories about how desegregation was achieved at 

that point without violence. I mean, basically you could say these entities in the states were 

bribed with money to dismantle the dual systems, to create single systems. And that happened in 
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that period of '70, '71, I guess, '72. I don't remember the exact time of it, but there was 

legislation. 

 

And so it was the state education agencies that had to apply for the money? 

 

No. It was the districts. 

 

The districts. 

 

I believe. I believe it was individual districts that did, as I recall.  

 

That would be an interesting study. 

 

Yes, it would be, because it's largely unexamined, I think. But going back to this period of time 

around the states, at the same time that ESEA was being considered for reauthorization, at about 

that same time, another House subcommittee, chaired by John Brademas – who was a 

congressman from Indiana, later to become president of New York University – was considering 

and passed legislation to create a childcare program – an early childhood education program, 

much like Obama's talking about today. Nixon vetoed it. That was probably just about the time 

Watergate was exploding. And the Congress didn't override it. It did obviously get passed by the 

Senate and sent to the president.  
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That so incensed Brademas and Harrison Williams, who was the chair of the Senate committee, 

that they worked on legislation to create what was called the Education of All Handicapped 

Children Act in 1975. It was passed and then signed by Gerald Ford not long after Ford became 

president. But it's another example of it passing because of the fact that states weren't attending 

to the needs of these children. I didn't work on that bill directly. My officemate did, but I can 

remember being at some of those hearings, and parents coming in and telling these tragic stories 

about how their children were being excluded from school, or if in school, were kept almost 

literally in closets and just not being educated in any way. And that was very powerful. As I 

mentioned before, Pennsylvania and Massachusetts were active in that area and had programs. 

And I think it's – I don't know if Brademas – I'm not sure of his status today, but he'd tell you 

that what those states had done became the model for what Congress passed and was enacted. 

That, today, is the Individual With Disabilities Education Act – IDEA. But that was a revolution 

to have a program like that. And, in many ways, was much more targeted and focused on 

individual states and the need to education their kids. But it was a civil rights act, basically. It 

wasn't an education act. There were strong requirements in it around expenditure of money and 

tracking money to be sure that the funding went for supplemental services, that it didn't replace 

what states were already doing, because the shell game with money could be easy to do if you 

didn't have requirements around that. 

 

Tell me what you mean that it was a civil rights act versus an education act. In terms of how it 

flowed through the legislative process? 
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No. If you look at, though, the rhetoric around it, it was – these children have a civil right to be 

educated. That's fundamental. It was never talked about in terms of – how do you define that 

education? How do you measure it? How do you hold people accountable for it? And what does 

that mean relative to mainstreaming, or relative to pull-out programs, self contained classrooms, 

and all that sort of thing. So it got enacted on the basis of the stories about children being 

untreated, not educated, without any consideration about – what is it you were trying to achieve? 

It was more about opening the door than anything else. And only over the years have we moved 

in the other direction. It's taken thirty years to do that.  

 

Differences between that and the ESEA, in terms of getting it through the legislative process and 

then also the response by the states? 

 

HOUR 1/29:55 
President Ford's Signing of ESEA, Federal Government's Use of States to Administer 
ESEA Funds, Educationally vs. Economically Disadvantaged 
 
 

Well, good question about the response. Because I didn't work on that legislation directly, I'm 

not sure I could give you an honest answer about that. In terms of going through, of course 

because of Johnson's power and force in getting ESEA passed and signed within ninety days, I 

think – it's in the book. I can't remember specifically now – but it was quite a contrast to what 

happened before. It was hotly contested in the committees in both sides before it was enacted. 

And Ford never – in fact, I just was communicating with the Ford Museum about this, the 

Presidential Library – Ford didn't sign it publicly, they claim, although I have this memory of 

him doing it. Oh, I remember the story on this, now. OMB – the Office of Management and 
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Budget, which, of course, is kind of the conscience of the Office of the President around budget 

and money and policy and that – recommended to the president that he veto it. And Quie was 

very close to Gerry Ford. He had made – [was] one of the small cabal of leaders, of Republicans, 

who had made Ford the minority Republican leader in the late '60s, overthrowing Charlie 

Halleck of Illinois. So he and Quie had a great relationship. And in fact, Quie was on Ford's short 

list to be vice president after he became president. But Quie went to Ford and said – you should 

not do this. And Ford didn't. Now, he didn't do – according to the Library – a formal signing. But 

he did sign it, and it became law. But he was also a weak president at that point. This was after 

the Nixon pardon. He'd never been elected, either as president or vice president. So if he had 

vetoed it, he would have certainly been overridden. Democrats had huge majorities at that point 

in time. So he made a wise decision.  

 

It's interesting to me that you said, in terms of ESEA, that the federal government took the active 

role because the states weren't addressing an issue. But with the Education of All Handicapped 

Children, there were states who already had programs in place that then were the models for the 

federal [government]. 

 

Right. There was, with ESEA, in later years – for example, I mentioned California had a program 

that existed before ESEA. But it wasn't like ESEA, because ESEA was essentially an economic 

transfer program. It was about the war on poverty. And it was about getting – if you look at the 

rhetoric – and, as I mentioned, having been at the LBJ Library and reading some of the oral 

histories in that – it was about getting resources to those school districts. It wasn't about what 

they did with it. In fact, you can see in those oral histories, Frank Keppel, who was the US 
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Commissioner of Education at that point, and others who were around him, talk about – we knew 

they'd do good things. We just wanted to get the money out to them. So that was in contrast to 

Bobby Kennedy, who said – okay, show us what you're using it for. Keppel talked very 

forcefully at that time about – the federal government couldn't be dealing with what, at that time, 

was, I don't know, sixteen or seventeen thousand school districts. They had to use the states as 

their intermediaries to administer the money. And if you look at the history since then, for the 

most part it has been that states are the mechanism. But in this administration, more than any, 

that's beginning to break down. And you see, for example, that Duncan has now granted a waiver 

to districts in five or seven districts in California. There are other activities to try and go around 

the states. And I think it's from the whole question of the capacity of states. And this is 

something that Keppel talks about strongly in this oral history, because it was recognized at that 

point. State education departments, if we think they're ill-staffed today, they were really ill-

staffed in '65 and in that period of time. And in talking about the states as a mechanism for the 

federal government to handle its responsibilities, Keppel and his staff talked about the lack of 

capacity that existed within the states. And I'm sure as Gordon has probably talked about, there 

was a title in the original ESEA, which was for the capacity of state agencies. 

 

To build them up. 

 

To build them up, right. And a recognition that if you didn't do that, you weren't going to be able 

to really manage the resources effectively and deliver results. I think it lasted eighteen months, or 

something of that sort. I can't remember the exact dates now, but a year or two. And then it was 

taken out on the House floor by a congresswoman from Oregon named Edith Green, who chaired 
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another House education committee, but the one on Higher Ed. And her argument was – you 

can't put money to state bureaucracies. You've got to put it to children – completely missing – 

but she was a demigod – completely missing the point that if you didn't build capacity, if you 

didn't have the resources at the state to do it, you were not going to be able to have very good 

results with the investment that you were making.  

 

In your view and experience, did that seem like a smart move, to run through the state agencies? 

 

Yes. I think it is. I still think it is. We're sitting here in California with a thousand school 

districts. Texas has a thousand. Other states have in the several hundreds. And you just can't – 

from the federal government. They have a hard enough time dealing with fifty states and the 

territories, to try and deal with individual school districts. If you did that, you would be ignoring 

the role and responsibility of the states to education. School districts exist in almost every state 

as an instrument of the state. They have no legal standing other than in that way. And so the 

federal government to try to deal with districts directly, ignores the role of the states and their 

accountability.  

 

And historically, in my reading, the feds weren't even – the Constitution doesn't mention 

education, right? 

 

Yeah, right. And the 10th Amendment says all those things not identified are the responsibility 

of the states. But I've always argued that one of the provisions of the Constitution is for the 
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public welfare. The federal government has authority and responsibility for the public welfare. 

And if education is not a matter of the public welfare, I don't know what is. 

 

Right. It's interesting though, that when we talk about states, we really can't talk about them as a 

monolithic idea because you had the states that were inactive, or nonresponsive, and then you 

had states like with special ed, who were – 

 

Way out in front. Yes, absolutely. 

 

I think you also said somewhere in your book that there were state laws in some states for 

compensatory education.  

 

Yes, like California, right, exactly. Michigan was another one I remember vividly. John Porter, 

who was the state superintendent in Michigan – I remember him coming to Washington. He 

actually wanted to see the Title I legislation changed to serve the educationally disadvantaged, 

not just to assume that economic meant education. And he was an African-American state 

superintendent, had come out of one of the big districts in Michigan. Brilliant guy, and he and 

Quie had made common league on that – never succeeded, but it was an indication of the 

philosophical difference here, in – are you looking to educate kids, or are you looking to just get 

money into the schools where the highest concentrations exist? And you can make an argument 

on both sides. 

 

Did you fall on either side at that point? Or do you have a sense of it? 
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Yeah. I mean, I fell because of who I was working for – that it was logical to have the money at 

the last stage flow to the educationally disadvantaged, but that you should, to the point where it 

got to a school, fine with having poverty [as the determining factor], because you had no other 

basis. There was no common metric that you could use in education that would allow you to get 

to that point. Within school districts and within schools, you can certain identify those students. 

 

So educationally disadvantaged – just to again understand that idea a little more. Was it then 

based on schools having less resources being considered less advantaged or more 

disadvantaged? [Or on] per pupil expenditure? If it's not based on student poverty rates. 

 

Hour 1/40:10  
Congressional Research Services' Financial Allotment Formulas, Reauthorization of 
ESEA, Implementation of Whole School Reforms 
 
 

Yeah. It was that those who had the highest concentrations of low-income students was how the 

law worked. 

 

Right. 

 

But with educationally disadvantaged, it would have been, then, looking at once the money 

reaches the schools or possibly the district, depending on their ability to do it, then the money 

would go to those who were educationally most in need. Now the chance of overlap is high. But 

Quie was always hung up on it. I don't mean that negatively. That it was wrong to conflate 
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economic poverty with educational inability. And I think in many ways, that's where we are 

today in the sense that organizations like the Ed Trust and others have these stories about schools 

that succeed in spite of the economics of their kids and all the rest of it.  

 

So just a little bit more on the 1974 reauthorizations. You just mentioned an active state 

superintendent having an influence on federal legislation. Do you have any more examples of 

that? It sounds like, here was this money pumped into the states, and then the states became, in 

some cases, more active trying to influence [federal policies]– 

 

Yes. There were a number of – as I mentioned, Wilson Riles in California, John Porter from 

Michigan, John Pittinger, was his name, from Pennsylvania – those were the ones that I can 

remember most vividly during that period of time. There was the superintendent from North 

Carolina, whose name I've forgotten now. [narrator’s note: Craig Phillips] There was some 

others as well. But those three stood out. I think this was before Gordon would have come to 

CCSSO [Council of Chief State School Officers], so I don't recall who the head of CCSSO was 

at that point. 

 

And were they advocating for certain categorical programs for the most part? 

 

For the most part, yes. But they were also advocating for the capacity and for what they felt 

would be suitable accountability. In other words, not going beyond their capacity. And they 

wanted more flexibility. That hasn't changed a lot in that regard. You still have this tension 

between accountability and flexibility. 
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I want to pick up also on this bipartisanship that you mentioned earlier, because I also 

interviewed Jack Jennings for this project, and he was your counterpart. 

 

Yes. 

 

Do you remember any dealings or specific stories about how the work happened across the 

aisle? 

 

Yeah. I'm not sure how specific this was relative to what you're asking, but Jack and I worked 

closely together. We would, before a committee mark-up or hearing, we were in constant touch. 

Before Perkins would offer a bill or amendment, Jack generally – not always, because there were 

some thing always kept in the back pocket – he would let me know what was coming or where 

things stood. I'll tell you this story in a second. But it was very cordial and open. And it partly, 

obviously reflected the relationship between Quie and Perkins, because they had this kind of 

relationship. And I can remember, and a number of people have told me, they would go to Jack 

and say to Jack – this is what we want to see happen with lobbyists. And they'd say – you talk to 

Chris before you talk to me again. It was that kind of thing and knowing that it had to be 

bipartisan. Because Perkins, if it came push time to shove, he would pushing something through 

on a party-line vote, but he didn't like to do that. 

 

I remember in '74 – this was a story, having thrown Jack and Perkins for a loop – the 

Congressional Research Service – do you know of it? CRS was at that point just coming to the 
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computer age. I remember, and I can't recall what started it, but I sat down with somebody from 

CRS – Tish Bushnell, who actually now lives in California. It's amazing I remember these 

names! We were looking at the formula, because the formula is key here. If you change the 

formula, and every ten years, because of the census, the distribution to states changes. So we 

were playing around with how would it look if you changed "X" factor or "Y" factor, or 

whatever.  

 

So we had CRS actually run formulas by state. And we brought them to the hearings and the 

mark-ups – the mark-ups, I guess, specifically. It was the first time that it'd ever been done. It 

just really drove the Democrats crazy. Because you could see – if you make this change, 

Michigan will get another twelve percent more than it would, if you did this change. And we 

were trying to make an argument that you had to look at concentrations, for example, and that 

sort of thing. And it was the beginning of letting Pandora out of the box. And you could never 

put her back in the box again! But literally, CRS was turning these formulas around overnight. It 

was a tremendous enterprise on that part. This was when you didn't have quite the same 

computing power, you know, at your fingertips that you do today. But that was an example of 

changing. It changed the nature of the conversation, because it then got to be specific about who 

are the winners and who are the losers. I have my feelings about how good that is to a point, but 

at least it began to get more data and more facts into the conversation. 

 

Right. You mentioned lobbyists coming. Were there other state-based organizations that were 

players at that time, because the federal role had grown in those interim ten years, nine years, 

since the passage [of ESEA]? 
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I'm trying to think of whether there were state-based associations. NGA, the National Governors 

Association, was not active at that point. I don't remember the school boards being active. I don't 

remember anyone that really represented a state perspective at that point. 

 

So the reauthorization goes through in '74 with tighter monitoring, with more money for 

categorical programs. 

 

Yeah – Parent Advisory Council's being mandated for Title I, which was a Republican initiative, 

interestingly enough. 

 

And what were the outcomes? Did it have the effect that was intended? I'm always curious about 

the intended and then the unintended outcomes. 

 

To some degree it did and, in fact, I would argue that when Reagan was elected in '80, and then 

in '81 was the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act [ECIA]. It actually wiped out a lot 

of the things that had been done earlier on. Because '74 was probably, in my recollection, the 

high point of attempts at that era to put in accountability, like Parent Advisory Councils. In the 

'81 Act, the Reagan Act, a lot of these things were removed. And there was a lot of rolling back 

on some of the accountability things, representing what was viewed as being too much federal 

oversight and intrusion. I'm trying to think what some of the others of those were. 

 

There was also a '78 reauthorization. 
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There was. Yeah, right. 

 

Tell me a little about that. 

 

You know, at the point, I can't remember it being more than fairly routine. Nothing that sticks 

out to me as being seminal actions. 

 

One thing, and I'm not sure if this is the time period, but I think that you had written about, was 

this idea of whole school reform. 

 

Yes. 

 

Tell me a little bit about that. 

 

Well, this was going back to – I guess the conversation started in '74 – about pullouts, about 

children being pulled out. And then basically creating two classes of kids within a classroom and 

a school. And when you pulled a kid out of a regular classroom for some special program in 

math or English or whatever it happened to be, how can you do that without them then, losing 

out on what they would have gotten if they were in class at that point?  

 

Hour 1/50:00 
Signing of the Education Amendments of 1972 
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So there were a lot of tensions around that, and at about the point that, in many of these schools, 

because of high concentrations of poor kids, you had the majority of kids who were eligible for 

service. So I guess it was in '78, was where whole school reform was first adopted. And it 

actually didn't take root until much later. 

 

Now did that concern come from the states or from parents and hearings, or how did that come 

to be an issue? 

 

I don't remember it coming from states as much as from individual school districts and for House 

members, which I was obviously more familiar with, when they went home to their districts you 

could always tell who they talked to when they went home – when they came back on Monday 

or Tuesday morning – by the notes they'd bring and the things they would raise with you. So a 

lot of it came from those kinds of conversations at the local level, looking at the practicality of 

how they managed to do some of these things, like have a school with several hundred kids in 

which eighty percent of them are Title I eligible and the rest are not. I cannot remember – Mike 

Smith will probably remember it – what year whole school reform became possible. I think it 

was '78. It was set at seventy percent, or something like that, and over the years was eventually 

lowered to fifty percent. 

 

So that the money could be used throughout the school. 

 

Right, exactly, which essentially, in a way, gets at what Quie was trying to do in '74 – having it 

focus on kids in need. 
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And desegregation really sort of fell out of the national discussion or the federal discussion. Is 

that accurate? 

 

Yeah, basically. I mean, yes, I think so. The '72 Higher Ed Act – interesting – when it went to the 

floor, particularly of the Senate – because, you know, the Senate has no germaneness rules. Did 

you know that? Yeah, okay. So when it went to the Senate floor, it became the vehicle for all 

sorts of anti-busing things. At that point, I think the Supreme Court was considering a case in 

Michigan, which would have forced the merger of Detroit and suburban school districts. 

 

As a metropolitan – 

 

Yeah, right. Was it Detroit or was it? But, in any event, a big city. And that was a tremendously 

hot political topic, as you can imagine. So there were all sorts of anti-busing amendments 

attached to the bill. When it went to conference, they had to do something in it, and they came 

out with some amendments on it. And when the bill was – the President had no signing 

ceremony on that, and I'll tell you a story on that in a second.  

 

When the bill was signed, there was hardly a mention of the education provisions of the bill. It 

was all about busing. Actually, I was working at that point for Richardson. And I remember 

interesting sequencing. Of course, the President has ten days minus Sundays to act on the bill 

under the Constitution. So the bill was passed in early June, I guess. Went to the White House 

like, the tenth or eleventh of June. So we're literally counting down in the department, because 
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we didn't know what was going to happen on it. Because this was a big ticket item. This was a 

lot of money because of the Pell Grants and all the rest of it – then called Basic Educational 

Opportunity Grants.  

 

And about the seventh day, I got a call from Richardson's assistant saying – he wants you to go 

by the White House, pick up a draft of the signing statement, and bring it out to his house, and 

we'll look it over with him. And then you're going to call back and give comments. So I went by. 

Dave Gergen was the speech writer who had done the draft on it. And Bill Safire was the head of 

the speech writing team in the White House. And so I picked it up, talked to David. Went out to 

Elliott's house. He lived in McLean. We looked at it. It was terrible. It was all about busing. And 

I remember he literally had a red phone in his den. He picked it up and called Gergen or Safire or 

somebody and chewed him out about it. And we didn't hear anything more. On the tenth day, I 

walked into my office early in the morning, about seven-thirty I guess, and my phone was 

ringing. It was Richardson's assistant again, saying – he's at the White House. He's going to send 

his car back for you. He wants you to come and meet him over there nine o'clock, or something 

like that – ten o'clock.  

