UNIVERSITY ART AND DESIGN SCHOOLS

ALABAMA

Auburn University,

University of Alabama, Department of Art,
University of North Alabama,
Jacksonville State University,
University of Montevallo,

ALASKA

Univeristy of Alaska,
ARIZONA

University of Arizona,
ARKANSAS

University of Arkansas at Little Rock,
Arkansas State University,

CALIFORNIA

University of California at Berkeley,
Learning Tree University,

California State University,

Art Institute of Southern California,
Otis College of Art and Design,
School of Fine Arts - UCLA,
California State University,

Sonoma State University,

San Diego State University,

Academy of Art College,

San Francisco State University,

San Jose State University,
California Institute of the Arts,

COLORADO
Colorado State University,
CONNECTICUT
University of Bridgeport,

University of Connecticut,
University of Hartford,

Auburn
Birmingham
Florence
Jacksonville
Montevallo

Honolulu

Tucson

Little Rock
State University

Berkeley
Chatsworth
Fullerton
Laguna Beach
Los Angeles
Los Angeles
Northridge
Rohnert Park
San Diego

San Francisco
San Francisco
San Jose
Valencia

Fort Collins

Bridgeport
Storrs
West Hartford



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Corcoran School of Art,
FLORIDA

Ringling School of Art and Design,

ILLINOIS

Southern Illinois University,

University of Illinois School of Art and Design,
University of Illinois School of Art,

Northern Illinois University,

Illinois State University,

INDIANA
St. Mary’s College,
Indiana State University,
Vincennes University Jr. College,

LOUISIANA

Louisiana State University - Baton Rouge,
University of New Orleans,

MAINE
University of Maine,
MARYLAND
The Maryland College of Art and Design,
MASSACHUSETTS
Montserrat College of Art,
Art Institute of Boston,

Massachusetts College of Art,
University of Massachusetts - Dartmouth,

MICHIGAN
University of Michigan,
Cranbrook Academy of Art,
DePree Art Center,

MINNESOTA

Mankano State University,
Moorhead State University,

Washington D.C.

Sarasota

Carbondale
Champaign
Chicago
DeKalb
Normal

Notre Dame
Terre Haute
Vincennew

Baton Rouge
New Orleans

Orono

Silver Spring

Beverly
Boston
Boston
North Dartmouth

Ann Arbor
Bloomfield Hills
Holland

Mankato
Moorhead



MISSISSIPPI

Delta State University,

Mississippi University for Women,
University of Southern Mississippi,
Mississippi Valley State University,
Belhaven College,

Jackson State University,

MISSOURI
Kansas City Art Institute,
Washington University School of Fine Arts,
Central Missouri State University,
MONTANA
Montana State University,

NEBRASKA

University of Nebraska - Lincoln,

NEW MEXICO

Institute of American Indian Arts,

NEW YORK

College of Saint Rose,

New York State College of Ceramics,
Pratt Institute,

Rowan College of New Jersey,
Fashion Institute of Technology,
Parsons School of Design,

School of Visual Arts,

Sotheby’s Educational Studies,
Hartwick College,

Rochester Institute of Technology,

NORTH CAROLINA
East Carolina University,
NORTH DAKOTA

University of North Dakota,

Cleveland
Columbus
Hattiesburg
Itta Vena
Jackson
Jackson

Kansas City
St. Louis
Warrensburg

Bozeman

Lincoln

Santa Fe

Albany
Alfred
Brooklyn
Glassboro
New York
New York
New York
New York
Oneonta
Rochester

Greenville

Grand Forks

24




OHIO

University of Akron,

Bowling Green State University,
University of Cincinatti,

Cleveland Institute of Art,

Ohio State University,

Ohio State University - Denney Hall,
Miami University,

OKLAHOMA

University of Oklahoma,

PENNSYLVANIA

Pensylvania School of Art and Design,

Bucks County Community College,

Pennsylvania Academy of Fine Arts,

Temple University,

LaRoche College, Division of Graphics,
Design, and Communication,

Marywood College,

Pennsylvania State University,

SOUTH CAROLINA

Winthrop University,
SOUTH DAKOTA

University of South Dakota,

TENNESSEE

Memphis College of Art,
TEXAS

Del Mar College,
Texas Tech University,
University of Texas,

VERMONT
University of Vermont,

VIRGINIA

James Madison University,

Akron
Bowling Green
Cincinatti
Cleveland
Columbus
Columbus
Oxford

Norman

Lancaster
Newtown
Philadelphia
Philadelphia

Pittsburgh
Scranton

University Park

Rock Hill

Vermillion

Memphis

Corpus Christi
Lubbock
San Antonio

Burlington

Harrisonburg



WEST VIRGINIA
West Virginia University,
WISCONSIN

University of Wisconsin - Stout,
University of Wisconsin,

Morgantown

Menomonie
Stevens Point
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BLUE RIBBON SCHOOLS PROGRAM