 

So I go over, go in it. And I'm ushered upstairs. We're told to go upstairs to what was John 

Ehrlichman's office, which is – as far as I can figure, is roughly above the Oval Office in the 

West Wing – and told to go in and wait there. So I went in. And a few minutes later, Richardson 

came in. He'd been talking to somebody else, and he sat down and started chatting. And I said, 

"So, what's going on?" And he said, "I don't know." He said, "We'll find out." So a few minutes 

later, Ehrlichman comes in, and Richardson said, "We'd like to know why we're here," basically. 
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(laughter) And Ehrlichman said, "Oh, yeah. He signed it this morning." We'd asked for and 

made a big deal about having a big signing ceremony, because this was such an important piece 

of legislation. So he said, "Yeah. He signed it this morning. We're going down to the press room 

and Ziegler will brief us," so that Richardson could go out there and be the front man on this 

thing. Richardson was all prepared with his talking points on the importance of student aid and 

the research function and that. And gets out there and [there is] not a single question on the 

educational aspect of the bill – not a one. That signing was June 23rd of 1972, which was the day 

of the Watergate tape – the smoking gun tape. And as far as I can figure it, he and I may have 

been in Ehrlichman's office just after Ehrlichman came up from having that conversation in the 

Oval Office. Yeah – the timing of it is just choo, choo, choo – like that. I'm sorry, I didn't mean 

to veer off course on your question. 

 

No, but it's an interesting story. And that's where we'll stop this hour. 

 

Okay; sure.  
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HOUR 2 

 

Hour 2/00:00 
Establishment of the Department of Education 
 
 

This is hour number two of my interview with Christopher Cross on November 18th, 2013. And 

we're still in the '70s, but I wanted to make sure to ask you about your work on establishing the 

Department of Education and what the stories are that you remember about that. 

 

Okay, sure. Interesting time, for sure. In 1976, which was a presidential election year – of course, 

Jimmy Carter came out of relatively nowhere to get the democratic nomination – governor of 

Georgia. I think he'd only been a one-term governor and [was] not terribly well known. But he 

was very clever politically in going to the National Education Association and basically saying – 

You elect me, and I'll get you a US Department, a federal Department of Education. and he won 

the NEA's [National Education Association's] endorsement. He probably would have won it 

anyway, because they weren't going to support Ford, almost certainly. But they threw a lot of 

resources to him. Money and, of course, an organization like a union is particularly strong for the 

people they can put in the field. 

 

So he won. And then NEA started saying – well, so where's our department? And actually a good 

friend of mine was in the Office of Management and Budget in charge of the unit that was 

supposed to create the Department of Education – a part of a management side of OMB [Office 

of Management and Budget]. And they went well into the second, have been the second year – it 

would have been, like, '77 – before anything was really done on it. And there were all sorts of 
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issue around the department. How big should it be? How comprehensive? Do you take things 

away from other agencies related to education just so you can do this? And there were decision 

memoranda that went to the president about what would be included. It basically got whittled 

down a lot.  

 

And when the legislation came to the Congress, under the rules of both the House and the Senate 

– well, under the rules of the House, I guess. The Senate is different – the legislation goes to a 

government operations committee, which deals with organizational structures. It had nothing to 

do with the substantive committee on education.  

 

It so happened that the congressman who was the second ranking Republican on the Education 

and Labor Committee was also second ranking on the Government Operations Committee – a 

congressman named John Erlenborn from suburban Chicago. And Al Quie, who was my boss, 

had been in favor of a Department of Education, Training, and Careers, which would have 

combined parts of the Labor Department with the Office of Education. As I pointed out to him, it 

unfortunately had the acronym of being the Department of etcetera – Education, Training, and 

Careers. (laughter) He did think that was funny, too.  

 

So the legislation was introduced finally by Carter – it was sponsored in the House and the 

Senate. In the House, a congressman from [Texas], Jack Brooks was the chair of the Government 

Operations Committee in the House. So he started holding hearings on it, trying to be a good 

soldier. And at that point, Erlenborn was determined to stop the legislation. I thought it was a 

terrible idea to do it myself, because I thought to separate education from a department that had 
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responsibility for things like welfare and health and was going to just fragmentize things more. 

And my other argument was that it was going to make education much more political on the 

national scene, which I must say, in hindsight, I think I was right on both. (laughter)  

 

But when hearings were held in the House committee, it became clear that there was also 

opposition on the Democrat side of the aisle. In fact, a congressman from California named Leo 

Ryan –we may be actually sitting in what was part of his district at that point- [He] was a very 

senior member of the committee on the Democrat side – was also against it, in large part because 

when he was a member of the California legislature, the teachers' union had crossed him and he 

had a mad-on about that. So he and Erlenborn actually worked together closely in how they were 

going to keep the bill from getting enacted. Ryan's staff person working on it was a woman 

named Jackie Speier, who I'll get back to as I tell the story   

 

So Erlenborn asked me if I would come help him on the Government Operations Committee, 

even though, of course, I was on the staff of the Education and Labor Committee. And he and I 

both talked to Quie, and Quie said sure, if you can do it and do your other things.– even though I 

was taking a position different than his. But he was fine with that. 

 

You were taking a position different than Quie's? 

 

Quie, yes right. So I worked on this thing heavily with Erlenborn. We had literally dozens of 

amendments that he offered, and many of which were adopted, one of which his still vexing 

people today. That's the one that says the federal government should have no authority over 
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curriculum. And that has come back to be a big issue now around Common Core and the 

assessments and all the rest of it. But that amendment was adopted easily. 

 

What happened at the end of the Congress that ended in 1978 is that Leo Ryan had a large group 

of people in his congressional district who had gone to Guyana in South America with an 

evangelist named Jim Jones. So, he went down there with Jackie Spear as his aide, to interview 

them and find out what was going on. Of course, the story is that he was killed as he went back 

to the airstrip along with several other people. Spear was wounded. She survived. She was the 

only survivor of it. She's now the congresswoman from the district that Ryan had served at that 

point. Several hundred people died there from drinking poisoned Kool-Aid, at the direction of 

Jones who also died. It became known as the Jonestown Massacre. 

 

Therefore, when Congress reconvened in the next year, there was no Democratic leader to 

oppose it. I had also left  to work for Abt Associates and was not wasn't on the Hill anymore. 

The bill finally did pass. It got out of committee by one vote, two votes, something like that. And 

if Ryan had lived, he would have kept it from happening. Then it went to the floor. It narrowly 

got through the floor. On the Senate side, it was never a question. It was easily enacted.  

 

So that's how we came to the Department of Education. It was enacted in 1979, but the law said 

that you had so much time to establish it, because you had to do a lot of things – you had to 

transfer staff, etc.. So, it actually came into being in May of 1980. And of course, the next 

presidential election was in November of 1980, at which point, the NEA, having won what they 

thought was a tremendous victory, was faced with Ronald Reagan being president, and he had 
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campaigned on dismantling the Department of Education. So it's a case of be careful what you 

wish for, because you never know what will happen.  

 

The woman who was the first Secretary of Education, whose name is little remembered, Shirley 

Hufstedler, a judge, actually, from Los Angeles– served for about seven or eight months. And 

she was gone, and then it was all back up in the air again.  

 

What were some of the arguments for it, and did any of these arguments for or against also come 

from the states, or was this a federal [initiative]? 

 

All the education groups loved it, because they were looking at having their name on the door 

and having a US Department of Education. There was opposition from some groups, including 

the AFT. I don't even remember any others. But it was not a slamdunk among the interest 

groups. They all thought – the ones that supported it – that this would be more money, it would 

be more prestige, and all the rest of it. So they were in favor of it.  

 

Hour 2/09:55 
Early Modifications to the Department of Education, Work in the Private Sector on 
Research Projects 
 
 

But what happened during the process was that parts of it kept getting whittled away. First of all, 

Carter had not wanted certain things in it, like the Bureau of Indian Affairs. That was kept out, 

even though, at that point, BIA [Bureau of Indian Affairs] operated schools with tens of 

thousands of Native American children in it. Then when it was considered in the committee, they 
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took out Head Start – left it in what was to become HHS [Department of Health and Human 

Services]. They left in the Department of Defense overseas schools, interestingly enough. But it 

had, like, a two or three-year cycle to become effective. And in fact, a year later – or two years 

later – Congress went back and, because of actually Erlenborn again, they stripped that provision 

out. It never happened. But Carter had included it because it would have given the department 

substantially more staff. It would have looked like a real department. Because at the point when 

this came into being, there were only a handful, maybe three thousand, four thousand, employees 

in the department. And that, compared to other US federal agencies, was pretty darn small. The 

other thing that still bugs me to this day is people refer to it as USDOE. And they think it's 

Department of Education. DOE is really the Department of Energy. And I point that out to 

people and they're stunned by it. The Energy Department was created a year before the 

Education Department, so they own that acronym. So the correct acronym is USED not USDOE. 

But you find very few people understand that. 

 

And you mentioned some of the consequences of it, in hindsight, that you think have happened, 

that it did politicize education more. 

 

Yes. Yeah, I think it made it a much higher visibility. I think it made it a target for things – made 

the federal role much more of a target. And I think because of that, certainly it gained some 

money. And I'm sure that did happen. But it's hard to quantify. It's hard to quantify one way or 

another. In this day and age, you actually see a movement back to try to integrate more with 

Head Start, more with services to children more broadly, that sort of thing.  
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One thing you wrote in your book, which I think is illustrated by this story, is that it seems that a 

lot of things that happen at the legislative level are pretty messy and almost accidental. 

 

Um-hmm. (affirmatively) Right. 

 

We tend to think – this happened in some linear fashion, but no. 

 

No, it didn't. Well, I'm always amused when people say – what was the intent of Congress? 

There is no single intent of Congress. If there are five hundred and thirty-five members of 

Congress, there are probably five hundred different intents of Congress when a bill is passed. 

And particularly in this day and age, where you see bills that are running hundreds of pages. It's 

a rare person  that understands that. I've been on the House floor., this was in the '70s, when 

members would come in voting on an amendment. They wouldn't know what the amendment 

was. They would look to somebody like a Quie or a Perkins or a Brademas or an Erlenborn and 

say – how do I vote on this, Al? And they say  go, "Yes," or "No," and that's how the voting 

would occur. Very seldom was it ever something people really dug into.  

 

So as we close this chapter of our interview about the 1970s, do you have any more thoughts 

about how federal/state relationship structure morphed in that decade? 

 

Well, I think it's true that at that point, the states became much more professional in the sense 

that CCSSO became much more of an active and known entity. They certainly didn't speak with 

one voice, but there was an understanding of the fact that states were an entity that had 
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representation. And in a sense, this was a counter-balancing force to the NEA, the AFT 

[American Federation of Teachers], other organizations who represented a different perspective. 

 

And you, then, leave the public sector? 

 

Right. 

 

Tell me what was next on your plate and how that intersected, or didn't, with education policy. 

 

One of my assignments on the committee was the education research portfolio, coming out of the 

creation of the National Institutes of Education in the '72 Act. Because of my work on the 

research portfolio, going back to the passage of the '72 amendments when I joined the 

committee, I picked up that assignment. So, as a result,  I'd gotten to know a lot of people from  

places like RAND [Research and Development Corporation] and Abt and SRI [previously the 

Stanford Research Institute]; the big guys in the educational research field.  

 

And Quie, in 1978, ran for governor of Minnesota. And not being a Minnesotan and – sorry 

about this, Anita – but not wanting to go back to cold climates, I decided to stay on in DC and 

was recruited by Abt to head their Washington office., to really establish it. They had a small 

presence here, and they wanted me to expand it. 

 

And for the historical record, Abt was who? 
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A social science research firm out of Cambridge, Massachusetts. It had been founded by a guy 

named Clark Abt – it's A-B-T, not A-P-T, as a lot of people would spell it. And he was 

somebody who had come out of McNamara's Whiz Kids in the Defense Department in the 

1960s, and they had a substantial practice in education. So I was, as I say, hired to run their 

Washington office. A few months after I was hired, whoever – I can't remember who it was now 

– heading the education area in Cambridge, which was the big office, quit. And I spent about a 

year managing both that operation in Cambridge – the education part of it – and the Washington 

office. I spent a lot of time back and forth. We were doing evaluation research – big studies in a 

variety of different things, like Title I. I can't even remember the details now, but it was things 

like what are the kinds of programs that are offered at the local level? So it was that sort of thing. 

Many were congressionally mandated studies. 

 

But going back to the research area, one of the big things in the 1974 bill was –and Jack Jennings 

and I worked closely on this – was a congressionally mandated study of Title I. Paul Hill, who 

subsequently was at RAND and then at the University of Washington, ran that study. It was 

aimed at determining what are we getting for your money. And it was a very interesting time. 

Jack and I spent a lot of time working with Paul Hill and Iris Rotberg, his deputy, and other 

people on the staff there. It was quickly, when we got into it, determined you couldn't really tell 

much, because as Jack was so right in characterizing it, Title I was a funding stream. It was not a 

program. So when you tried to look at what the program was, you couldn't wrap your hands 

around it.  
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So eventually, in about '74 or so I think, NIE was mandated to do the study. They came up with 

the results of it several years later. It was the most information we'd ever had at that point on 

Title I. But it didn't answer the fundamental questions of what's your return on investment? And 

in many ways, we still don't know. We know more today, but it's still more of a funding stream 

than it is something that's easy to quantify.  

 

So the assessment piece – of where states and then later the feds, got involved with assessment –

can you give me a little bit of history on that? Did you see any kind of state assessments coming 

into being when you were either in the private sector or still in government?  

 

Yes,  states were doing some work in that area. Again, it was the big guys, California, 

Massachusetts – folks of that sort – New York, as I recall, to some degree. But the money was 

pretty thin. So there wasn't a lot, and if there was anything around, which there was kind of a 

general agreement, it was that this was a legitimate area for the federal government to exercise 

leadership. That and statistics, which, of course goes back to the founding of the department in 

1867, I think it was. It was around gathering statistics on education. So that still exists today. 

 
 
Hour 2/20:20 
Lack of Funding for Research Projects, Tension Between White House and Ted Bell, 
Expenditure Rollback of ESEA in '81, Authoring of National at Risk Report 
 
 

Are there research needs that you saw that weren't being met at that time, or still? 
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Still, I think, is the case. The funding in that area is still pretty weak. And it gets back to this 

same argument that ended up destroying state capacity building in education in the original 

ESEA. Congress hates to see money that doesn't get distributed so that money reaches their 

congressional district. And you can't build state capacity in that way. Certainly it happens in 

defense too, because if you look at defense contractors, if they have a big program, they try and 

scatter contracts all over the country so that they build a constituency for their program. And 

then it gets harder than heck to get rid of.  

 

And research doesn't quite work that way? 

 

No. Because there hasn't been a big enough investment to make it work that way. And there are 

only a few, really qualified organizations to do large scale work. Probably you can name them on 

one hand in terms of really substantial work that's done. 

 

Well, maybe now move to the ten years that you were in the private sector. It was mostly during 

the Reagan years, if I'm correct. 

 

Right, it was. 

 

Did you follow what was happening in education policy at the federal or the state [level] or 

both? 
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I followed it more at the federal level. I had known Ted Bell, who was the first Reagan Secretary 

of Education, because he had been in the old Office of Education at the time I was in HEW. And 

he was, I think, the commissioner – he had been the deputy commissioner and then the 

commissioner. So we had worked together at that point when he was named Secretary of 

Education. He had asked me, actually, to be his number two person. And I had agreed to do it, 

but then what happened is that the conservatives, who were very active at that time, as they are 

today, were very upset with the White House appointment of Ted Bell, because they didn't think 

he was a true believer in dismantling the federal role in education. So when he announced whom 

he wanted as his deputy, that immediately became the point on which conservatives were going 

to hold firm. So the long and short of it is, although my name was in the Washington Post and all 

over the education media, I never was formally nominated. I went into the Reagan archives when 

I was doing my book and got some of the papers about what had happened at that point. So I was 

obviously following things at that point, as well. 

 

But it was a pretty rough time, because there was this tension between the White House and Bell 

around the existence of the department. And you remember in about '81-'82 – it must have been 

'82 – Bell created this Commission on Education Excellence, which produced the Nation at Risk 

report in '83. That became a pivot point in terms of the federal role. I mean, to the White House 

staff's credit and Reagan's, they recognized there was a real message in the Nation at Risk report. 

As you know, it was rhetorically quite well written and had a lot in it that captured the public 

eye. So Reagan actually ended up embracing it, held meetings around the country, had a big 

conference in Indianapolis not long before the election. It was in September, and the election for 
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his second term was in November. It sounded like he was going to do great things based upon 

the Nation at Risk and talking about the deficiencies.  

 

Then he was re-elected. Ted Bell was asked to leave. Bill Bennett came in as the secretary. 

Bennett was great as an orator, and he knew how to use the bully pulpit. But he used it to 

advance things like his curriculum interests and the humanities, and that sort of thing. And there 

wasn't much in the way of real legislative activity. And it must have been '87-'88, there was 

another ESEA bill. And it did undo some of the rollback of provisions that were in the '81 Act. 

But it was still not a fulsome federal program at that point. It was '88 and Gus Hawkins who was 

chairing the committee at the time that was enacted.  

 

So in the earlier '81 reauthorization, there was a rollback of a lot of the categorical programs? 

 

Yes. Interestingly enough, it was never a reauthorization. It was done under the Reconciliation 

Act. So it was a government-wide piece of legislation that rolled back – literally rolled back --

spending in a number of areas. It did consolidate a number of the smaller programs in education. 

And by reconciliation, what they did was then use that consolidation on block granting to cut 

money, and that was the way they were able to do it. It never went through the education 

committees. It was done on the floor of the House, passed the Senate, and signed by the 

president. There was never really any discussion about major issues.  

 

How did you feel about that after having worked on the Hill? 
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I thought it was a terrible precedent to set, because you were basically making decisions not on 

the basis of the issues, again, but on the basis of other factors – in this case, the philosophy of 

consolidation. And yes, I'd agree that we had too many programs. And we did. We had over a 

hundred. But you don't do that and confuse the message by, at the same time, cutting funding. 

Because then it reverses it, and it looks like you're cutting funding and also consolidating and 

rather than adding a little sweetener to make it happen. 

 

And also, the Nation at Risk report said that student achievement was declining, right? 

 

Yes. 

 

And so to cut funding at that point sort of seems a little bit ironic. 

 

Right. Exactly, exactly.  

 

Was it accurate, the Nation at Risk? Or what were the causes for the decline after all of these 

years of money and programs and equity programs? Was achievement declining, or was it that 

more people were coming into the system who were being measured for the first time? 

 

Probably both things were happening. It's almost always not a single factor, it's a combination of 

things. I think that nobody honestly could tell you on the basis of data because there just wasn't 

that much at that point.  
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I don't know if you know the story about Nation at Risk, but there was a staff there that was 

working on it and a physicist at Harvard [Gerald Holtan], I think it was, or MIT [Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology], got upset with the bureaucratese of the language, and basically took it 

over and said – I'm going to write this report. And he wrote most of the final draft, which was 

finally adopted. And the rhetorical flourishes out of it about a nation under attack and all that sort 

of thing largely were the result of, the commissioners not the staff.  

 

So what was happening in the states? My reading is that as the federal government pulled back, 

is it accurate to say the states started to get more active? Or, because of the National Risk 

report? 

 

That’s a period that I didn't have a lot of direct contact with, at that point. So I feel 

uncomfortable in being able to say much about it.  

 

Okay. But you did return to federal policy work, then, in '89? 

 

Yes, right. 

 

Hour 2/29:30 
Return to Public Sector/Work as Asst. Secretary for OERI, Drafting of National Goals 
 

So maybe let's move to that period. 
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Yes. [I] was nominated and confirmed as Assistant Secretary for Education, Research, and 

Improvement to run what was then called OERI. And came into that office, I guess, 

September/October – something like that – of '89.  

 

Under Bush I. 

 

Yes, under Bush I. That was the successor organization to NIE. NIE had been created in the '72 

Higher Ed Act, and then had been superseded by OERI in about '86, I think it was, under Bill 

Bennett. And it had been superseded because NIE had never achieved its promise. It's a long 

story – probably irrelevant to this conversation to go into – but it died an early death, but still 

was walking, if you will. And so OERI was created to succeed that. I was then the first person 

under Bush 41.  

 

And what was your charge then? What kind of research and improvements were you looking at?  

 

First of all, education research was starved in terms of resources. Congress gave great direction – 

and by great, I mean a lot of direction, to the use of those funds. So the education research 

centers and the regional labs were under that. And they were absorbing, probably along with 

NCES – the National Center for Education Statistics – the majority of the money that OERI had. 

In the next budget cycle, I was able to get a substantial increase, and that went into funding a 

number of specific studies around things like extended day, and finance, and things of that sort.  
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I was sworn in – actually, it was right after the Charlottesville summit, which was when the 

governors and the president all met in Charlottesville to talk about the condition of education in 

the country. I think I actually came on the job the next week. And one of my first missions – 

Cavazos, who you mentioned earlier was the secretary at that point and a holdover from the 

Reagan administration. After the Charlottesville summit, there was a need for follow-up. At 

Charlottesville, there had been agreement among the governors, with the president and his 

cabinet, about creating national education goals. And there was some drafty language agreed at 

that point – ten thousand, twenty thousand foot language – around what that would mean. And 

the leaders of this were Bill Clinton, who was then the governor of Arkansas, Carroll Campbell, 

governor of South Carolina – two other governors, who will come to me in a minute [Booth 

Gardener and Terry Branstad] – who were the leaders for the governors of this issue.  

 

After I was appointed and confirmed in the Education Department, one of my first assignments 

was to work with the White House staff and with these governors in drafting the precise 

language of the national goals. I had a couple of staff people, career people, who accompanied 

me.. We had a number of meetings over in the West Wing with Roger Porter, who was the head 

of domestic policy for Bush 41 and then became a professor, and may still be at Harvard 

Kennedy School. We spent many hours coming up with specific language for those goals. And 

long forgotten is that under each goal were some specific objectives – four or five or six. Goal 

number one was children should be ready for school. That meant reducing the number of low 

birth weight children, increasing nutrition, and very specific sorts of things. So you had the 

rhetorical here, and then the specifics following. There were six goals. They added one on parent 
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involvement a few years later. But the goals and the specific objectives underneath them were 

referenced, but the specifics underneath almost never did.  

 

I remember we were going through these conversations in Porter's office. And Bill Clinton 

would come in armed – really well armed. I mean, it was very impressive. We started out by 

taking them in order. In Charlottesville they'd established these six rough goals, so we were 

trying to take them in order. And we had a very hard time getting past goal one, because Clinton 

wanted specific inputs, and the White House wanted only outputs. So, , Clinton wanted low birth 

weight – reducing the percentage of low birth weight children. And I finally said – let's start on 

another goal. (laughter) Because we weren't getting anywhere! And we did, and we can came 

back then at the end. And as I remember on the last night, we worked for hours and hours 

starting in probably the early afternoon. And it started snowing in DC. And, you know, DC does 

not do well in snow. So it was like nine or ten o'clock at night when we finally got out of there, 

and my car was across town. So I masqueraded as a White House staff person to get a White 

House car to take me back to my car, (laughter) so I could get home that night. 

 

Then in the State of the Union address in January probably, or early February, the president 

formally announced the goals. They were formally adopted by the governors and then there was 

a National Education Goals Panel created, which began operation that summer. Roy Romer, who 

was then the governor of Colorado, was the first chair. And it may have been Carroll Campbell 

who was the vice-chair..  
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There was a lot of upset about the Charlottesville summit because it only included governors and 

cabinet members. There were no educators there. There were no chief state school officers – not 

anybody on the operational side.  

 

So subsequent to that, IBM, who was leading the Business Roundtable’s work in this area, 

convened, I think it was three educational summits – at IBM facilities up on the Palisades area in 

New York – outside of New York City. They were much more inclusive since they included 

educators. I think all the chiefs were invited, governors, and business leaders – to do follow-up 

work. over time, the goals became a concern of this National Education Goals Panel. Inevitably 

people changed. They lost interest. They lost focus and commitment. Clinton tried to keep 

interest up in it after he became president in '93, but it never had the kind of punch. And even 

today, you find people saying derisively – well, how could we ever have hoped to be first in the 

world in math and science? – which was one of the goals – goal four, I think it was. I remember 

distinctly sitting in those meetings in Roger Porter's office when that topic came up. And the 

argument was made that we were not going to be first in the world by 2000 in math and science, 

and Clinton making the statement – How can we say we're willing to settle for being third in the 

world, or fifth in the world or whatever it happened to be. Politically, it was just not something 

that could be done. 

 

So it was an issue there of the political stance versus the reality. The notion of a goal as 

something you strive for as something that would motivate you, was lost in the process.  

 

Why do you think that the governors got active at that particular point in time? 
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A lot of it came out of the Governors' Association itself. Lamar Alexander had been the governor 

of Tennessee. He led a group of governors that produced a report just before A Nation at Risk 

was issued. I can't recall the name of it, but it was also – 

 

So it was related, you think, that there were these reports coming out about American 

achievement being low, and then people getting concerned about that at the state level? 

 

Yes. And you had NAEP at about that same time was beginning to produce state-level data. 

 

State-level data. 

 

Yes. So you could actually see some of the data. 

 

Hour 2/40:00 
Involvement of Southern Governors and Chiefs in Education Reform, Clinton's Initiatives 
for Standards and Assessments, States' Rights vs. National Interests 
 
 
 

Were the more active states or more active governors from states that had lower achievement? 

 

Yes. 

 

Or can you characterize who got more involved versus who was rather inactive or not involved? 
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Sure. Dick Riley was the governor of South Carolina at that point, he subsequently became the 

US Secretary [of Education] in the Clinton administration. And it is true that the southern 

governors were the most active – Clinton, Riley, Campbell, Bill Winter from Mississippi – these 

were all governors who became real voices for education reform – I think largely driven by the 

data of their own states and the need for them to be competitive. So at that point, you did have a 

difference where the southern governors and their chiefs, for the most part, were much more 

active and outspoken in this than the majority in the rest of the country. Because there were a lot 

of states, and you could name them – states like Minnesota, Massachusetts, others – who felt 

fairly comfortable and not as needy, if you will, in terms of what needed to be done. 

 

At that point, was Bush I pushing national standards and tests too?  

 

No. He didn't. Clinton did, when Clinton came in. He was the one that really wanted to see, for 

example, national tests – it was third grade English, eighth grade math. I'm trying to remember 

the year, but I was actually asked to do some work on this, to help get that through. I was 

chairing a Title I Advisory Committee after the '94 Act. There was an attempt then to move on 

standards and assessments. And Clinton, again, tried this third and eighth grade testing and ran 

into a buzz saw because people's said that this is the federal government trying to control things, 

intrusive, this is a states' rights issue – that sort of thing.  

 

So this issue of states' rights versus what's in the national interest still remains. And my argument 

would be, Anita, until we have some conversation around  what is this country's commitment to 
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education, and what does that mean in terms of federal and state activity and responsibility and 

accountability – I don't see us getting much further than we are today. 

 

And it seems evident that you want that conversation to put the feds in a responsible position. 

 

I guess it's not necessarily I'd see the feds – I don't see them in the dominant position, but I want 

it to be recognized that, in fact, there is a legitimate interest here, and that in the absence of 

action by the states, that there is a vacuum. And as I've said often, Congress came along and 

filled a vacuum – special education probably being the most obvious case here – where the 

failure English language learners was an earlier example, but special ed was so dramatic –  

because the states weren’t acting, there was a vacuum that the federal government moved into,. 

And it was based upon seeing that this was not something that couldn't be done. They looked 

around and saw that some states were doing things and asked the question about – why aren't all 

states doing this? And they, then, were willing to act.  

 

Let's end this hour here. 

 

Okay.  
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HOUR 3 

 

Hour 3/00:00 
Involvement in the Business Roundtable, Emphasis on Standards in '90s 
 
 

The date is still November 18th, and this is hour number three of my interview with Christopher 

Cross on states' impact on federal education policy. You became involved – well, you tell me – 

the Business Roundtable. 

 

Right. 

 

Tell me about that. 

 

The Roundtable has been around, I guess, since the – gee, good question – the '60s or so and was 

an organization – is an organization, still exists today – of the CEOs of major companies. At the 

point I was there, there were about the two hundred largest publicly traded companies. I don't 

think they ever have private members. But the point of them getting together was because of 

their interest in federal policy and national policy. And they operate primarily through task 

forces or committees. The leadership of the Business Roundtable in the '90s – late '80s, early '90s 

– had gotten very interested in education. Two examples stand out. One is that Paul O'Neill, who 

was the CEO of Alcoa at that point and had been the Deputy Director of OMB in the Ford 

administration, and was really a public policy guy – so that when Bush, Sr. became president, 

and the Charlottesville summit was being talked about, he organized meetings of several CEOs 

with the president to talk about their interests and their issues.  
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And then the President came to a Business Roundtable annual meeting in June of '89. And in 

what was really another groundbreaking event, challenged the business leaders there at that 

meeting to quit talking about education and to get involved; to quit complaining and to get 

involved. So John Akers was then the CEO of IBM became the chair of the Education Task 

Force.  

 

And basically what Akers and IBM did was to organize states. Each state had a Business 

Roundtable leader as the chair of the effort in that state. And then in many states, of course, there 

were a number of other CEOs who were involved, as well. Very uneven in its implementation as 

you can imagine, because it’s hard to organize like that. California never really got as well 

organized as say, Kentucky, which was marvelously well organized, because the lead for 

Kentucky was the CEO of United Parcel Service, and he was a go-getter. He also happened to be 

the Chair of the Board of the Annie E. Casey Foundation out of Baltimore, which is a spin-off of 

United Parcel Service.  

 

So there was, as I say, great unevenness. But the point of it was that it got states stirred up. And 

the business leaders started working with the educational leaders. To various degrees they were 

successful. But it did get a major emphasis going in the business community. There was also the 

National Alliance of Business, which no longer exists, but was, at that point, very active. And 

then the Chamber of Commerce and the Hispanic Chamber and a couple of other business 

organizations – there was the Committee for Economic Development or something, that also – so 

they all tried to adopt a common agenda. 
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Were these activities connected to any funding? 

 

No, no. 

 

It was purely to talk policy directions. 

 

Yes, right. And particularly to get states to adopt a set of principles. The Business Roundtable 

had developed nine core values. I've forgotten what we called it, but it was basically to raise 

standards, to close the achievement gap, inequitable funding, and that sort of thing. So that was 

their mission for quite a number of years. 

 

And then what happened, as in all of these things, those CEOs retired, and the new ones coming 

in did not have that same level of commitment and concern. And the business environment 

changed. CEOs were less willing to invest in a major way in their own time. And the Business 

Roundtable it required to be the CEO. He couldn't say to a vice president – you go do it, it had to 

be the CEO, and that's where their power was. 

 

So over time, they became less and less involved. In the last couple of years, they have new 

leadership. John Engler, who was actually governor of Michigan at the time of all of this, is now 

the CEO of the Business Roundtable, and he's getting more active in some of these issues. But 

it's taking a different form. It's not organized around states in the same way that it was in the 

early days. 
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So the impact is mostly providing recommendations to states? 

 

Yes, and to the federal government, right. For example, the current Roundtable has been very 

active in support of Common Core and STEM [Science, Technology, Engineering, and 

Mathematics], because obviously STEM is very important to them. The Economic 

Competitiveness  Act, which was passed a few years ago and is now being talked about for 

reauthorization, is very important because that includes a lot of the STEM areas. 

 

One of the things we talked about off record, and maybe I can just mention it now even though it 

might not fit into the chronology, is – at what point in time, if any, were there discussions either 

in the business community or in policy making communities about school financing, which you 

had talked about as also being a huge elephant in the room. 

 

I'm trying to think if there were any specific conversations around that. In certain states it 

became an issue around equitable funding for cities and that. But I don't remember it being 

talked about as a national issue in the same sense of Taft in ’48, for example. 

 

Mention that on tape, because you told me that off tape. 

 

I was mentioning earlier is Bob Taft, who was a senator from Ohio and was called Mr. 

Conservative in the Senate in the late 1940s, who ran for the Republican nomination in '48 and 

was defeated by – must have been Tom Dewey –had introduced legislation at that point to have 
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the federal government equalize funding across states, recognizing that because we're an almost 

all school funding is based on property tax, that the economic base in many states was not 

sufficient to provide adequate funding for students. The bill never went anywhere, and nobody 

since has had that kind of courage to introduce something. 

 

Good. So now we move into your work in the mid-'90s for the Council for Basic Education. And 

this is really the period where standards start to [emerge]. 

 

Really started to emerge. 

 

Emerge in the conversation. 

 

Right, exactly. 

 

What were the conditions that created this movement? 

 

Part of it came out of the National Goals and the attention there for having standards. And then 

there was the funding – actually, the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics – NCTM – in 

early '90s, as I recall – I may be off a year or two – had released a set of standards for 

mathematics. And that was, in fact, a major breakthrough where, from a disciplinary group, you 

actually had them agreeing about standards. At the same time, the National Academy of 

Sciences, and the AAAS – the American Association of Advancement of Sciences – both had 

groups that were working on science standards. Actually, of all people, Lynne Cheney, who was 
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then the Chair of the National Endowment in Humanities, had funded the creation of standards in 

history, which she later denounced. But she had funded that to begin with.  

 

Hour 3/10:05 
Cross-Referenced Standards for Curriculum Development, Involvement in State Education 
Policy Making, States' Surreptitious Reliance on Feds for Policy Decisions, States' Avenues 
for Influencing Federal Policy 
 
 

So there was embryonic movement, I guess, is the best way to put it, among the disciplinary 

groups to do this. CBE [Council for Basic Education] had been very interested in this going back 

to the whole question of having standards, going back to its original founding in the '50s. And at 

the time I came, I had been doing some work in this area. And our particular interest was looking 

at it across the board. Because one of the things you have, if you create standards by discipline, 

is further siloing of the curriculum. Our position was, and we developed some tools on this, was 

that if you're talking about improving reading, then it's not just a question of what goes on in 

English class, it's a question of what goes on in every class, If you're talking about math, you 

should understand the history of mathematicians, the use of mathematics in society, how it's 

related to music, how it's related to art, how it's related to science – things of that sort.  

 

So we actually developed at one point what we called a wall chart, which literally was a chart, 

which was interdisciplinary and cross-referenced the disciplines. We produced a publication, 

which was sort of at the ten to twelve thousand foot level, if you will; standards, in every 

discipline at the level that you were then able to then drill down and get more specific standards. 

That got overtaken by, of course, the politics of what happened. Then in the Bush administration 

– No Child Left Behind. 
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So originally, the standards were goals for curriculum development? Not for measurement so 

much and accountability? 

 

No, they were for curriculum development. I think that's a good way to put it. So it would say, 

you know, at fourth grade, Anita should know this and that. We did it by fourth, seventh, and 

tenth grade, I think it was – where you could see that you should, at seventh grade, know these 

things and these disciplines. 

 

And was it also tied to assessments? 

 

No. Strictly to standards.  

 

They're very noble intentions. 

 

Yes, right. And we had good funding. We had funding from Ford, Carnegie, Rockefeller – most 

of the big foundations. Gates didn't exist at that point. 

 

But the standards movement also then morphed and had some consequences that we see now. 

 

Yes, right. 

 



 

Christopher Cross : Hour 3                                                                  SIFEPP Oral History Project 
 

62 

Maybe bring in now sort of the fact that you, then, enter the level of state education policy 

making. 

 

Yeah. Still puzzled today how I got tagged for that. (laughter) But at some point in '93, it would 

have been, I got a call from the state superintendent in Maryland –I lived in Chevy Chase, 

Maryland – Nancy Grasmick – asking me if I'd come over and meet with her. I'd never met her. I 

can't remember who had given her my name. And meet with her and talked to her about things. 

The governor of Maryland, who appointed state board members, was Don Schaefer, who had 

been the mayor of Baltimore – well known character, in every good sense of the word – a 

Democrat, but I guess you could say a Democrat in name only, if you would, (laughter) because 

he was absolutely free of partisanship in almost everything he did. So he nominated me, and then 

after one year on the board, I was elected the chair – the president of the board.  

 

And it was a very interesting time. Enjoyed doing it and seeing the interface of federal and state 

issues and that. I remember one specific thing that would be, I think, interesting. We kept hearing 

people coming to us and saying – you know, we'd really love to do this, but we can't. So we put 

out a call and said – okay, you come to us with specific things that need to be changed, and if the 

state can do it, we will. If the state can't, we will go to the feds and ask them to waive it, because 

there is waiver authority. We never had one real request that wasn't urban legend. In every case, 

there was nothing that prevented them from doing it, if they had the will to do it. And this gets 

back, I think, Anita, to the question of the role of the feds and the states, which I think is worth 

exploring a little bit here. 
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While the states say – we want to have all this flexibility and all that, if you're in private with 

state officials, they will also say – you need to tell us in some cases we should do it, so we can go 

to our constituents and say – they're making me do it – those bad guys. And I think you go back 

to everything from the Civil Rights Act forward. It is a case where the federal government is 

made the bad guy. And it has to be that way in order to actually achieve some change. Now that's 

not on everything, and I don't mean to overstate it, but there is a role for having a third party that 

can be the heavy – the bad cop vs. good cop. 

 

That's interesting. So the states are caught in the middle between the localities and the feds. 

 

Right. And they often don't have either the will, the moral authority, if you will, to say yes or no.  

 

Would your recommendation be that states become more active – based on this experience that 

you're talking about – that all states take a more activist role about the things that they want to 

see happen? 

 

Yes, I would. Yes, I do believe that. But recognize that – and desegregation is probably the most 

vivid example of that – that at some point, you reach a line that you have to cross, and the feds 

have to say – I don't care what your excuse is or what your reason is, you're going to have to do 

this. And the Education of Handicapped Children, English language learners in '68 – those were 

both examples of where – in many states – they weren't doing it. And the feds said –, Thou shalt 

– and they had to do it. 
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And that's an appropriate role for the feds? 

 

Yes. I think it is. Because how else do you achieve, in this case equality under the Constitution, 

or equity? 

 

Right. Well, let's talk a little bit more about the State Board of Education in Maryland. So how 

did you all, nuts and bolts, influence the feds, and in what areas? Do you have any specific 

memories? 

 

Being supportive, of course, of a number of things, like the standards, which was an interest of 

Nancy Grasmick's, the state superintendent, and myself and the board. 

 

Did you develop your own state standards then too in Maryland? 

 

No. We did not at that point. And Maryland is an unusual state. It only has twenty-four school 

districts. But there are six of them, I think, that have over a hundred thousand kids, because it's a 

county-based system. So it's unlike a New York. Wisconsin's not county-based, is it? No. And 

California's certainly not. So when you have that, it's a situation where you can actually put all 

the superintendents in a room at once, which is a nice situation.  

 

But getting back to the point here, about how we influenced it. You'd influence it, in part, 

through your Congressional delegations and who's in Congress that's in the right place. But it's 

also through organizations like the Chiefs [CCSSO], the state boards of education, things of that 
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sort, in trying to get that influence it in that direction as well. And one of the advantages, of 

course, for a state like Maryland, is you're right there on the edge of DC. And the national 

politicians, like the president, love to come to a place, a school, and be seen. So you have a 

chance in those cases to have some influence that's fairly unique. 

 

Anything else about the time on the state board? You were there during the '94 reauthorization? 