ALABAMA

Oak Mountain Elementary School,
Shades Cahaba Elementary School,
Leeds Elementary School,
Maryvale Elementary School,
Tarrant Elementary School,

ALASKA
North Star Elementary School,
ARIZONA

Saint Mary-Basha Catholic Elementary School,
Centennial Elementary School,
Manzanita School,

CALIFORNIA

Pacific Union Elementary School,
Red Bank Elementary School,

Saint Isidore School,

J. Haley Durham Elementary School,
Grover Heights Elementary School,
Saint James’ Episcopal School,
Norwood Creek Elementary School,
Westwood Elementary School,
Sequoia Elementary School,
Argonaut Elementary School,
Meadows Elementary School,

White Oak Elementary School,
Woodside School,

Bryant Ranch School,

COLORADO

South Elementary School,
Westridge Elementary School,

CONNECTICUT

Flanders Elementary School,
Stratfield School,

Noah Wallace School,

Roger Sherman School,

Anna M. Reynolds School,
The Rectory School,

Birmingham
Homewood
Leeds
Mobile
Tarrant

Nikiski

Chandler
Tucson
Tucson

Arcata
Clovis
Danville
Fremont
Grover Beach
Los Angeles
San Jose
Santa Clara
Santa Rosa
Saratoga
Valencia
Westlake Village
Woodside
Yorba Linda

Castle Rock
Littleton

East Lyme
Fairfield
Farmington
Meriden
Newington
Pomfret



DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE DEPENDENTS SCHOOLS

Sollars Elementary School,
FLORIDA

Rodney B. Cox Elementary School,
Saint David Catholic School,
Nova Blanche Forman Elementary School,
Interlachen Elementary School,
Alimacani Elementary School,
Hyde Grove Elementary School,
Saint Rose of Lima School,
Windy Ridge Elementary School,
Ormond Beach Elementary School,
Saint Joseph Catholic School,
Academy of the Holy Names,

GEORGIA

Saint John Neumann Regional Catholic School,
Eastvalley Elementary School,

William Milton Davis Elementary School,

Elm Street School,

County Line Elementary School,
HAWAII
Waihe’e School,
IDAHO

Lowell Elementary School,
Morningside Elementary School,

ILLINOIS

Arnett C. Lines School,
Crete-Monee Middle School,
Frankfort Junior High School,
Butterfield School,

Haines School,

INDIANA
Amy Beverland Elementary School,

Saint Lawrence School,
Perley Elementary School,

APO AP Honshu,Japan

Dade City
Davie

Fort Lauderdale
Interlachen
Jacksonville
Jacksonville
Miami Shores
Orlando
Ormond Beach
Palm Bay
Tampa

Lilburn
Marietta
Marietta
Newnan
Winder

Wailuku

Boise
Twin Falls

Barrington
Crete
Frankfort
Libertyville
New Lenox

Indianapolis
Indianapolis
South Bend



IOWA

Alden Community Elementary School,
Garfield Elementary School,

KANSAS

Christa McAuliffe Elementary School,
Ridgeview Elementary School,
Tomahawk Elementary School,
Belinder Elementary School,

Cherokee Elementary School,
Roesland Elementary School,

KENTUCKY
Stanton Elementary School,
LOUISIANA
Christ the King School,
Woodlake Elementary School,
Our Lady of Divine Providence School,
Saint Christopher School,
St. Frances Xavier Cabrini School,
MARYLAND
Chevy Chase Elementary School,
Yellow Springs Elementary School,
Ivymount School,
Riderwood Elementary School,
MASSACHUSETTS
Snug Harbor Community School,