 

I was. I was elected president of the board. I can't remember when the reauthorization happened, 

but right about that time. I was on the board from '93, so I was there. 

 

And isn't that when the Goals 2000 came to be? 

 

Hour 3/20:00 
Goals 2000 and the Standards Movement, Problems with Implementation of Standards, 
Emergence of Charter Schools 
 
 

Yes. It was separate from ESEA reauthorization. ESEA reauthorization happened, and then a few 

months later, Goals 2000 happened. And it was Goals 2000 which had the third and eighth grade 

tests, called for standards, and all that sort of thing. And that kicked off a lot of the standards 

movement, but then the assessments were nixed. There was actually some pretty good work at 

that point in terms of trying to develop assessments, but that didn't go anywhere.  

 

So that's when the states became more active in developing their own sets of standards? 
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Yes, right. And actually some districts too. Because then I was at CBE from '94, and we worked 

with a number of states to develop standards, and we worked with a number of school districts to 

develop standards. For example, we worked with Cleveland, and we worked in California with 

LA, who had standards before their own states had them. But because they had them, they had a 

major impact on their states. And that was fine. In every state, there is usually one dominant 

player, and you have to get them on board.  

 

And it seemed at the time that these standards were really a positive move forward to you? 

 

Um-hmm. (affirmatively) Definitely. I remember Al – do you know who Al Shanker is? 

 

He was the head of the AFT. 

 

AFT, yes, right. And he was a real icon. He was a tremendously interesting guy and absolutely 

iconoclastic – was willing to say what he believed no matter what. Actually my office at OERI 

was in the AFT building, so as I would say, "Al Shanker was my landlord," which was ironic in 

many ways. (laughter) But I remember Shanker saying so many times – teachers want to know 

what they're responsible for. And they don't want to “inherit" – I'm using the term in quotation 

marks – kids who didn't get taught in their earlier grades, and then where that subsequent teacher 

is required to catch them up. So Shanker was actually one of the first strong voices for grade-by-

grade standards, which is controversial still today. I was in a meeting not long ago where people 

were advocating having standards only at every other grade or every third grade. In theory, it's 
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probably right. In practice, it leaves a lot of problems, because how does it happen that you don't 

inherit thirty kids from me, who never learned fractions?  

 

So at that point in time, it really seemed positive in terms of promoting greater achievement and 

equity. 

 

Yes, yes. And clarity. 

 

Okay. Were any problems apparent? 

 

Oh yes, definitely. The history standards I mentioned earlier, that Lynne Cheney had funded with 

the Humanities Endowment, were, when they were released,  the US Senate voted ninety-eight to 

one to condemn them, because George Washington had not been mentioned enough. And, you 

know, take it from there. Those standards had been written by a center at UCLA, run by a guy 

named Gary Nash. They were pretty leftist actually, and were sort of worldview rather than US, 

even though they were US standards. The result was that the standards movement was in a panic 

at that point.  

 

So, Ford and Pew came to me at CBE and asked me to put together a group of scholars to review 

the UCLA standards and recommend changes. So we did that. Actually, I called on Al Quie to be 

one of the leaders of that group, and he and the retired president of Johns Hopkins were co-

chairing. We made some substantial recommendations, most of which were adopted, and the 

issue went away.  
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But going back to what I said earlier about the Department of Education and politicizing things – 

boy, that was an example. When you get the US Senate voting ninety-eight to one, and the one 

person who didn't vote to condemn them was because he didn't think that was strong enough. But 

they were not federal standards. The NEH – the National Endowment of Humanities – had paid 

for them, but they were not federal. They were never adopted by the feds or anything of that sort. 

 

But this was in the '90s too? 

 

Yes. This would have been in probably '96/'97. 

 

Well, the other thing about this time period I wanted to see if you could comment on is if the 

school choice movement got some traction also at the state level during these years. 

 

Yes, it did. Of course, the charter school movement came out of Minnesota. And because 

Minnesota was well known to a lot of us because of Quie. The charter school movement, I think, 

really gained its foothold in Minnesota – Ted Kolderie and some others were key, as was  

Shanker who was an advocate of charters at that point. His view was that they should be for the 

worst performing kids, so you should give them an option.  

 

But the fact that states were, in fact, moving in that direction did influence it. It took a while. It 

did not happen immediately. It was actually not until, I guess, NCLB [No Child Left Behind] 

that it became kind of fashionable to be in support of charters. Some other first attempts were 
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very weak. You know, you can have only three charters in a state, or some silly number, which 

had no relationship to any fact. But the fact that they did, the fact that vouchers were in 

Cleveland, and they were then upheld, of course, by the court, which was a shock to a lot of 

people – me included. I still can't quite believe that since there are kids going to church schools 

there.  

 

But that has definitely had an impact. Vouchers at the national level is probably a non-starter in 

the near future as far as I can see. But charters have gained a lot of traction on both sides of the 

aisle. And vouchers (scholarships) have in a few states.  

 

Do you think it's signaled a move away from the support of purely public education? 

 

I don't think so. I think it was more a question of looking at viable alternatives. Because it was 

clear in a lot of these – and this was primarily urban districts – that the existing structure was not 

well serving a lot of kids. And from that viewpoint, I have to agree with it. In Maryland, at the 

time I was chairing the state board, there was a keen interest in doing it by some, and I was 

supporting it. But we could never get any traction on it because the school superintendents in 

Maryland said – we're doing a great job, you don't need charters. And Maryland is still fighting 

about getting charters.. And as you know, there are about a dozen states – fourteen, maybe – that 

still don't have charters in them.  

 

So also within states, there's these disputes between superintendents and boards of education 

and governors. We're not even able to necessarily talk about a state as an – 
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No, that's right. 

 

An entity. 

 

Yes. No, you can't, legislatures as well.  

 

But there was more activity on the part of the states as soon as the standards conversation 

emerged. 

 

Yes, absolutely. 

 

And did you see certain states sort of model best practices that were then adopted by the federal 

government when we move up to No Child Left Behind? 

 

I mean, certainly Texas was the model for No Child Left Behind. Like Bush or not, it's clear that 

he brought to the presidency a view that minority, particularly Hispanic kids, had to get educated 

in a better way. I think if you asked him today, he would say that to him, No Child Left Behind 

was as much a civil rights issue as anything else. And I think that's probably true. There was the 

concern about reading. There was all the emphasis on that. But it was all because of what he had 

seen in Texas about the poor performance of minority children and recognizing that a state like 

Texas, which was heavily minority and growing rapidly, could not sustain itself unless it did 

better by those kids.  
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Hour 3/30:10 
Meeting at White House to Discuss NCLB, Problems With NCLB, Salary Disparities 
Between State vs. County Superintendents 
 
 

So let's move to that period, then, of the sea change again in federal policy. Tell me first where 

you were at when this passed.  

 

I was still at CBE at the time it passed. I had actually told the board there early in 2001 that I 

wanted to retire. My wife had just retired from the International Monetary Fund, and her mother 

was in a nursing home in California. You know, there were some family reasons. My daughter 

was out here, too. You're not unfamiliar with that. So they went through the search process at 

CBE. But at the time, through a lot of this, until – I actually was officially the president until 

December 31st of 2001. I remember it specifically because it was such a weird thing – on July 

5th of 2001, the White House had called for a group of people to assemble in the Roosevelt 

Room at the White House to discuss the legislation, because it was going nowhere at that point. 

And it was with Margaret Spellings, who was then the domestic policy person for the president. I 

can't even remember if Rod Paige was there or not. But to have it the day after the fourth of July 

was just sort of weird. So I was asked to be there, surprisingly. And there were a bunch of state 

people – a bunch of state superintendents – Susan Zelman from Ohio, for example, whoever the 

Massachusetts commissioner was at that point. 

 

You were no longer in Maryland though, at this point. 
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No, I wasn't. I lived there, but I had no longer any official role. But I was known to a lot of 

people as being an advocate for reform. So we had this meeting. And about two-thirds of the way 

through the time, the president walks in and sits down at the table. He was not supposed to be 

there as far as we knew. [He] sat down and talked to people about it, said – You know, we really 

have to get something going. And then he said – Come on over and see the Oval Office. So I 

have a picture on my wall of us all in the Oval Office. (laughter) There were about a dozen of us. 

It wasn't a big group – maybe even less – in the oval office and him pointing out all of the 

artifacts.  

 

And then, of course, nothing much happened. And then 9/11 came. And after 9/11, of course, is 

when he and Ted Kennedy reached a rapprochement and were able to get something going. I will 

say that Ted Kennedy was probably the most influential legislator at that period of time on this, 

by far. Boehner was the chair of the – actually was he chair? No, he was ranking Republican on 

the House committee at that point. And he was very committed on this issue, but if it hadn't been 

for Kennedy and Bush 43 [43rd US President] being able to get together, it would not have 

happened. And it was because Kennedy's attitude was always – get what you can now. And if 

you can't get all your goals now, we'll work on it later. He was the only one of the Democrats 

who had the courage to do that, and they got it through.  

  

And at that point, there was a history of reauthorizations happening regularly. 

 

Yes, right. '94 was the previous one, so this was about a year late, I think. Typically the 

reauthorizations were about a year or two late, because there is a provision in the law that says 
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the program's extended if they aren't reauthorized. And in fact, you don't even need that because 

an appropriations bill functions as an authorization bill in the absence of an authorization, which 

is a little understood part of federal law.  

 

And then, of course, that was signed January 2nd or 3rd, or something like that, of 2002, not 

without a lot of controversy. One of the places that I think moving forward here, that states have 

fallen down in this, is that in that legislation was a requirement that in schools that failed for, I 

think it was five years, that you had to offer an opportunity to transfer, and you had to offer 

tutoring services –  supplemental education service as it was called. And each state was supposed 

to manage that function. And I would say, Anita, of fifty states, I probably would have a hard 

time naming a half a dozen that did a commendable job on monitoring and managing that task. 

Typically states would just allow anybody to sign up. There was no monitoring of their 

performance – very little accountability in that regard. As a result, what was happening is there 

was a lot of ethical lapses, shall we say, verging on, frankly skimming off of some of these 

programs. Local superintendents, particularly, were upset because this was taking money out of 

their "pocket." 

 

I remember a conversation vividly with Barbara Byrd-Bennett, who was then the superintendent 

in Cleveland and now is Chicago's superintendent, talking about the fact that they were spending 

millions of dollars for a very few kids, because they had no control over what the level of service 

was. Now, that was a failure on her part, but it was more a failure on the part of the state for not 

having put in place a mechanism to manage and control that.  
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And this issue of state capacity, do you think that was at play? 

 

Absolutely. 

 

That there was just not the capacity to implement it at the level that it was designed [for]. 

 

Yes. One of the problems you have is that there usually is in a federal program an amount – a 

set-aside for the state – one percent, maybe up to a limit, or something of that sort. Two issues 

happened. One is [that] even though the law authorizes that amount, sometimes the appropriation 

people don't allow that to happen. The second thing that happens is that in a smaller state with a 

smaller allocation and a smaller program, it doesn't amount to enough to really hire anybody or 

hire a sufficient number of people to really monitor something. I'm doing this program as I 

mentioned, at Aspen later this week, and we're doing it on school finance, interestingly enough. I 

have coming the woman who is one of my faculty who is the Title programs coordinator in 

Kansas. And they're going crazy with the cutbacks in state funding for the agency, along with the 

restrictions on federal programs and the greater number of requirements on things that they have 

to do in managing all of this.  

 

So it becomes very, very difficult. And states agencies – I mean, the two states I know best right 

now are Maryland and Nevada, because I do a lot of work in Nevada. And in Nevada, for 

example, the state superintendent is paid one hundred and twenty-five thousand dollars. The 

superintendent of Clark County, which is Las Vegas, the biggest district in the state, makes over 

three hundred thousand. And if you look at jobs underneath, it's a similar kind of ratio. Maryland 
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is much the same way. I think Nancy Grasmick was making about maybe a hundred and forty, 

something like that. And the superintendent of Montgomery County and in Arundel and Howard 

and several others was making three hundred or more. Nancy happened to have other income 

sources, so she didn't need to worry about it. But it's not just Nancy. It's not just Dale in Nevada. 

It's the people that come underneath these folks. And frankly, in many cases you don't get the 

best people that you need to. Then you get caught up in civil service and, you know, the question 

of – can you change their jobs, and can you fire them, and all the rest of it. Yes. It's not a pretty 

picture. I think, really, what we need to do is go back to the original ESEA and actually authorize 

state capacity grants. 

 

Hour 3/40:00 
Illusory Sanctions of NCLB, Recommendation for Federal Incentive Based Programs, 
Problems with Race to the Top 
 
 

Well, so we're moving into the recommendations part of the interview. One question before we 

get there too, is that it seems to me is that what was different about NCLB was – what was new – 

was all of the stress on accountability. You have to do this and this and this. And then if you 

don't, then there are severe consequences.  

 

Right. 

 

Which was a new role, wasn't it, for the feds? 
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Not really. I mean, even if you go back to Title I, there was always the threat that you could take 

away Title I money. But it's an empty threat. Because the reality is if you take – and California's 

going through some of this fight right now with Duncan around this testing system – so you take 

away Title I money. Who do you hurt? You hurt the very kids that the program is designed to 

benefit. So in the case of California and this latest kerfuffle, they've said – well, they wouldn't 

just take away administrative money, which would just affect the people in the state agency – 

again hurting capacity. They're threatening to take away Title I money that goes to the districts. 

They'll never do it. They'll never do it. And they'd look foolish in trying to explain it if they did. 

Even if you had – George Miller, who's the ranking Democrat on the House Committee support 

them – who knows, he might – they couldn't stand the pressure on that for very long. So it's a 

real problem in terms of – what are the sanctions that you can impose to have a difference here? 

And I think the supplementary education services with tutoring is a good example of that. The 

law said very specifically that the states are responsible for but quality control. The states didn't 

do it, so the feds did nothing, absolutely nothing. I don't think there was a single state sanctioned 

for inability or the lack of doing something to enforce poor performance on the part of these 

vendors.  

 

So the consequences that are built into NCLB don't necessarily have the teeth? 

 

Yes. Well, the problem is the teeth are too great. As I say, you can't cut off federal money in any 

significant way. And so what are the other sanctions? If you cut off administrative money, a state 

like California will laugh at you, because its budget is so big. Other states, what you're doing is 

gutting the agency. And of course, roughly two-thirds of the employees of a state agency are on 
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federal payroll. I'm sorry, I should say that differently. They're being paid through the state with 

federal money. And the result of that is the state legislatures, and the governors too, just don't 

make a commitment to staffing and supporting those state agencies in the way that they should. 

 

So the question is – what is the sanction in a case like that? What can you do? Do you throw the 

Chief into NCLB jail? (laughter) Or, you know, what is it? There are very few options. 

 

So you're the expert, what – 

 

(laughter) What would I suggest? 

 

Yeah. In terms of recommendations, what's the appropriate action for the feds? What's the 

appropriate action for the states? I mean, in your ideal world. What lessons have we learned 

about what is an effective way to proceed? 

 

One thing you can do, and this is not without controversy, is incentive grants. NCLB is an 

incentive program. It wasn't distributed evenly among all of the states. States had to apply. They 

had to meet certain conditions. They had to be monitored. 

 

And that's how Race to the Top works. 

 

Yes. I'm sorry – Race to the Top. I'm sorry, I used the wrong term, right – Race to the Top. Race 

to the Top was funded under ARRA [American Recovery and Reinvestment Act]. But there was 
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another part of ARRA for education that just distributed all the money to the states on the basis 

of student numbers. That was the state fiscal support grant.. And it was three-quarters of the 

money, or maybe even eighty percent of the money went out that way.  

 

So you had that. At the same time you had Race to the Top, which was incentive-based. And I'd 

argue that you have to have some incentive-based programs, then, to get people to step up. And 

part of that is, in incentive-based programs. You have to do more to build state capacity and 

require that it be done. Now what you can't deal with from that perspective is – how can you get 

a decent Title I director who's making eighty-thousand a year, or something like that, in a state 

where the district Title I director would make twice that? There's no federal solution for that. I 

don't know any way to deal with it. But I think by using incentive programs what you run into is 

the problem that we talked about earlier. It doesn't go to every congressional district, it doesn't go 

to every congressman or woman, who then says – I'll vote for it, because I'll get fifty thousand 

dollars going into my school district.  

 

And then you also have the issue of – and Duncan is facing this now – with all these waivers and 

everything – is how far can you go? To what degree can you incentivize past a certain point, and 

how do you hold them accountable? He's said one of the conditions for Race to the Top was 

states developing educator performance assessments of some sort, or performance plans. And 

some states – Maryland is actually one of them – have just not done it as fast as the US 

Department has required that it be done. And they kept kicking the ball down the road. Well, to 

some degree that's understandable. In some states it's a lot easier to do than other states. Unions 
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happen to be tremendously powerful in Maryland. Florida could do it much easier, because it's a 

right-to-work state. I didn't answer your question. 

 

Well, you did in the sense that the appropriate role, in your view, is to have some incentive-based 

programs at the federal level. 

 

Yes, right.  

 

And at the state level, how do you think that states should respond to the federal intrusion, so to 

speak. Advocating to get more funding? 

 

Part of the problem with Race to the Top is that it happened around a period of great fiscal stress 

for the states. So there's no question that some states just saw the ring on the merry-go-round and 

reached for it. And then they thought – oh, my God, what have I gotten myself into on this? And 

then they had to work to get it actually done. And if you look at the turnover in state leadership 

between the time that Race to the Top was announced and the grants were made and 

implemented – I used to know this number – something like two-thirds of the Chiefs and even a 

higher percentage of governors have changed. So it gets us back to the issue we talked about 

with the Business Roundtable earlier. How do you sustain that commitment over time? That's 

human nature. Everybody wants to do their own thing and have their own plaque on the door.  

 

So it's hard for states to have this consistent implementation over time if the players keep 

changing. 
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It is. And obviously you've got paper documents and all the rest of it. But when people change, 

the level of commitment changes. 

 

But you had said what you think needs to happen, at least in your mind, is that we go back to the 

more of the original ESEA formulation. 

 

Building capacity. Right, definitely. 

 

And what about these very prescriptive aspects of No Child Left Behind? 

 

I think we have to ease off. And it's the same in Race to the Top. Some of the aspects are much 

more prescriptive than they probably need to be. But there has to also be a point at which it's 

okay for the federal government to come in and say – I'm going to make you do it. If you don't 

do that, then states can continue to kick the can down the road. 

 

 
 
Hour 3/50:00 
Importance of Common Core Standards, Siloization of Programs and Agencies, 
Accountability Among Various State and Local Agencies 
 
 

How you structure that is really difficult. How you call their bluff, and in many cases, it's a state 

bluff on this too. I don't mean to complicate the New York Archives history on this. (laughter) 

But you want a realistic assessment of the situation. If you look at Common Core state standards, 
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that's a wonderful example of the states stepping up and doing something – getting together, 

working between the governors and the Chiefs to do this. But the same problem is occurring. 

Those who were the leaders at the time the commitment was made are no longer there in most of 

these cases. And now you're having buyers' remorse from some of the states because they don't 

have most of the leadership who was there at the time that that action was taken. 

 

But you have some hope for the Common Core? 

 

I do. I do. I think it's being badly handled in some states – New York State. I'm sure you've been 

reading there about all these problems that have been run into by John King, because the 

opposition is very well organized and very vocal.  

 

I was in Nevada, because as I mentioned to you, I did some work with them, a few months ago. 

And they were having, at the state board meeting, what amounted to a hearing on Common Core. 