MICHIGAN

Golightly Educational Center of Liberal
Arts and Sciences,

St. Clare of Montefalco Catholic School,

L’Anse Creuse Middle School Central,
Fox Elementary School,

St. Joan of Arc School,

Four Towns Elementary School,

MINNESOTA

Oak Grove Intermediate School,
H.O0. Sonnesyn Elementary School,

Y\
p
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Alden
Davenport

Lenexa
Olathe
Olathe
Shawnee Mission
Shawnee Mission
Shawnee Mission

Stanton

Bossier City
Mandeville
Metairie
Metairie

New Orleans

Chevy Chase
Frederick
Rockville
Towson

Quincy

Detroit

Grosse Pointe Park
Harrison Township
Macomb

St. Clair Shores
Waterford

Bloomington
New Hope



MISSISSIPPI

Sudduth Elementary School,

MISSOURI

Ballwin Elementary School,

Pond Elementary School,

Cler-Mont Community School,
William Southern Elementary School,
Pershing School,

NEVADA
McGill Elementary School,
NEW JERSEY
Watchung School,
CPC Behavioral Healthcare, High Point
Elementary School,
Maurice Hawk School,

NEW MEXICO

Barcelona Elementary School,
Governor Bent Elementary School,

NEW YORK

Benjamin Franklin Elementary School,
Benjamin Franklin Middle school,
Saint Joseph School,

Moriches Elementary School,

Sacred Heart/Mt. Carmel School for the Arts,

Horizons-on-the-Hudson Magnet School,

H.J. Kalfas Early Childhood Magnet School,

Astor Home for Children,
Sacandaga Elementary School,
Mandalay School,

NORTH CAROLINA

Rowland Hill Latham Elementary 2 School,

Starkville

Ballwin

Grover
Independence
Independence
University City

McGill

Montclair

Morganville
Princeton Junction

Albuquerque
Albuquerque

Binghamton
Kenmore

Long Island City
Moriches

Mount Vernon
Newburgh

Niagara Falls
Rhinebeck

Scotia

Wantagh

Winston-Salen



OHIO

St. Thomas More School,

St. Therese of the Little Flower School,
Springdale Elementary School,
Stewart Elementary School,

Orchard Elementary School,

St. Joseph Montessori School,

St. Jude Elementary School,
Whitewater Valley Elementary School,
J.F. Burns Elementary School,

Symmes Elementary School,

Pepper Pike Elementary School,

St. Patrick of Heatherdowns School,

OKLAHOMA

Cimarron Middle School,
Hugh Bish Elementary School,
Monte Cassino School,

PENNSYLVANIA

Carl Benner School,

King’s Highway Elementary School,
Perklomen Valley South Elementary School,
Marlborough Elementary School,

Crooked Billet Elementary School,

Carson Middle School,

East Coventry Elementary School,

Osborne Elementary School,

Harvey C. Sabold Elementary School,
Bywood Elementary School,

RHODE ISLAND

Saint Luke School,
Saint Rocco School,

SOUTH CAROLINA

Mitchell Elementary School,

L.W. Conder Elementary School,
Greeleyville Elementary School,
Augusta Circle Elementary School,
Dutch Fork Elementary School,
Lake City Primary School,
Summerville Elementary School,

TENNESSEE
Oak Elementary School,

Big Ridge Elementary School,
Richland Elementary School,

Brooklyn
Cincinnati
Cincinnati
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Columbus
Elyria
Harrison
Kings Mills
Loveland
Pepper Pike
Toledo

Edmond
Lawton
Tulsa

Coatesville
Coatesville
Collegeville
Green Lane
Hatboro
Pittsburgh
Pottstown
Sewickley
Springfield
Upper Darby

Barrington
Johnston

Charleston
Columbia
Greeleyville
Greenville
Irmo

Lake City
Summerville

Bartlett
Chattanooga
Memphis
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TEXAS
Hill Elementary School, Austin
North Oaks Elementary School, Austin
E.L. Kent Elementary School, Carrollton
Christ the King Catholic School, Dallas
Moss Haven Elementary School, Dallas
The Lamplighter School, Dallas
The Parish Day School, Dallas
Flower Mound Elementary School, Flower Mound
Fiest Elementary School, Houston
St. Thomas More Parish School, Houston
Las Colinas Elementary School, Irving
Highland Village Elementary School, Lewisville
Davis Elementary School, Plano
Forman Elementary School, Plano
Hedgcoxe Elementary School, Plano
Carroll Elementary School, Southlake
Florence Elementary School, Southlake
Jack D. Johnson Elementary School, Southlake
VERMONT
Waitsfield Elementary School, Waitsfield
VIRGINIA
Linkhorne Elementary School, Lynchburg
Norfolk Acadeny, Norfolk
Poquoson Primary School, Poquoson
WASHINGTON
Washington Elementary School, Auburn
Custer Elementary School, Custer
Washington Elementary School, Mount Vernon
McAlder Elementary School, Puyallup