There were probably twenty people who spoke against it and only three or four who spoke for it. 

The three or four who spoke for it were professionals. Almost every one of the twenty were 

frankly related to a group not unknown for their opposition to change. But still, when you get the 

record with that kind of imbalance, it makes it tough. 

 

You mentioned something important, I think, is that just having organization impacts policy.  

 

Yes. 
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If you get twenty people who represent one side. If there's one way that maybe we can learn how 

to have impact at the state level or any level, it's to be organized. 

 

Absolutely, absolutely. And that's where Common Core, I think at its base, when it was first 

conceived, was important because it was by an organized group of states. The leadership of Gene 

Wilhoit, who succeeded Gordon three or four times removed, and I guess it was Dane Linn at the 

National Governors' Association, who were the key people in doing that. And that's terribly 

important. But Gene's gone. Dane's moved. It remains to be seen how it will play out.  

 

I think another piece is that it seems that the federal government has lost, or at least the 

Congress has lost, the bipartisan collegiality that you mentioned was existing when you were 

there. 

 

Yes, they have. 

 

And how does that get turned around. We haven't had a reauthorization, right, in over twelve 

years? 

 

Yes. Coming up on that number of years. You have to change it, I think, by changing the culture 

of how members interact with one another. Going back to the days, which we were discussing 

earlier, when Quie and Perkins would ride horses. They had a collegial relationship. Quie's 

family lived in DC, rather than back in the state. Perkins' family lived in DC. They would go 
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home to their districts, but they weren't always running for the fastest plane to get out of town or 

the latest plane to get back in. And, you know, little things like that matter a lot.  

 

As I mentioned, I work with congressional staff in this Aspen Institute program. We've got a 

program Friday. We have twenty senior professionals from the House and Senate coming on this 

finance issue. I've had faculty – and I call them faculty – the outside speakers who come into 

these meetings who will, at the end of it, pull me aside and say – I'm not sure who was the 

Democrat and who is the Republican. Tell me who Anita's with. And I'll tell them, and they say – 

“Gee, I never would have guessed that." Because when you get them off the stage and away from 

the klieg lights and get them really exploring issues, they're in very close agreement on many, 

many things – not everything, by any means. But then you get their members out there, and they 

get in the twenty-four hours news cycle and all the rest and you lose a lot of that. But at the end, I 

think we have a lot of influence in this program [SIFEPP], in having a better common 

understanding of the issues. 

 

That's great. I mean, nothing's black and white. And I think so often in the media, politics is 

presented as black and white. 

 

Yes, absolutely, and it's not. 

 

And to get political office, you have to present yourself that way. 

 

Yes, exactly. And that's not reality.  
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So anything else to frame the issues going forward? 

 

Well, one thing I also think – and the states could help to model – is to try and break down what 

I call the siloization of programs and agencies, and particularly agencies. I work with a non-

profit out of New York who is working in a couple of big urban districts and trying to bring all 

the public resources together in supporting children, which is absolutely the thing to do. But you 

have these crazy things like the definition of poverty – to be eligible for programs – varies from 

agency to agency, program to program. And it makes it impossible to get comprehensive services 

for a child or a family, That's just one narrow example of the problem.  

 

And of course, there's no accountability across programs. A good example, I guess, would be the 

presence of health programs for families and young people. There is no accountability for 

making those available through and with schools. One of the districts I work with is in Syracuse, 

and they actually have located now, as part of this, health clinics in most of the high schools and 

some of the other schools too, where families can come in. It's not just a question of the kid 

who's got a headache or, you know, hurt themselves at school. But a mother can come in with a 

small child and seek medical support. 

 

That's a great recommendation. 

 

But people have got to be willing to give up some turf in order to do that. And they've also got to 

be held accountable by their peers for doing it. So in this case and in something like that, the 
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school has got to be accountable for providing space. The health agency has got to be responsible 

for staffing it. I don't know what another agency might be involved. You, probably, from your 

social welfare basis can think of other kinds of things. The theory of it is pretty clear. And I think 

the action would be clear. The benefits to families and kids would be terrific.  

 

Good. So that's framing that issue for blending or arching between services. 

 

And agencies and programs.  

 

Anything else? I would be a bit amiss if I didn't ask you about writing your book and, given that 

this is an archive project, how the records looked when you poured over them, and maybe what 

your hopes are for how states or organizations can better track what they do so we can learn 

from history. 

 
 
Hour 3/59:30 
Recommendation that State Superintendents' Records be Archived 
 
 

As we mentioned earlier, I went to a number of presidential libraries. And most of them have a 

pretty good set of papers. They're in varying degrees of being open, depending on when the 

president left office, and whether they're still alive, and that sort of thing. But one of the things 

that's required under federal law is that their records go to the National Archives, and then the 

archives can put them into a presidential library or whatever. I don't know if states have such a 

requirement. One fundamental thing would be the records of a state superintendent go to the state 

archives. Do you know if that exists?  
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I know that legislators' records go to state archives. 

 

Yes. It would be interesting to know on something like that for state chiefs. As I mentioned 

before, I was taken with the LBJ [Lyndon B. Johnson] Library. Of course, of the ones I visited, 

he was the one who was in office earliest. So everything had been curated and was open. The 

Nixon Library – Nixon Archives, which were actually in College Park at the National Archives 

too, because they hadn't been transferred to California – was amazing. I was seeing handwritten 

notes of people because of the nature of how that library and materials came to them. On the 

other hand, in the Reagan Library, because at that point – when I went there, he was still alive as 

I recall – and therefore they hadn't publicly released a lot of their documents. So I had to put an 

FOIA [Freedom of Information Act] request for a number of things, which took months and 

months to come, but they eventually came. 

 

But the notion of just starting with having the state superintendent and state board records go into 

some kind of an archive that could then be available would, I think, be a good place to start.  

 

And good for you for doing this. 

 

(laugher) It was fun. 

 

Because this is another place to start. 
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Yeah. I guess that's true. 

 

Capturing the history of those of you who are very involved.  

 

Well, it's been fun to do it. 

 

Thank you. Is there anything else I haven't asked you? Have we covered everything? 

 

Probably pretty much. I've been writing my observations chapter of the book. And if there's 

anything else I think of in looking back at that, I'll send you a note. 

 

Okay. All right.  

 

And then we can do it by phone or whatever, if you want to. 

 

Sure, excellent. Well, thank you.  

 

Oh, of course.  

 

It's been a pleasure. 

 

And you've done a great job with the questioning.  
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	The date is November 18th in the year 2013. My name is Anita Hecht, and I have the great pleasure and honor of interviewing Chris Cross on the campus of Stanford University in Palo Alto, California on behalf of New York State Archives and the States' Impact on Federal Education Oral History Project. We're here to record the stories of the last fifty years of federal education policy and the impact that the states have had on its development and implementation. So welcome, and thank you for agreeing to this 
	 
	Thank you. My pleasure. 
	 
	Let's begin a little bit by way of background on you – where you grew up and how you came to get interested in education. 
	 
	Okay. Born in northeastern Ohio, lived there until I was fifteen, when my family moved to southern California. Went through high school in Los Angeles area. And then enrolled in Whittier College as an undergraduate and was very active there in political things and leadership activities – editor of the newspaper and president of the honorary society, and that sort of thing.  
	 
	When I was a senior, I was offered a position by the president of the college to continue to work there in the public relations/community relations area, which I did for three years, doing a lot of things. And [I] actually got Whittier's football games televised on one of the commercial channels in LA and Whittier on – you probably don't remember – the College Bowl. It was a contest show where colleges would field teams to compete against one another. And the ultimate was to win five weeks in a row. The lon
	 
	Was then hired as assistant to the president at Cal State-Los Angeles, which was, at that point, called Los Angeles State College. It was about two years later, I think it was, that California changed all of the names, so it became California State University at Los Angeles. Worked as assistant to the president there. Unfortunately, the president who hired me left about ten weeks after I got there to become head of the Job Corps in Washington DC. This was in a time of the – it would have been out of the Joh
	 
	And then went up to Stockton. Worked there for a couple of years, where one of our friends was a young woman who was the daughter of a US senator from Idaho named Len Jordan. We worked together. Our families were very close, and she encouraged me to run for the school board there in a place called Lincoln Village, which is a suburban area. I didn't win, but we established a good relationship. 
	 
	When we came to the 1968 elections, I was drafted, basically, to run one of the two Nixon campaigns in San Joaquin County, which is that area around Stockton, which I did. Subsequent to that, I was offered a job to go back and work in HEW [Department of Health, Education, and Welfare] in Washington and went in the summer of '69. 
	 
	Interesting time. Tell me a little bit more about what influenced your interest in education and in politics. How did that come to be? 
	 
	Well, I was a political science major in undergraduate and a government/political science as a master's degree from Cal State. And I’d always been intrigued with it, with how public policy is made and developed and implemented, which is, of course, the part that doesn't get paid enough attention to, especially now, I guess. And education was something I just gravitated to. I never consciously thought of education as a field, carrying this out. It's just my career developed in that area, and I followed the c
	 
	This was the time of the Kent State and Jackson State tragedies and student unrest, where there were – you may remember National Guard killings at Kent State in Ohio. In Jackson State, there was a tragedy. And the president created this commission on campus unrest, which was chaired – he asked Bill Scranton, who was then – had just retired as the governor of Pennsylvania – to chair it. And I was asked to go help them out. I was actually the only person on the staff who had ever had any experience in the fed
	 
	At the end of that, was offered a job and had tentatively accepted it, to go to work for one of the higher education associations. 
	 
	One of the higher – ? 
	 
	Education associations – organization of colleges – at DuPont Circle, which was sort of the center of that universe. And literally, I think just before I was to go, got a call from the assistant secretary for legislation at HEW, saying, – would you be willing to come there and become the deputy for education legislation?   
	 
	So I went back to HEW, I guess that would have been, probably, November of 1970 – and was there through the remainder of Elliot Richardson's service. Richardson had then come in as Secretary [of HEW]. Robert Finch had left to go to the White House and stayed there until the end of that term, when Richardson went to the Department of Defense, to serve for about four months as Secretary of Defense and then was appointed Attorney General. And obviously, defense was not an area of particular interest to me. 
	 
	Did you have any personal experiences in your own education that were inspirational or that gave you a certain belief, already at that point, about the role of government and what it should be in education? 
	 
	Very good question. I can't point to anything specific, Anita. I do remember being very interested in the whole question of how you assure that a quality education is being delivered, and the role of various sectors in saying that happened. But no single incident would stand out for me. 
	 
	Did you have a particular political affiliation? I know you said you worked on Nixon's campaign. 
	 
	Right. I was a Republican – still am – in name only, I guess as they say these days. (laughter) Would consider myself in what was known for so many years as the Rockefeller wing of the Republican Party. Scranton was part of that. Richardson was as well. And actually, in 1964, at the Republican convention, which was in San Francisco, Mark Hatfield, who had been the governor of Oregon, had come to Whittier to speak at the commencement that previous year. So I had established a good relationship with his staff
	 
	So I went up to San Francisco – stayed with some friends here in Palo Alto actually, as I think about it. And I got up to San Francisco the Sunday night before the convention started. And there was a little get-together of the people working for Hatfield. And his chief of staff came to me and said – General Eisenhower was then serving – or President Eisenhower – as a commentator for ABC news, because Jim Hagerty, his former press secretary, was the president of ABC News. And he was there at the St. Francis 
	 
	The federal politics. 
	 
	Yes. Right, right.  
	 
	Now when you came to Washington, ESEA [Elementary and Secondary Education Act] had already passed. 
	 
	Hour 1/10:00 
	Work on Higher Education Act, Problems with ESEA Appropriations, Importance of Bipartisanship in Dealing with Accountability 
	 
	 
	Right.  
	 
	And there were the Great Society programs in place. Did you have any particular views, at that point, on education and the role of the federal government, or knowledge about this sea change that had occurred? 
	 
	Not at that point. And my first couple of years there – first three years, really, three and a half – was almost all on higher education. In 1972, was a reauthorization of the Higher Education Act. I had spent the previous almost two years working on that legislation. And it was probably the – aside from the original enactment of the Higher Ed Act in '65 – the single biggest, higher education bill that we've seen. It created what's now called the Pell Grants. It created the guaranteed student loan market. I
	 
	So let's spend some time there. I want to now introduce our topic in terms of states' impact. I know you're working on federal policy, but as we talk about these different reauthorizations at that time, I'd love to hear stories about how, if any, influences came to you all in your work, from the states, or what you were hearing about the implementation of ESEA and how that had gone and how you were thinking of revamping it. 
	 
	Yeah. There were a number of major issues. Of course, after the passage of ESEA in '65, there was, I think, a billion dollars was about the initial appropriations for it. It didn't increase a lot for several years because of the Vietnam War. Although Johnson certainly would have wanted to put more money there, not much happened in that. But a billion dollars was big money. And because of the fact that this represented new –"that" being ESEA – new programming for the federal government, the old Office of Edu
	 
	And one of the things that I encountered early on, actually when I was still at HEW, were audit reports that were coming out of GAO [General Accounting Office] and out of the auditor – I don't think he was called an Inspector General then, at HEW, but the equivalent of the Inspector General – about things that had been done badly with the money – building  swimming pools, buying stacks of overhead projectors, leaving them in closets and never taking them out of the boxes – that kind of thing.  
	 
	So that helped to shape the climate when you went into '74 about what were the issues that you were going to be dealing with. So tightening up on some of that was key. There was also a dispute – a major dispute, I guess, which in some ways is still seen today – about how the money should be targeted. The money went to states on the basis of poverty, and the poverty was based on basically the welfare definition of low income – the so-called Orshansky Poverty Index. And then there was a formula to get Title I
	 
	And how was educational need defined in that case? 
	 
	It was left up to districts, states, to determine, because we didn't have the national measures to do that. So there was quite a battle about that. Quie, in the end, lost it. It was a heavily Democratic Congress at that point. And of course, in 1974, in the elections then was a so-called Watergate election, where the Republicans fell to probably the lowest number of seats they've had since World War II, or before, maybe since the Depression. Quie did have some strong supporters on the democratic side of the
	 
	One of the things that really characterized that time was collegiality. Even though these men and women would fight like tigers in the committee, they were very cordial on the outside. I remember Carl Perkins, who was the Democratic chair of the committee at that point, and Quie were both essentially, farmers. And they would always talk about their horses and would go riding together and things of that sort. And it was that kind of humanity, I guess, that allowed relations to really be effective. And Quie e
	 
	But one of the things I remember from that era is certain states who were very active in this area. At that point, as I recall, Wilson Riles – R-I-L-E-S – was the California state superintendent of education – a terrific guy – come up from the ranks in education. I don't remember the details of his history, but he was not a politician. He was an educator. Today, almost all of the state superintendents in California are politicians, not educators.  California, at that time, had a state program for disadvanta
	 
	So in '74, it was very much a matter of trying to tighten up some of those things. I cannot remember without looking at the law now, any detail about that. But there was good collegiality in terms of making some moves in that direction and getting more accountability so you wouldn't have these abuses that occurred. And I'm trying to think – I think it was the lawyers' committee on civil rights, or the citizens' committee on civil rights, that had uncovered a lot of this misspent money. A woman named Phyllis
	 
	So the original structure of ESEA, it sounds like, didn't have a lot of design in terms of how the money should be spent. 
	 
	None, absolutely none. You need to look back at the history of it. Johnson proposed this, of course – not long after he was elected to his own term. This would have been fourteen to fifteen months after Kennedy's assassination. And it went through Congress in record time. There were virtually no hearings. It passed the House first. And Johnson said, "I want it passed by the Senate without amendment."  
	 
	HOUR 1/20:05 
	States' Initial Response to ESEA, Emergency School Aid Program 
	 
	 
	Can you imagine that happening today? Impossible. And the Senate did! And one of the things that's very interesting is that, at that point, Robert Kennedy was a New York State senator. He wanted a provision in there on some accountability, and he lost it because Johnson insisted this get through without that. He didn't want to have the fight about how you defined accountability and all that sort of thing. So actually, the House Republicans were in favor of that too. And this is one of those situations where
	 
	And I remember – this is jumping ahead, but it's worth drawing the line here, I think. The Chair of the House Education Labor Committee in the late '80s was Gus Hawkins – a congressman, African-American congressman, from the Watts area of Los Angeles. And he, in the hearings leading up to that reauthorization, said, “I've been in Congress” – or whatever it was, twenty years at that point – “I don't see much happening to improve the education of kids in my district, and that's the kids who should be improvin
	 
	I think that you said off tape before, that you saw also the history of ESEA coming into being because the states were not – 
	 
	– were not doing much. Yeah, that's right. I mean, if you go back to Johnson's thesis for the war on poverty, it was recognizing that to break the cycle of poverty, you had to have the children educated and able to compete better, hold jobs, succeed in life, and all the rest of it. 
	 
	And by and large, when you came into the Washington scene, did it seem that all the states welcomed that money, that mandate? 
	 
	They certainly welcomed the money. The mandate – as long as the mandate was loose, and a mandate probably is too strong a term – they were fine with that. Now, Smith and Kirst were around during that period before I got here. Both of the Mikes, I think, were there in the '60s in the old Office of Education. But as things got tighter and tighter, it got more and more contentious, of course. 
	 
	One of the other things I could mention around the states is that when I was at HEW, this was the time of a lot of civil rights activism, and I don't mean that in a negative sense at all. There was just a lot that had to be done. Of course, the Civil Rights Act had passed in '64. It was “all deliberate speed” at that point, and that was not very fast. And I can't remember – was there a court case that then said – “Do it.” I think this was Earl Warren. And so one of the problems was you still had dual school
	 
	So the Economic Opportunity Act, which was the War on Poverty – main part of the Johnson agenda, had discretionary money in it. And to make a long story short, the old Office of Economic Opportunity, which administered it, made available a transfer to HEW of money to basically – I'm going to choose my words carefully here, but – to smooth the way for the dissolution of those dual systems. This was called the Emergency School Aid Program. And actually, to show you a contrast between then and today, applicati
	 
	And so it was the state education agencies that had to apply for the money? 
	 
	No. It was the districts. 
	 
	The districts. 
	 
	I believe. I believe it was individual districts that did, as I recall.  
	 
	That would be an interesting study. 
	 
	Yes, it would be, because it's largely unexamined, I think. But going back to this period of time around the states, at the same time that ESEA was being considered for reauthorization, at about that same time, another House subcommittee, chaired by John Brademas – who was a congressman from Indiana, later to become president of New York University – was considering and passed legislation to create a childcare program – an early childhood education program, much like Obama's talking about today. Nixon vetoe
	 
	That so incensed Brademas and Harrison Williams, who was the chair of the Senate committee, that they worked on legislation to create what was called the Education of All Handicapped Children Act in 1975. It was passed and then signed by Gerald Ford not long after Ford became president. But it's another example of it passing because of the fact that states weren't attending to the needs of these children. I didn't work on that bill directly. My officemate did, but I can remember being at some of those heari
	 
	Tell me what you mean that it was a civil rights act versus an education act. In terms of how it flowed through the legislative process? 
	 
	No. If you look at, though, the rhetoric around it, it was – these children have a civil right to be educated. That's fundamental. It was never talked about in terms of – how do you define that education? How do you measure it? How do you hold people accountable for it? And what does that mean relative to mainstreaming, or relative to pull-out programs, self contained classrooms, and all that sort of thing. So it got enacted on the basis of the stories about children being untreated, not educated, without a
	 
	Differences between that and the ESEA, in terms of getting it through the legislative process and then also the response by the states? 
	 