WEST VIRGINIA

Buckhannon-Upshur Middle School, Buckhannon

Lewisburg Elementary School, Lewisburg

Troy Elementary School, Troy
WISCONSIN

Magee Elementary School, Genesee Depot

Milwaukee German Immersion School, Milwaukee

Seymour Middle School, Seymour

WYOMING
Saint Stephens Indian School, St. Stephens

Wilson Elementary School, Wilson



THE WHITE HOUSE

Internal Transcript March 10, 1997

REMARKS BY THE FIRST LADY AND SECRETARY RILEY
IN ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION ON EDUCATION

The Map Room

4:25 PM. EST

MRS. CLINTON: Thank you all very much. Some of you --I guess none of you, maybe
-- were at the last of these briefings that we did on microcredit about, I guess a little over a
month ago. And I found it very helpful, and the reporters who were part of it also told me then
and later that they found it helpful, too. So it's something that we want to continue doing on
issues that are of importance, and ones in which I'm involved in some way or another.

And today we're going to talk about education, which those of you who cover the
President regularly know is one of his primary concerns for this second term. But it's really a
concern that goes back to his time as governor. And I know Ron -- I don't think anybody else
ever covered the President when he was governor -- knows it's been something that I've been
involved in and worked on even back then, with Dick Riley, when he was a governor in South
Carolina.

And what I'd hoped we'd do is to have a chance to talk with you. We've got Mike
Smith, from the Department; Mike Cohen from the White House staff -- because sometimes
those of you who cover the White House generally don't get a chance to really talk with the
people who are helping to not only make the policy, but answer the questions about it. Because
this is going to be a major effort and it's a very challenging one to try to follow up on the
President's call for action for American education. And there are a number of issues, and we can
talk about any of those. And as I'm sure Marsha told you, we can talk about other things as well.
But | hope that we will be able to talk to a great extent about any questions or concerns you've
got about what the President's proposing, how people are responding to it, what it means, will it
work, what the point of it all is.

And I wanted to start by saying that we see this whole education agenda as a continuum
of actions and concerns that the President's policy is attempting to address. It really starts with
the very beginning of a child's life, which is why you've heard the President -- and those of you
might have covered me -- talking a lot in the last several months about the first three years of life
and the importance of preparing a child to be able to compete academically.



And we're going to be having a conference on early childhood development and learning
to look at what the new research on the brain tells us about our youngest children in about a
month or so from now -- the date will be announced, I hope, on Wednesday, so we can get it
locked down. But it's going to be a look at what the latest neuroscientific research has really
opened up to us as a better understanding of what happens to a brain in those first days, weeks,
months of life -- and then what does that mean for parents.

You know, some people are already concerned that they haven't done enough to raise their
children's serotonin level or to create a lot of synapses in the brain. And this is not supposed to
be a discussion about research that makes parents feel inadequate but, instead, to make it clear
that good parenting without knowing about serotonin levels has always done what works. If you
read to your child, if you talk with your child, if you -- now we know -- play music for your
child, you are doing what is necessary to feed that child's brain.

It used to be, perhaps, a little softer. And for those of us who have talked about early
childhood for more than 25 years, I sometimes felt that I didn't get maybe a lot of people's
awareness raised as high as I would like, because the people who worry about these issues are
very often the ones that don't need to worry about them. And for many other people whom we
would like to help with their parenting, this information never gets to them. So talking about the
brain, we think, gives us a tremendous opportunity to reach people who have not been reached
before and to, perhaps, put into scientific terms what most of us have tried to do just because we
thought it would be a nice thing to do and might help our children.

Then we're going to talk about what all sectors of society can do to enhance early
development and support families. It won't be any surprise to you that I think it takes a village.
And I think that when we talk about what we should do to help parents -- particularly young
parents, single parents, parents in stressful situations -- to get the support, the example that they
may need to find the time to read 20 minutes to their child, that there's a role for a lot of people
to play in putting into effect this new research which is very exciting.

But that's how we really think of where we begin with the call for action, because if we
do a better job in helping parents talk with, relate to, stimulate their children positively, then
everything else that we're going to be doing will have a much better chance of succeeding. We're
going to be focusing on the pre-school years. We're going to be trying to determine how we can
do a better job of reaching child care providers, Head Start programs, others who care for
children with this information, as well; and to try to help them, too, understand what their
opportunities are when they do care for children.