	HOUR 1/29:55 
	President Ford's Signing of ESEA, Federal Government's Use of States to Administer ESEA Funds, Educationally vs. Economically Disadvantaged 
	 
	 
	Well, good question about the response. Because I didn't work on that legislation directly, I'm not sure I could give you an honest answer about that. In terms of going through, of course because of Johnson's power and force in getting ESEA passed and signed within ninety days, I think – it's in the book. I can't remember specifically now – but it was quite a contrast to what happened before. It was hotly contested in the committees in both sides before it was enacted. And Ford never – in fact, I just was c
	 
	It's interesting to me that you said, in terms of ESEA, that the federal government took the active role because the states weren't addressing an issue. But with the Education of All Handicapped Children, there were states who already had programs in place that then were the models for the federal [government]. 
	 
	Right. There was, with ESEA, in later years – for example, I mentioned California had a program that existed before ESEA. But it wasn't like ESEA, because ESEA was essentially an economic transfer program. It was about the war on poverty. And it was about getting – if you look at the rhetoric – and, as I mentioned, having been at the LBJ Library and reading some of the oral histories in that – it was about getting resources to those school districts. It wasn't about what they did with it. In fact, you can s
	 
	To build them up. 
	 
	To build them up, right. And a recognition that if you didn't do that, you weren't going to be able to really manage the resources effectively and deliver results. I think it lasted eighteen months, or something of that sort. I can't remember the exact dates now, but a year or two. And then it was taken out on the House floor by a congresswoman from Oregon named Edith Green, who chaired another House education committee, but the one on Higher Ed. And her argument was – you can't put money to state bureaucra
	 
	In your view and experience, did that seem like a smart move, to run through the state agencies? 
	 
	Yes. I think it is. I still think it is. We're sitting here in California with a thousand school districts. Texas has a thousand. Other states have in the several hundreds. And you just can't – from the federal government. They have a hard enough time dealing with fifty states and the territories, to try and deal with individual school districts. If you did that, you would be ignoring the role and responsibility of the states to education. School districts exist in almost every state as an instrument of the
	 
	And historically, in my reading, the feds weren't even – the Constitution doesn't mention education, right? 
	 
	Yeah, right. And the 10th Amendment says all those things not identified are the responsibility of the states. But I've always argued that one of the provisions of the Constitution is for the public welfare. The federal government has authority and responsibility for the public welfare. And if education is not a matter of the public welfare, I don't know what is. 
	 
	Right. It's interesting though, that when we talk about states, we really can't talk about them as a monolithic idea because you had the states that were inactive, or nonresponsive, and then you had states like with special ed, who were – 
	 
	Way out in front. Yes, absolutely. 
	 
	I think you also said somewhere in your book that there were state laws in some states for compensatory education.  
	 
	Yes, like California, right, exactly. Michigan was another one I remember vividly. John Porter, who was the state superintendent in Michigan – I remember him coming to Washington. He actually wanted to see the Title I legislation changed to serve the educationally disadvantaged, not just to assume that economic meant education. And he was an African-American state superintendent, had come out of one of the big districts in Michigan. Brilliant guy, and he and Quie had made common league on that – never succe
	 
	Did you fall on either side at that point? Or do you have a sense of it? 
	 
	Yeah. I mean, I fell because of who I was working for – that it was logical to have the money at the last stage flow to the educationally disadvantaged, but that you should, to the point where it got to a school, fine with having poverty [as the determining factor], because you had no other basis. There was no common metric that you could use in education that would allow you to get to that point. Within school districts and within schools, you can certain identify those students. 
	 
	So educationally disadvantaged – just to again understand that idea a little more. Was it then based on schools having less resources being considered less advantaged or more disadvantaged? [Or on] per pupil expenditure? If it's not based on student poverty rates. 
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	Yeah. It was that those who had the highest concentrations of low-income students was how the law worked. 
	 
	Right. 
	 
	But with educationally disadvantaged, it would have been, then, looking at once the money reaches the schools or possibly the district, depending on their ability to do it, then the money would go to those who were educationally most in need. Now the chance of overlap is high. But Quie was always hung up on it. I don't mean that negatively. That it was wrong to conflate economic poverty with educational inability. And I think in many ways, that's where we are today in the sense that organizations like the E
	 
	So just a little bit more on the 1974 reauthorizations. You just mentioned an active state superintendent having an influence on federal legislation. Do you have any more examples of that? It sounds like, here was this money pumped into the states, and then the states became, in some cases, more active trying to influence [federal policies]– 
	 
	Yes. There were a number of – as I mentioned, Wilson Riles in California, John Porter from Michigan, John Pittinger, was his name, from Pennsylvania – those were the ones that I can remember most vividly during that period of time. There was the superintendent from North Carolina, whose name I've forgotten now. [narrator’s note: Craig Phillips] There was some others as well. But those three stood out. I think this was before Gordon would have come to CCSSO [Council of Chief State School Officers], so I don'
	 
	And were they advocating for certain categorical programs for the most part? 
	 
	For the most part, yes. But they were also advocating for the capacity and for what they felt would be suitable accountability. In other words, not going beyond their capacity. And they wanted more flexibility. That hasn't changed a lot in that regard. You still have this tension between accountability and flexibility. 
	 
	I want to pick up also on this bipartisanship that you mentioned earlier, because I also interviewed Jack Jennings for this project, and he was your counterpart. 
	 
	Yes. 
	 
	Do you remember any dealings or specific stories about how the work happened across the aisle? 
	 
	Yeah. I'm not sure how specific this was relative to what you're asking, but Jack and I worked closely together. We would, before a committee mark-up or hearing, we were in constant touch. Before Perkins would offer a bill or amendment, Jack generally – not always, because there were some thing always kept in the back pocket – he would let me know what was coming or where things stood. I'll tell you this story in a second. But it was very cordial and open. And it partly, obviously reflected the relationship
	 
	I remember in '74 – this was a story, having thrown Jack and Perkins for a loop – the Congressional Research Service – do you know of it? CRS was at that point just coming to the computer age. I remember, and I can't recall what started it, but I sat down with somebody from CRS – Tish Bushnell, who actually now lives in California. It's amazing I remember these names! We were looking at the formula, because the formula is key here. If you change the formula, and every ten years, because of the census, the d
	 
	So we had CRS actually run formulas by state. And we brought them to the hearings and the mark-ups – the mark-ups, I guess, specifically. It was the first time that it'd ever been done. It just really drove the Democrats crazy. Because you could see – if you make this change, Michigan will get another twelve percent more than it would, if you did this change. And we were trying to make an argument that you had to look at concentrations, for example, and that sort of thing. And it was the beginning of lettin
	 
	Right. You mentioned lobbyists coming. Were there other state-based organizations that were players at that time, because the federal role had grown in those interim ten years, nine years, since the passage [of ESEA]? 
	 
	I'm trying to think of whether there were state-based associations. NGA, the National Governors Association, was not active at that point. I don't remember the school boards being active. I don't remember anyone that really represented a state perspective at that point. 
	 
	So the reauthorization goes through in '74 with tighter monitoring, with more money for categorical programs. 
	 
	Yeah – Parent Advisory Council's being mandated for Title I, which was a Republican initiative, interestingly enough. 
	 
	And what were the outcomes? Did it have the effect that was intended? I'm always curious about the intended and then the unintended outcomes. 
	 
	To some degree it did and, in fact, I would argue that when Reagan was elected in '80, and then in '81 was the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act [ECIA]. It actually wiped out a lot of the things that had been done earlier on. Because '74 was probably, in my recollection, the high point of attempts at that era to put in accountability, like Parent Advisory Councils. In the '81 Act, the Reagan Act, a lot of these things were removed. And there was a lot of rolling back on some of the accountability 
	 
	There was also a '78 reauthorization. 
	 
	There was. Yeah, right. 
	 
	Tell me a little about that. 
	 
	You know, at the point, I can't remember it being more than fairly routine. Nothing that sticks out to me as being seminal actions. 
	 
	One thing, and I'm not sure if this is the time period, but I think that you had written about, was this idea of whole school reform. 
	 
	Yes. 
	 
	Tell me a little bit about that. 
	 
	Well, this was going back to – I guess the conversation started in '74 – about pullouts, about children being pulled out. And then basically creating two classes of kids within a classroom and a school. And when you pulled a kid out of a regular classroom for some special program in math or English or whatever it happened to be, how can you do that without them then, losing out on what they would have gotten if they were in class at that point?  
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	So there were a lot of tensions around that, and at about the point that, in many of these schools, because of high concentrations of poor kids, you had the majority of kids who were eligible for service. So I guess it was in '78, was where whole school reform was first adopted. And it actually didn't take root until much later. 
	 
	Now did that concern come from the states or from parents and hearings, or how did that come to be an issue? 
	 
	I don't remember it coming from states as much as from individual school districts and for House members, which I was obviously more familiar with, when they went home to their districts you could always tell who they talked to when they went home – when they came back on Monday or Tuesday morning – by the notes they'd bring and the things they would raise with you. So a lot of it came from those kinds of conversations at the local level, looking at the practicality of how they managed to do some of these t
	 
	So that the money could be used throughout the school. 
	 
	Right, exactly, which essentially, in a way, gets at what Quie was trying to do in '74 – having it focus on kids in need. 
	 
	And desegregation really sort of fell out of the national discussion or the federal discussion. Is that accurate? 
	 
	Yeah, basically. I mean, yes, I think so. The '72 Higher Ed Act – interesting – when it went to the floor, particularly of the Senate – because, you know, the Senate has no germaneness rules. Did you know that? Yeah, okay. So when it went to the Senate floor, it became the vehicle for all sorts of anti-busing things. At that point, I think the Supreme Court was considering a case in Michigan, which would have forced the merger of Detroit and suburban school districts. 
	 
	As a metropolitan – 
	 
	Yeah, right. Was it Detroit or was it? But, in any event, a big city. And that was a tremendously hot political topic, as you can imagine. So there were all sorts of anti-busing amendments attached to the bill. When it went to conference, they had to do something in it, and they came out with some amendments on it. And when the bill was – the President had no signing ceremony on that, and I'll tell you a story on that in a second.  
	 
	When the bill was signed, there was hardly a mention of the education provisions of the bill. It was all about busing. Actually, I was working at that point for Richardson. And I remember interesting sequencing. Of course, the President has ten days minus Sundays to act on the bill under the Constitution. So the bill was passed in early June, I guess. Went to the White House like, the tenth or eleventh of June. So we're literally counting down in the department, because we didn't know what was going to happ
	 
	And about the seventh day, I got a call from Richardson's assistant saying – he wants you to go by the White House, pick up a draft of the signing statement, and bring it out to his house, and we'll look it over with him. And then you're going to call back and give comments. So I went by. Dave Gergen was the speech writer who had done the draft on it. And Bill Safire was the head of the speech writing team in the White House. And so I picked it up, talked to David. Went out to Elliott's house. He lived in M
	 
	So I go over, go in it. And I'm ushered upstairs. We're told to go upstairs to what was John Ehrlichman's office, which is – as far as I can figure, is roughly above the Oval Office in the West Wing – and told to go in and wait there. So I went in. And a few minutes later, Richardson came in. He'd been talking to somebody else, and he sat down and started chatting. And I said, "So, what's going on?" And he said, "I don't know." He said, "We'll find out." So a few minutes later, Ehrlichman comes in, and Rich
	 
	No, but it's an interesting story. And that's where we'll stop this hour. 
	 
	Okay; sure.  
	HOUR 2 
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	This is hour number two of my interview with Christopher Cross on November 18th, 2013. And we're still in the '70s, but I wanted to make sure to ask you about your work on establishing the Department of Education and what the stories are that you remember about that. 
	 
	Okay, sure. Interesting time, for sure. In 1976, which was a presidential election year – of course, Jimmy Carter came out of relatively nowhere to get the democratic nomination – governor of Georgia. I think he'd only been a one-term governor and [was] not terribly well known. But he was very clever politically in going to the National Education Association and basically saying – You elect me, and I'll get you a US Department, a federal Department of Education. and he won the NEA's [National Education Asso
	 
	So he won. And then NEA started saying – well, so where's our department? And actually a good friend of mine was in the Office of Management and Budget in charge of the unit that was supposed to create the Department of Education – a part of a management side of OMB [Office of Management and Budget]. And they went well into the second, have been the second year – it would have been, like, '77 – before anything was really done on it. And there were all sorts of 
	issue around the department. How big should it be? How comprehensive? Do you take things away from other agencies related to education just so you can do this? And there were decision memoranda that went to the president about what would be included. It basically got whittled down a lot.  
	 
	And when the legislation came to the Congress, under the rules of both the House and the Senate – well, under the rules of the House, I guess. The Senate is different – the legislation goes to a government operations committee, which deals with organizational structures. It had nothing to do with the substantive committee on education.  
	 
	It so happened that the congressman who was the second ranking Republican on the Education and Labor Committee was also second ranking on the Government Operations Committee – a congressman named John Erlenborn from suburban Chicago. And Al Quie, who was my boss, had been in favor of a Department of Education, Training, and Careers, which would have combined parts of the Labor Department with the Office of Education. As I pointed out to him, it unfortunately had the acronym of being the Department of etcete
	 
	So the legislation was introduced finally by Carter – it was sponsored in the House and the Senate. In the House, a congressman from [Texas], Jack Brooks was the chair of the Government Operations Committee in the House. So he started holding hearings on it, trying to be a good soldier. And at that point, Erlenborn was determined to stop the legislation. I thought it was a terrible idea to do it myself, because I thought to separate education from a department that had responsibility for things like welfare
	 
	But when hearings were held in the House committee, it became clear that there was also opposition on the Democrat side of the aisle. In fact, a congressman from California named Leo Ryan –we may be actually sitting in what was part of his district at that point- [He] was a very senior member of the committee on the Democrat side – was also against it, in large part because when he was a member of the California legislature, the teachers' union had crossed him and he had a mad-on about that. So he and Erlen
	 
	So Erlenborn asked me if I would come help him on the Government Operations Committee, even though, of course, I was on the staff of the Education and Labor Committee. And he and I both talked to Quie, and Quie said sure, if you can do it and do your other things.– even though I was taking a position different than his. But he was fine with that. 
	 
	You were taking a position different than Quie's? 
	 
	Quie, yes right. So I worked on this thing heavily with Erlenborn. We had literally dozens of amendments that he offered, and many of which were adopted, one of which his still vexing people today. That's the one that says the federal government should have no authority over curriculum. And that has come back to be a big issue now around Common Core and the assessments and all the rest of it. But that amendment was adopted easily. 
	 
	What happened at the end of the Congress that ended in 1978 is that Leo Ryan had a large group of people in his congressional district who had gone to Guyana in South America with an evangelist named Jim Jones. So, he went down there with Jackie Spear as his aide, to interview them and find out what was going on. Of course, the story is that he was killed as he went back to the airstrip along with several other people. Spear was wounded. She survived. She was the only survivor of it. She's now the congressw
	 
	Therefore, when Congress reconvened in the next year, there was no Democratic leader to oppose it. I had also left  to work for Abt Associates and was not wasn't on the Hill anymore. The bill finally did pass. It got out of committee by one vote, two votes, something like that. And if Ryan had lived, he would have kept it from happening. Then it went to the floor. It narrowly got through the floor. On the Senate side, it was never a question. It was easily enacted.  
	 
	So that's how we came to the Department of Education. It was enacted in 1979, but the law said that you had so much time to establish it, because you had to do a lot of things – you had to transfer staff, etc.. So, it actually came into being in May of 1980. And of course, the next presidential election was in November of 1980, at which point, the NEA, having won what they thought was a tremendous victory, was faced with Ronald Reagan being president, and he had campaigned on dismantling the Department of E
	 
	The woman who was the first Secretary of Education, whose name is little remembered, Shirley Hufstedler, a judge, actually, from Los Angeles– served for about seven or eight months. And she was gone, and then it was all back up in the air again.  
	 
	What were some of the arguments for it, and did any of these arguments for or against also come from the states, or was this a federal [initiative]? 
	 
	All the education groups loved it, because they were looking at having their name on the door and having a US Department of Education. There was opposition from some groups, including the AFT. I don't even remember any others. But it was not a slamdunk among the interest groups. They all thought – the ones that supported it – that this would be more money, it would be more prestige, and all the rest of it. So they were in favor of it.  
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	But what happened during the process was that parts of it kept getting whittled away. First of all, Carter had not wanted certain things in it, like the Bureau of Indian Affairs. That was kept out, even though, at that point, BIA [Bureau of Indian Affairs] operated schools with tens of thousands of Native American children in it. Then when it was considered in the committee, they took out Head Start – left it in what was to become HHS [Department of Health and Human Services]. They left in the Department of
	 
	And you mentioned some of the consequences of it, in hindsight, that you think have happened, that it did politicize education more. 
	 
	Yes. Yeah, I think it made it a much higher visibility. I think it made it a target for things – made the federal role much more of a target. And I think because of that, certainly it gained some money. And I'm sure that did happen. But it's hard to quantify. It's hard to quantify one way or another. In this day and age, you actually see a movement back to try to integrate more with Head Start, more with services to children more broadly, that sort of thing.  
	 
	One thing you wrote in your book, which I think is illustrated by this story, is that it seems that a lot of things that happen at the legislative level are pretty messy and almost accidental. 
	 
	Um-hmm. (affirmatively) Right. 
	 
	We tend to think – this happened in some linear fashion, but no. 
	 
	No, it didn't. Well, I'm always amused when people say – what was the intent of Congress? There is no single intent of Congress. If there are five hundred and thirty-five members of Congress, there are probably five hundred different intents of Congress when a bill is passed. And particularly in this day and age, where you see bills that are running hundreds of pages. It's a rare person  that understands that. I've been on the House floor., this was in the '70s, when members would come in voting on an amend
	 
	So as we close this chapter of our interview about the 1970s, do you have any more thoughts about how federal/state relationship structure morphed in that decade? 
	 
	Well, I think it's true that at that point, the states became much more professional in the sense that CCSSO became much more of an active and known entity. They certainly didn't speak with one voice, but there was an understanding of the fact that states were an entity that had representation. And in a sense, this was a counter-balancing force to the NEA, the AFT [American Federation of Teachers], other organizations who represented a different perspective. 
	 
	And you, then, leave the public sector? 
	 
	Right. 
	 
	Tell me what was next on your plate and how that intersected, or didn't, with education policy. 
	 
	One of my assignments on the committee was the education research portfolio, coming out of the creation of the National Institutes of Education in the '72 Act. Because of my work on the research portfolio, going back to the passage of the '72 amendments when I joined the committee, I picked up that assignment. So, as a result,  I'd gotten to know a lot of people from  places like RAND [Research and Development Corporation] and Abt and SRI [previously the Stanford Research Institute]; the big guys in the edu
	 
	And Quie, in 1978, ran for governor of Minnesota. And not being a Minnesotan and – sorry about this, Anita – but not wanting to go back to cold climates, I decided to stay on in DC and was recruited by Abt to head their Washington office., to really establish it. They had a small presence here, and they wanted me to expand it. 
	 
	And for the historical record, Abt was who? 
	 
	A social science research firm out of Cambridge, Massachusetts. It had been founded by a guy named Clark Abt – it's A-B-T, not A-P-T, as a lot of people would spell it. And he was somebody who had come out of McNamara's Whiz Kids in the Defense Department in the 1960s, and they had a substantial practice in education. So I was, as I say, hired to run their Washington office. A few months after I was hired, whoever – I can't remember who it was now – heading the education area in Cambridge, which was the big
	 
	But going back to the research area, one of the big things in the 1974 bill was –and Jack Jennings and I worked closely on this – was a congressionally mandated study of Title I. Paul Hill, who subsequently was at RAND and then at the University of Washington, ran that study. It was aimed at determining what are we getting for your money. And it was a very interesting time. Jack and I spent a lot of time working with Paul Hill and Iris Rotberg, his deputy, and other people on the staff there. It was quickly
	 
	So eventually, in about '74 or so I think, NIE was mandated to do the study. They came up with the results of it several years later. It was the most information we'd ever had at that point on Title I. But it didn't answer the fundamental questions of what's your return on investment? And in many ways, we still don't know. We know more today, but it's still more of a funding stream than it is something that's easy to quantify.  
	 
	So the assessment piece – of where states and then later the feds, got involved with assessment –can you give me a little bit of history on that? Did you see any kind of state assessments coming into being when you were either in the private sector or still in government?  
	 
	Yes,  states were doing some work in that area. Again, it was the big guys, California, Massachusetts – folks of that sort – New York, as I recall, to some degree. But the money was pretty thin. So there wasn't a lot, and if there was anything around, which there was kind of a general agreement, it was that this was a legitimate area for the federal government to exercise leadership. That and statistics, which, of course goes back to the founding of the department in 1867, I think it was. It was around gath
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	Are there research needs that you saw that weren't being met at that time, or still? 
	 
	Still, I think, is the case. The funding in that area is still pretty weak. And it gets back to this same argument that ended up destroying state capacity building in education in the original ESEA. Congress hates to see money that doesn't get distributed so that money reaches their congressional district. And you can't build state capacity in that way. Certainly it happens in defense too, because if you look at defense contractors, if they have a big program, they try and scatter contracts all over the cou
	 
	And research doesn't quite work that way? 
	 
	No. Because there hasn't been a big enough investment to make it work that way. And there are only a few, really qualified organizations to do large scale work. Probably you can name them on one hand in terms of really substantial work that's done. 
	 
	Well, maybe now move to the ten years that you were in the private sector. It was mostly during the Reagan years, if I'm correct. 
	 
	Right, it was. 
	 
	Did you follow what was happening in education policy at the federal or the state [level] or both? 
	 
	I followed it more at the federal level. I had known Ted Bell, who was the first Reagan Secretary of Education, because he had been in the old Office of Education at the time I was in HEW. And he was, I think, the commissioner – he had been the deputy commissioner and then the commissioner. So we had worked together at that point when he was named Secretary of Education. He had asked me, actually, to be his number two person. And I had agreed to do it, but then what happened is that the conservatives, who w
	 
	But it was a pretty rough time, because there was this tension between the White House and Bell around the existence of the department. And you remember in about '81-'82 – it must have been '82 – Bell created this Commission on Education Excellence, which produced the Nation at Risk report in '83. That became a pivot point in terms of the federal role. I mean, to the White House staff's credit and Reagan's, they recognized there was a real message in the Nation at Risk report. As you know, it was rhetorical
	 
	Then he was re-elected. Ted Bell was asked to leave. Bill Bennett came in as the secretary. Bennett was great as an orator, and he knew how to use the bully pulpit. But he used it to advance things like his curriculum interests and the humanities, and that sort of thing. And there wasn't much in the way of real legislative activity. And it must have been '87-'88, there was another ESEA bill. And it did undo some of the rollback of provisions that were in the '81 Act. But it was still not a fulsome federal p
	 
	So in the earlier '81 reauthorization, there was a rollback of a lot of the categorical programs? 
	 
	Yes. Interestingly enough, it was never a reauthorization. It was done under the Reconciliation Act. So it was a government-wide piece of legislation that rolled back – literally rolled back --spending in a number of areas. It did consolidate a number of the smaller programs in education. And by reconciliation, what they did was then use that consolidation on block granting to cut money, and that was the way they were able to do it. It never went through the education committees. It was done on the floor of
	 
	How did you feel about that after having worked on the Hill? 
	 
	I thought it was a terrible precedent to set, because you were basically making decisions not on the basis of the issues, again, but on the basis of other factors – in this case, the philosophy of consolidation. And yes, I'd agree that we had too many programs. And we did. We had over a hundred. But you don't do that and confuse the message by, at the same time, cutting funding. Because then it reverses it, and it looks like you're cutting funding and also consolidating and rather than adding a little sweet
	 
	And also, the Nation at Risk report said that student achievement was declining, right? 
	 
	Yes. 
	 
	And so to cut funding at that point sort of seems a little bit ironic. 
	 
	Right. Exactly, exactly.  
	 
	Was it accurate, the Nation at Risk? Or what were the causes for the decline after all of these years of money and programs and equity programs? Was achievement declining, or was it that more people were coming into the system who were being measured for the first time? 
	 
	Probably both things were happening. It's almost always not a single factor, it's a combination of things. I think that nobody honestly could tell you on the basis of data because there just wasn't that much at that point.  
	 
	I don't know if you know the story about Nation at Risk, but there was a staff there that was working on it and a physicist at Harvard [Gerald Holtan], I think it was, or MIT [Massachusetts Institute of Technology], got upset with the bureaucratese of the language, and basically took it over and said – I'm going to write this report. And he wrote most of the final draft, which was finally adopted. And the rhetorical flourishes out of it about a nation under attack and all that sort of thing largely were the
	 
	So what was happening in the states? My reading is that as the federal government pulled back, is it accurate to say the states started to get more active? Or, because of the National Risk report? 
	 
	That’s a period that I didn't have a lot of direct contact with, at that point. So I feel uncomfortable in being able to say much about it.  
	 
	Okay. But you did return to federal policy work, then, in '89? 
	 
	Yes, right. 
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	So maybe let's move to that period. 
	 
	Yes. [I] was nominated and confirmed as Assistant Secretary for Education, Research, and Improvement to run what was then called OERI. And came into that office, I guess, September/October – something like that – of '89.  
	 
	Under Bush I. 
	 
	Yes, under Bush I. That was the successor organization to NIE. NIE had been created in the '72 Higher Ed Act, and then had been superseded by OERI in about '86, I think it was, under Bill Bennett. And it had been superseded because NIE had never achieved its promise. It's a long story – probably irrelevant to this conversation to go into – but it died an early death, but still was walking, if you will. And so OERI was created to succeed that. I was then the first person under Bush 41.  
	 
	And what was your charge then? What kind of research and improvements were you looking at?  
	 
	First of all, education research was starved in terms of resources. Congress gave great direction – and by great, I mean a lot of direction, to the use of those funds. So the education research centers and the regional labs were under that. And they were absorbing, probably along with NCES – the National Center for Education Statistics – the majority of the money that OERI had. In the next budget cycle, I was able to get a substantial increase, and that went into funding a number of specific studies around 
	 
	I was sworn in – actually, it was right after the Charlottesville summit, which was when the governors and the president all met in Charlottesville to talk about the condition of education in the country. I think I actually came on the job the next week. And one of my first missions – Cavazos, who you mentioned earlier was the secretary at that point and a holdover from the Reagan administration. After the Charlottesville summit, there was a need for follow-up. At Charlottesville, there had been agreement a
	 
	After I was appointed and confirmed in the Education Department, one of my first assignments was to work with the White House staff and with these governors in drafting the precise language of the national goals. I had a couple of staff people, career people, who accompanied me.. We had a number of meetings over in the West Wing with Roger Porter, who was the head of domestic policy for Bush 41 and then became a professor, and may still be at Harvard Kennedy School. We spent many hours coming up with specif
	 
	I remember we were going through these conversations in Porter's office. And Bill Clinton would come in armed – really well armed. I mean, it was very impressive. We started out by taking them in order. In Charlottesville they'd established these six rough goals, so we were trying to take them in order. And we had a very hard time getting past goal one, because Clinton wanted specific inputs, and the White House wanted only outputs. So, , Clinton wanted low birth weight – reducing the percentage of low birt
	 
	Then in the State of the Union address in January probably, or early February, the president formally announced the goals. They were formally adopted by the governors and then there was a National Education Goals Panel created, which began operation that summer. Roy Romer, who was then the governor of Colorado, was the first chair. And it may have been Carroll Campbell who was the vice-chair..  
	 
	There was a lot of upset about the Charlottesville summit because it only included governors and cabinet members. There were no educators there. There were no chief state school officers – not anybody on the operational side.  
	 
	So subsequent to that, IBM, who was leading the Business Roundtable’s work in this area, convened, I think it was three educational summits – at IBM facilities up on the Palisades area in New York – outside of New York City. They were much more inclusive since they included educators. I think all the chiefs were invited, governors, and business leaders – to do follow-up work. over time, the goals became a concern of this National Education Goals Panel. Inevitably people changed. They lost interest. They los
	 
	So it was an issue there of the political stance versus the reality. The notion of a goal as something you strive for as something that would motivate you, was lost in the process.  
	 
	Why do you think that the governors got active at that particular point in time? 
	 
	A lot of it came out of the Governors' Association itself. Lamar Alexander had been the governor of Tennessee. He led a group of governors that produced a report just before A Nation at Risk was issued. I can't recall the name of it, but it was also – 
	 
	So it was related, you think, that there were these reports coming out about American achievement being low, and then people getting concerned about that at the state level? 
	 
	Yes. And you had NAEP at about that same time was beginning to produce state-level data. 
	 
	State-level data. 
	 
	Yes. So you could actually see some of the data. 
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	Were the more active states or more active governors from states that had lower achievement? 
	 
	Yes. 
	 
	Or can you characterize who got more involved versus who was rather inactive or not involved? 
	 
	Sure. Dick Riley was the governor of South Carolina at that point, he subsequently became the US Secretary [of Education] in the Clinton administration. And it is true that the southern governors were the most active – Clinton, Riley, Campbell, Bill Winter from Mississippi – these were all governors who became real voices for education reform – I think largely driven by the data of their own states and the need for them to be competitive. So at that point, you did have a difference where the southern govern
	 
	At that point, was Bush I pushing national standards and tests too?  
	 
	No. He didn't. Clinton did, when Clinton came in. He was the one that really wanted to see, for example, national tests – it was third grade English, eighth grade math. I'm trying to remember the year, but I was actually asked to do some work on this, to help get that through. I was chairing a Title I Advisory Committee after the '94 Act. There was an attempt then to move on standards and assessments. And Clinton, again, tried this third and eighth grade testing and ran into a buzz saw because people's said
	 
	So this issue of states' rights versus what's in the national interest still remains. And my argument would be, Anita, until we have some conversation around  what is this country's commitment to education, and what does that mean in terms of federal and state activity and responsibility and accountability – I don't see us getting much further than we are today. 
	 
	And it seems evident that you want that conversation to put the feds in a responsible position. 
	 
	I guess it's not necessarily I'd see the feds – I don't see them in the dominant position, but I want it to be recognized that, in fact, there is a legitimate interest here, and that in the absence of action by the states, that there is a vacuum. And as I've said often, Congress came along and filled a vacuum – special education probably being the most obvious case here – where the failure English language learners was an earlier example, but special ed was so dramatic –  because the states weren’t acting, 
	 
	Let's end this hour here. 
	 
	Okay.  
	HOUR 3 
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	The date is still November 18th, and this is hour number three of my interview with Christopher Cross on states' impact on federal education policy. You became involved – well, you tell me – the Business Roundtable. 
	 
	Right. 
	 
	Tell me about that. 
	 
	The Roundtable has been around, I guess, since the – gee, good question – the '60s or so and was an organization – is an organization, still exists today – of the CEOs of major companies. At the point I was there, there were about the two hundred largest publicly traded companies. I don't think they ever have private members. But the point of them getting together was because of their interest in federal policy and national policy. And they operate primarily through task forces or committees. The leadership
	 
	And then the President came to a Business Roundtable annual meeting in June of '89. And in what was really another groundbreaking event, challenged the business leaders there at that meeting to quit talking about education and to get involved; to quit complaining and to get involved. So John Akers was then the CEO of IBM became the chair of the Education Task Force.  
	 
	And basically what Akers and IBM did was to organize states. Each state had a Business Roundtable leader as the chair of the effort in that state. And then in many states, of course, there were a number of other CEOs who were involved, as well. Very uneven in its implementation as you can imagine, because it’s hard to organize like that. California never really got as well organized as say, Kentucky, which was marvelously well organized, because the lead for Kentucky was the CEO of United Parcel Service, an
	 
	So there was, as I say, great unevenness. But the point of it was that it got states stirred up. And the business leaders started working with the educational leaders. To various degrees they were successful. But it did get a major emphasis going in the business community. There was also the National Alliance of Business, which no longer exists, but was, at that point, very active. And then the Chamber of Commerce and the Hispanic Chamber and a couple of other business organizations – there was the Committe
	 
	Were these activities connected to any funding? 
	 
	No, no. 
	 
	It was purely to talk policy directions. 
	 
	Yes, right. And particularly to get states to adopt a set of principles. The Business Roundtable had developed nine core values. I've forgotten what we called it, but it was basically to raise standards, to close the achievement gap, inequitable funding, and that sort of thing. So that was their mission for quite a number of years. 
	 
	And then what happened, as in all of these things, those CEOs retired, and the new ones coming in did not have that same level of commitment and concern. And the business environment changed. CEOs were less willing to invest in a major way in their own time. And the Business Roundtable it required to be the CEO. He couldn't say to a vice president – you go do it, it had to be the CEO, and that's where their power was. 
	 
	So over time, they became less and less involved. In the last couple of years, they have new leadership. John Engler, who was actually governor of Michigan at the time of all of this, is now the CEO of the Business Roundtable, and he's getting more active in some of these issues. But it's taking a different form. It's not organized around states in the same way that it was in the early days. 
	 
	So the impact is mostly providing recommendations to states? 
	 
	Yes, and to the federal government, right. For example, the current Roundtable has been very active in support of Common Core and STEM [Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics], because obviously STEM is very important to them. The Economic Competitiveness  Act, which was passed a few years ago and is now being talked about for reauthorization, is very important because that includes a lot of the STEM areas. 
	 
	One of the things we talked about off record, and maybe I can just mention it now even though it might not fit into the chronology, is – at what point in time, if any, were there discussions either in the business community or in policy making communities about school financing, which you had talked about as also being a huge elephant in the room. 
	 
	I'm trying to think if there were any specific conversations around that. In certain states it became an issue around equitable funding for cities and that. But I don't remember it being talked about as a national issue in the same sense of Taft in ’48, for example. 
	 
	Mention that on tape, because you told me that off tape. 
	 
	I was mentioning earlier is Bob Taft, who was a senator from Ohio and was called Mr. Conservative in the Senate in the late 1940s, who ran for the Republican nomination in '48 and was defeated by – must have been Tom Dewey –had introduced legislation at that point to have 
	the federal government equalize funding across states, recognizing that because we're an almost all school funding is based on property tax, that the economic base in many states was not sufficient to provide adequate funding for students. The bill never went anywhere, and nobody since has had that kind of courage to introduce something. 
	 
	Good. So now we move into your work in the mid-'90s for the Council for Basic Education. And this is really the period where standards start to [emerge]. 
	 
	Really started to emerge. 
	 
	Emerge in the conversation. 
	 
	Right, exactly. 
	 
	What were the conditions that created this movement? 
	 
	Part of it came out of the National Goals and the attention there for having standards. And then there was the funding – actually, the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics – NCTM – in early '90s, as I recall – I may be off a year or two – had released a set of standards for mathematics. And that was, in fact, a major breakthrough where, from a disciplinary group, you actually had them agreeing about standards. At the same time, the National Academy of Sciences, and the AAAS – the American Association
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	So there was embryonic movement, I guess, is the best way to put it, among the disciplinary groups to do this. CBE [Council for Basic Education] had been very interested in this going back to the whole question of having standards, going back to its original founding in the '50s. And at the time I came, I had been doing some work in this area. And our particular interest was looking at it across the board. Because one of the things you have, if you create standards by discipline, is further siloing of the c
	 
	So we actually developed at one point what we called a wall chart, which literally was a chart, which was interdisciplinary and cross-referenced the disciplines. We produced a publication, which was sort of at the ten to twelve thousand foot level, if you will; standards, in every discipline at the level that you were then able to then drill down and get more specific standards. That got overtaken by, of course, the politics of what happened. Then in the Bush administration – No Child Left Behind. 
	 
	So originally, the standards were goals for curriculum development? Not for measurement so much and accountability? 
	 
	No, they were for curriculum development. I think that's a good way to put it. So it would say, you know, at fourth grade, Anita should know this and that. We did it by fourth, seventh, and tenth grade, I think it was – where you could see that you should, at seventh grade, know these things and these disciplines. 
	 
	And was it also tied to assessments? 
	 
	No. Strictly to standards.  
	 
	They're very noble intentions. 
	 
	Yes, right. And we had good funding. We had funding from Ford, Carnegie, Rockefeller – most of the big foundations. Gates didn't exist at that point. 
	 
	But the standards movement also then morphed and had some consequences that we see now. 
	 
	Yes, right. 
	 
	Maybe bring in now sort of the fact that you, then, enter the level of state education policy making. 
	 
	Yeah. Still puzzled today how I got tagged for that. (laughter) But at some point in '93, it would have been, I got a call from the state superintendent in Maryland –I lived in Chevy Chase, Maryland – Nancy Grasmick – asking me if I'd come over and meet with her. I'd never met her. I can't remember who had given her my name. And meet with her and talked to her about things. The governor of Maryland, who appointed state board members, was Don Schaefer, who had been the mayor of Baltimore – well known charact
	 
	And it was a very interesting time. Enjoyed doing it and seeing the interface of federal and state issues and that. I remember one specific thing that would be, I think, interesting. We kept hearing people coming to us and saying – you know, we'd really love to do this, but we can't. So we put out a call and said – okay, you come to us with specific things that need to be changed, and if the state can do it, we will. If the state can't, we will go to the feds and ask them to waive it, because there is waive
	 
	While the states say – we want to have all this flexibility and all that, if you're in private with state officials, they will also say – you need to tell us in some cases we should do it, so we can go to our constituents and say – they're making me do it – those bad guys. And I think you go back to everything from the Civil Rights Act forward. It is a case where the federal government is made the bad guy. And it has to be that way in order to actually achieve some change. Now that's not on everything, and 
	 
	That's interesting. So the states are caught in the middle between the localities and the feds. 
	 
	Right. And they often don't have either the will, the moral authority, if you will, to say yes or no.  
	 
	Would your recommendation be that states become more active – based on this experience that you're talking about – that all states take a more activist role about the things that they want to see happen? 
	 
	Yes, I would. Yes, I do believe that. But recognize that – and desegregation is probably the most vivid example of that – that at some point, you reach a line that you have to cross, and the feds have to say – I don't care what your excuse is or what your reason is, you're going to have to do this. And the Education of Handicapped Children, English language learners in '68 – those were both examples of where – in many states – they weren't doing it. And the feds said –, Thou shalt – and they had to do it. 
	 
	And that's an appropriate role for the feds? 
	 
	Yes. I think it is. Because how else do you achieve, in this case equality under the Constitution, or equity? 
	 
	Right. Well, let's talk a little bit more about the State Board of Education in Maryland. So how did you all, nuts and bolts, influence the feds, and in what areas? Do you have any specific memories? 
	 
	Being supportive, of course, of a number of things, like the standards, which was an interest of Nancy Grasmick's, the state superintendent, and myself and the board. 
	 
	Did you develop your own state standards then too in Maryland? 
	 
	No. We did not at that point. And Maryland is an unusual state. It only has twenty-four school districts. But there are six of them, I think, that have over a hundred thousand kids, because it's a county-based system. So it's unlike a New York. Wisconsin's not county-based, is it? No. And California's certainly not. So when you have that, it's a situation where you can actually put all the superintendents in a room at once, which is a nice situation.  
	 
	But getting back to the point here, about how we influenced it. You'd influence it, in part, through your Congressional delegations and who's in Congress that's in the right place. But it's also through organizations like the Chiefs [CCSSO], the state boards of education, things of that sort, in trying to get that influence it in that direction as well. And one of the advantages, of course, for a state like Maryland, is you're right there on the edge of DC. And the national politicians, like the president, 
	 
	Anything else about the time on the state board? You were there during the '94 reauthorization? 
	 
	I was. I was elected president of the board. I can't remember when the reauthorization happened, but right about that time. I was on the board from '93, so I was there. 
	 
	And isn't that when the Goals 2000 came to be? 
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	Yes. It was separate from ESEA reauthorization. ESEA reauthorization happened, and then a few months later, Goals 2000 happened. And it was Goals 2000 which had the third and eighth grade tests, called for standards, and all that sort of thing. And that kicked off a lot of the standards movement, but then the assessments were nixed. There was actually some pretty good work at that point in terms of trying to develop assessments, but that didn't go anywhere.  
	 
	So that's when the states became more active in developing their own sets of standards? 
	 
	Yes, right. And actually some districts too. Because then I was at CBE from '94, and we worked with a number of states to develop standards, and we worked with a number of school districts to develop standards. For example, we worked with Cleveland, and we worked in California with LA, who had standards before their own states had them. But because they had them, they had a major impact on their states. And that was fine. In every state, there is usually one dominant player, and you have to get them on boar
	 
	And it seemed at the time that these standards were really a positive move forward to you? 
	 
	Um-hmm. (affirmatively) Definitely. I remember Al – do you know who Al Shanker is? 
	 
	He was the head of the AFT. 
	 
	AFT, yes, right. And he was a real icon. He was a tremendously interesting guy and absolutely iconoclastic – was willing to say what he believed no matter what. Actually my office at OERI was in the AFT building, so as I would say, "Al Shanker was my landlord," which was ironic in many ways. (laughter) But I remember Shanker saying so many times – teachers want to know what they're responsible for. And they don't want to “inherit" – I'm using the term in quotation marks – kids who didn't get taught in their
	 
	So at that point in time, it really seemed positive in terms of promoting greater achievement and equity. 
	 
	Yes, yes. And clarity. 
	 
	Okay. Were any problems apparent? 
	 
	Oh yes, definitely. The history standards I mentioned earlier, that Lynne Cheney had funded with the Humanities Endowment, were, when they were released,  the US Senate voted ninety-eight to one to condemn them, because George Washington had not been mentioned enough. And, you know, take it from there. Those standards had been written by a center at UCLA, run by a guy named Gary Nash. They were pretty leftist actually, and were sort of worldview rather than US, even though they were US standards. The result
	 
	So, Ford and Pew came to me at CBE and asked me to put together a group of scholars to review the UCLA standards and recommend changes. So we did that. Actually, I called on Al Quie to be one of the leaders of that group, and he and the retired president of Johns Hopkins were co-chairing. We made some substantial recommendations, most of which were adopted, and the issue went away.  
	 
	But going back to what I said earlier about the Department of Education and politicizing things – boy, that was an example. When you get the US Senate voting ninety-eight to one, and the one person who didn't vote to condemn them was because he didn't think that was strong enough. But they were not federal standards. The NEH – the National Endowment of Humanities – had paid for them, but they were not federal. They were never adopted by the feds or anything of that sort. 
	 
	But this was in the '90s too? 
	 
	Yes. This would have been in probably '96/'97. 
	 
	Well, the other thing about this time period I wanted to see if you could comment on is if the school choice movement got some traction also at the state level during these years. 
	 
	Yes, it did. Of course, the charter school movement came out of Minnesota. And because Minnesota was well known to a lot of us because of Quie. The charter school movement, I think, really gained its foothold in Minnesota – Ted Kolderie and some others were key, as was  Shanker who was an advocate of charters at that point. His view was that they should be for the worst performing kids, so you should give them an option.  
	 
	But the fact that states were, in fact, moving in that direction did influence it. It took a while. It did not happen immediately. It was actually not until, I guess, NCLB [No Child Left Behind] that it became kind of fashionable to be in support of charters. Some other first attempts were very weak. You know, you can have only three charters in a state, or some silly number, which had no relationship to any fact. But the fact that they did, the fact that vouchers were in Cleveland, and they were then uphel
	 
	But that has definitely had an impact. Vouchers at the national level is probably a non-starter in the near future as far as I can see. But charters have gained a lot of traction on both sides of the aisle. And vouchers (scholarships) have in a few states.  
	 
	Do you think it's signaled a move away from the support of purely public education? 
	 
	I don't think so. I think it was more a question of looking at viable alternatives. Because it was clear in a lot of these – and this was primarily urban districts – that the existing structure was not well serving a lot of kids. And from that viewpoint, I have to agree with it. In Maryland, at the time I was chairing the state board, there was a keen interest in doing it by some, and I was supporting it. But we could never get any traction on it because the school superintendents in Maryland said – we're d
	 
	So also within states, there's these disputes between superintendents and boards of education and governors. We're not even able to necessarily talk about a state as an – 
	 
	No, that's right. 
	 
	An entity. 
	 
	Yes. No, you can't, legislatures as well.  
	 
	But there was more activity on the part of the states as soon as the standards conversation emerged. 
	 
	Yes, absolutely. 
	 
	And did you see certain states sort of model best practices that were then adopted by the federal government when we move up to No Child Left Behind? 
	 
	I mean, certainly Texas was the model for No Child Left Behind. Like Bush or not, it's clear that he brought to the presidency a view that minority, particularly Hispanic kids, had to get educated in a better way. I think if you asked him today, he would say that to him, No Child Left Behind was as much a civil rights issue as anything else. And I think that's probably true. There was the concern about reading. There was all the emphasis on that. But it was all because of what he had seen in Texas about the
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	So let's move to that period, then, of the sea change again in federal policy. Tell me first where you were at when this passed.  
	 
	I was still at CBE at the time it passed. I had actually told the board there early in 2001 that I wanted to retire. My wife had just retired from the International Monetary Fund, and her mother was in a nursing home in California. You know, there were some family reasons. My daughter was out here, too. You're not unfamiliar with that. So they went through the search process at CBE. But at the time, through a lot of this, until – I actually was officially the president until December 31st of 2001. I remembe
	 
	You were no longer in Maryland though, at this point. 
	 
	No, I wasn't. I lived there, but I had no longer any official role. But I was known to a lot of people as being an advocate for reform. So we had this meeting. And about two-thirds of the way through the time, the president walks in and sits down at the table. He was not supposed to be there as far as we knew. [He] sat down and talked to people about it, said – You know, we really have to get something going. And then he said – Come on over and see the Oval Office. So I have a picture on my wall of us all i
	 
	And then, of course, nothing much happened. And then 9/11 came. And after 9/11, of course, is when he and Ted Kennedy reached a rapprochement and were able to get something going. I will say that Ted Kennedy was probably the most influential legislator at that period of time on this, by far. Boehner was the chair of the – actually was he chair? No, he was ranking Republican on the House committee at that point. And he was very committed on this issue, but if it hadn't been for Kennedy and Bush 43 [43rd US P
	  
	And at that point, there was a history of reauthorizations happening regularly. 
	 
	Yes, right. '94 was the previous one, so this was about a year late, I think. Typically the reauthorizations were about a year or two late, because there is a provision in the law that says the program's extended if they aren't reauthorized. And in fact, you don't even need that because an appropriations bill functions as an authorization bill in the absence of an authorization, which is a little understood part of federal law.  
	 
	And then, of course, that was signed January 2nd or 3rd, or something like that, of 2002, not without a lot of controversy. One of the places that I think moving forward here, that states have fallen down in this, is that in that legislation was a requirement that in schools that failed for, I think it was five years, that you had to offer an opportunity to transfer, and you had to offer tutoring services –  supplemental education service as it was called. And each state was supposed to manage that function
	 
	I remember a conversation vividly with Barbara Byrd-Bennett, who was then the superintendent in Cleveland and now is Chicago's superintendent, talking about the fact that they were spending millions of dollars for a very few kids, because they had no control over what the level of service was. Now, that was a failure on her part, but it was more a failure on the part of the state for not having put in place a mechanism to manage and control that.  
	 
	And this issue of state capacity, do you think that was at play? 
	 
	Absolutely. 
	 
	That there was just not the capacity to implement it at the level that it was designed [for]. 
	 
	Yes. One of the problems you have is that there usually is in a federal program an amount – a set-aside for the state – one percent, maybe up to a limit, or something of that sort. Two issues happened. One is [that] even though the law authorizes that amount, sometimes the appropriation people don't allow that to happen. The second thing that happens is that in a smaller state with a smaller allocation and a smaller program, it doesn't amount to enough to really hire anybody or hire a sufficient number of p
	 
	So it becomes very, very difficult. And states agencies – I mean, the two states I know best right now are Maryland and Nevada, because I do a lot of work in Nevada. And in Nevada, for example, the state superintendent is paid one hundred and twenty-five thousand dollars. The superintendent of Clark County, which is Las Vegas, the biggest district in the state, makes over three hundred thousand. And if you look at jobs underneath, it's a similar kind of ratio. Maryland is much the same way. I think Nancy Gr
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	Well, so we're moving into the recommendations part of the interview. One question before we get there too, is that it seems to me is that what was different about NCLB was – what was new – was all of the stress on accountability. You have to do this and this and this. And then if you don't, then there are severe consequences.  
	 
	Right. 
	 
	Which was a new role, wasn't it, for the feds? 
	 
	Not really. I mean, even if you go back to Title I, there was always the threat that you could take away Title I money. But it's an empty threat. Because the reality is if you take – and California's going through some of this fight right now with Duncan around this testing system – so you take away Title I money. Who do you hurt? You hurt the very kids that the program is designed to benefit. So in the case of California and this latest kerfuffle, they've said – well, they wouldn't just take away administr
	 
	So the consequences that are built into NCLB don't necessarily have the teeth? 
	 
	Yes. Well, the problem is the teeth are too great. As I say, you can't cut off federal money in any significant way. And so what are the other sanctions? If you cut off administrative money, a state like California will laugh at you, because its budget is so big. Other states, what you're doing is gutting the agency. And of course, roughly two-thirds of the employees of a state agency are on federal payroll. I'm sorry, I should say that differently. They're being paid through the state with federal money. A
	 
	So the question is – what is the sanction in a case like that? What can you do? Do you throw the Chief into NCLB jail? (laughter) Or, you know, what is it? There are very few options. 
	 
	So you're the expert, what – 
	 
	(laughter) What would I suggest? 
	 
	Yeah. In terms of recommendations, what's the appropriate action for the feds? What's the appropriate action for the states? I mean, in your ideal world. What lessons have we learned about what is an effective way to proceed? 
	 
	One thing you can do, and this is not without controversy, is incentive grants. NCLB is an incentive program. It wasn't distributed evenly among all of the states. States had to apply. They had to meet certain conditions. They had to be monitored. 
	 
	And that's how Race to the Top works. 
	 
	Yes. I'm sorry – Race to the Top. I'm sorry, I used the wrong term, right – Race to the Top. Race to the Top was funded under ARRA [American Recovery and Reinvestment Act]. But there was another part of ARRA for education that just distributed all the money to the states on the basis of student numbers. That was the state fiscal support grant.. And it was three-quarters of the money, or maybe even eighty percent of the money went out that way.  
	 
	So you had that. At the same time you had Race to the Top, which was incentive-based. And I'd argue that you have to have some incentive-based programs, then, to get people to step up. And part of that is, in incentive-based programs. You have to do more to build state capacity and require that it be done. Now what you can't deal with from that perspective is – how can you get a decent Title I director who's making eighty-thousand a year, or something like that, in a state where the district Title I directo
	 
	And then you also have the issue of – and Duncan is facing this now – with all these waivers and everything – is how far can you go? To what degree can you incentivize past a certain point, and how do you hold them accountable? He's said one of the conditions for Race to the Top was states developing educator performance assessments of some sort, or performance plans. And some states – Maryland is actually one of them – have just not done it as fast as the US Department has required that it be done. And the
	 
	Well, you did in the sense that the appropriate role, in your view, is to have some incentive-based programs at the federal level. 
	 
	Yes, right.  
	 
	And at the state level, how do you think that states should respond to the federal intrusion, so to speak. Advocating to get more funding? 
	 
	Part of the problem with Race to the Top is that it happened around a period of great fiscal stress for the states. So there's no question that some states just saw the ring on the merry-go-round and reached for it. And then they thought – oh, my God, what have I gotten myself into on this? And then they had to work to get it actually done. And if you look at the turnover in state leadership between the time that Race to the Top was announced and the grants were made and implemented – I used to know this nu
	 
	So it's hard for states to have this consistent implementation over time if the players keep changing. 
	 
	It is. And obviously you've got paper documents and all the rest of it. But when people change, the level of commitment changes. 
	 
	But you had said what you think needs to happen, at least in your mind, is that we go back to the more of the original ESEA formulation. 
	 
	Building capacity. Right, definitely. 
	 
	And what about these very prescriptive aspects of No Child Left Behind? 
	 
	I think we have to ease off. And it's the same in Race to the Top. Some of the aspects are much more prescriptive than they probably need to be. But there has to also be a point at which it's okay for the federal government to come in and say – I'm going to make you do it. If you don't do that, then states can continue to kick the can down the road. 
	 
	 
	 
	Hour 3/50:00 
	Importance of Common Core Standards, Siloization of Programs and Agencies, Accountability Among Various State and Local Agencies 
	 
	 
	How you structure that is really difficult. How you call their bluff, and in many cases, it's a state bluff on this too. I don't mean to complicate the New York Archives history on this. (laughter) But you want a realistic assessment of the situation. If you look at Common Core state standards, that's a wonderful example of the states stepping up and doing something – getting together, working between the governors and the Chiefs to do this. But the same problem is occurring. Those who were the leaders at t
	 
	But you have some hope for the Common Core? 
	 
	I do. I do. I think it's being badly handled in some states – New York State. I'm sure you've been reading there about all these problems that have been run into by John King, because the opposition is very well organized and very vocal.  
	 
	I was in Nevada, because as I mentioned to you, I did some work with them, a few months ago. And they were having, at the state board meeting, what amounted to a hearing on Common Core. There were probably twenty people who spoke against it and only three or four who spoke for it. The three or four who spoke for it were professionals. Almost every one of the twenty were frankly related to a group not unknown for their opposition to change. But still, when you get the record with that kind of imbalance, it m
	 
	You mentioned something important, I think, is that just having organization impacts policy.  
	 
	Yes. 
	 
	If you get twenty people who represent one side. If there's one way that maybe we can learn how to have impact at the state level or any level, it's to be organized. 
	 
	Absolutely, absolutely. And that's where Common Core, I think at its base, when it was first conceived, was important because it was by an organized group of states. The leadership of Gene Wilhoit, who succeeded Gordon three or four times removed, and I guess it was Dane Linn at the National Governors' Association, who were the key people in doing that. And that's terribly important. But Gene's gone. Dane's moved. It remains to be seen how it will play out.  
	 
	I think another piece is that it seems that the federal government has lost, or at least the Congress has lost, the bipartisan collegiality that you mentioned was existing when you were there. 
	 
	Yes, they have. 
	 
	And how does that get turned around. We haven't had a reauthorization, right, in over twelve years? 
	 
	Yes. Coming up on that number of years. You have to change it, I think, by changing the culture of how members interact with one another. Going back to the days, which we were discussing earlier, when Quie and Perkins would ride horses. They had a collegial relationship. Quie's family lived in DC, rather than back in the state. Perkins' family lived in DC. They would go home to their districts, but they weren't always running for the fastest plane to get out of town or the latest plane to get back in. And, 
	 
	As I mentioned, I work with congressional staff in this Aspen Institute program. We've got a program Friday. We have twenty senior professionals from the House and Senate coming on this finance issue. I've had faculty – and I call them faculty – the outside speakers who come into these meetings who will, at the end of it, pull me aside and say – I'm not sure who was the Democrat and who is the Republican. Tell me who Anita's with. And I'll tell them, and they say – “Gee, I never would have guessed that." Be
	 
	That's great. I mean, nothing's black and white. And I think so often in the media, politics is presented as black and white. 
	 
	Yes, absolutely, and it's not. 
	 
	And to get political office, you have to present yourself that way. 
	 
	Yes, exactly. And that's not reality.  
	 
	So anything else to frame the issues going forward? 
	 
	Well, one thing I also think – and the states could help to model – is to try and break down what I call the siloization of programs and agencies, and particularly agencies. I work with a non-profit out of New York who is working in a couple of big urban districts and trying to bring all the public resources together in supporting children, which is absolutely the thing to do. But you have these crazy things like the definition of poverty – to be eligible for programs – varies from agency to agency, program
	 
	And of course, there's no accountability across programs. A good example, I guess, would be the presence of health programs for families and young people. There is no accountability for making those available through and with schools. One of the districts I work with is in Syracuse, and they actually have located now, as part of this, health clinics in most of the high schools and some of the other schools too, where families can come in. It's not just a question of the kid who's got a headache or, you know
	 
	That's a great recommendation. 
	 
	But people have got to be willing to give up some turf in order to do that. And they've also got to be held accountable by their peers for doing it. So in this case and in something like that, the school has got to be accountable for providing space. The health agency has got to be responsible for staffing it. I don't know what another agency might be involved. You, probably, from your social welfare basis can think of other kinds of things. The theory of it is pretty clear. And I think the action would be 
	 
	Good. So that's framing that issue for blending or arching between services. 
	 
	And agencies and programs.  
	 
	Anything else? I would be a bit amiss if I didn't ask you about writing your book and, given that this is an archive project, how the records looked when you poured over them, and maybe what your hopes are for how states or organizations can better track what they do so we can learn from history. 
	 
	 
	Hour 3/59:30 
	Recommendation that State Superintendents' Records be Archived 
	 
	 
	As we mentioned earlier, I went to a number of presidential libraries. And most of them have a pretty good set of papers. They're in varying degrees of being open, depending on when the president left office, and whether they're still alive, and that sort of thing. But one of the things that's required under federal law is that their records go to the National Archives, and then the archives can put them into a presidential library or whatever. I don't know if states have such a requirement. One fundamental
	 
	I know that legislators' records go to state archives. 
	 
	Yes. It would be interesting to know on something like that for state chiefs. As I mentioned before, I was taken with the LBJ [Lyndon B. Johnson] Library. Of course, of the ones I visited, he was the one who was in office earliest. So everything had been curated and was open. The Nixon Library – Nixon Archives, which were actually in College Park at the National Archives too, because they hadn't been transferred to California – was amazing. I was seeing handwritten notes of people because of the nature of h
	 
	But the notion of just starting with having the state superintendent and state board records go into some kind of an archive that could then be available would, I think, be a good place to start.  
	 
	And good for you for doing this. 
	 
	(laugher) It was fun. 
	 
	Because this is another place to start. 
	 
	Yeah. I guess that's true. 
	 
	Capturing the history of those of you who are very involved.  
	 
	Well, it's been fun to do it. 
	 
	Thank you. Is there anything else I haven't asked you? Have we covered everything? 
	 
	Probably pretty much. I've been writing my observations chapter of the book. And if there's anything else I think of in looking back at that, I'll send you a note. 
	 
	Okay. All right.  
	 
	And then we can do it by phone or whatever, if you want to. 
	 
	Sure, excellent. Well, thank you.  
	 
	Oh, of course.  
	 
	It's been a pleasure. 
	 
	And you've done a great job with the questioning.  