And then we see all the way through this call to action what happens once a child enters
school, how to keep the partnership with the family going, and then what does a school have to
do and how do we begin to define what it is that we expect from our education system.



If you have followed education -- I know there are some in here today who are very
involved in reporting on education -- you know that there has been a movement for a number of
years to try to set rigorous national standards, which is what the President has called for. And
you'll hear in a minute that that has been proceeding, that practically all the states are in the
process of setting standards. And that is exactly what the President foresees.

But in order to help bring some focus to the setting of national standards, the President
has called for national tests in 4th grade reading and 8th grade math, to make sure our children
are able to master the basics. And this is what he has been talking about in legislatures, like
Maryland and Michigan, and it really fits in with America Reads, it fits in with the technology
initiative, it fits in with teacher training -- all of which are part of this overall call for action.

I'd like to ask the Secretary to speak because, as I said, I guess I first worked with
then-Governor Riley, I don't remember, 15 years ago, a long time ago, when we were all working
on education reform in our states, the southern states particularly where the need was so
demonstrably great. And nobody has been at this longer, worked harder at or has actually more
to show than this Secretary in terms of what has been done for the last four years.

SECRETARY RILEY: Thank you very much. And I appreciate the chance to be with
you and Dr. Marshall Smith; my acting deputy, Mike Smith, is here also.

When I think back to 1983, when The Nation At Risk first came out, I was in the middle
of school reform in South Carolina. The Education Improvement Act we called it, which was
very controversial and it was said by the Rand Corporation to be the most comprehensive of any
of the states -- it was in here, it was big. It involved a lot of controversial things like taxes or
whatever. Our state was a very low support system for education. And we were in the middle
of this important fight and I was going all out with it. The people were for it; the legislature
wasn't. And the people and I were trying to get the legislature to support this major education
reform.

And about that time The Nation At Risk came out. Ted Bell was here, as you recall.
And 1 can't tell you how much it helped in South Carolina to have a national thrust of something
that was important to the nation. It just caught on with our state reform. It gave us a
tremendous impetus forward and it was right exciting to see that happen.

Then as we followed a lot of reform then in the '80s, a lot of governors were very much
involved in a lot of ways -- a lot of them started out of the south. And then in, of course, ‘89,
when we had all the governors come together -- Bill Clinton was one of the leaders with George
Bush -- and came out for the goals and the standards discussions, which were serious. So we
come on in to where we are then with Goals 2000 in 1994 and School-to-Work and a lot of the
things that have happened.

When I first came here and the Department of Education was considered to be on the
"hit list" -- somebody said the other day now we've gotten on the “hot list." So we've gone from
the "hit list" to the "hot list." But when we were looking at things in 1994, we were so excited



to see the framework being made for national support of the states in terms of developing a
national standards movement that was really meaningful. And now we see 48 states now that
have content standards -- some are stronger than others, but see that kind of energy occurring.
Getting standards down into the classroom is very difficult, and that's the process that is taking
place now.

And then the testing that the President has proposed really puts a focus on it that we
think is going to be extremely important. I've been all over the country, talked to parents and
educators and whatever -- leaders -- and it is to me seen as a very important focus for us to -- in
those two basic skills, 4th grade reading and 8th grade math, with algebra and some geometry.

I was just up in New York this morning, and to show you how that's moving, this was a
look at Central Park East Secondary School, a little small high school that has a well-known
reputation. But we're looking at the school-to-work kind of approach, preparing young people
for careers and college -- all young people, to have them thinking college. This school, a very
disadvantaged generally student body, and 97.5 percent of the students finish high school and
they would be entitled to a HOPE Scholarship under the President's proposal. Ninety percent go
to college. Not too many years ago it was under 50 percent in that area.

So what we're doing is taking that school and four others in four other urban areas and
showing what works and how it works well. And we've gotten some of the top educators in the
country involved in that process -- we announced it this morning in New York -- really getting
standards out there where they're meaningful to all students and all families and all parents. And
it's not just something that we talk about in educational circles, to get the engaging work down in
the classrooms where young people are learning in depth and what matters.

Now, if you look at what we then need in this country to do the job in education that the
American people are absolutely into -- and I think all of you that have polls in your papers or
networks or whatever know that -- is leadership. That's what we need. We need to reach
parents. We need to reach students and teachers and others -- leaders, community leaders in this
movement for high standards. And the things are in place. The states are getting the standards
in there on down to the classroom. So leadership I think is what we need. I think the President
and the First Lady are providing that leadership, and I am very honored to be a part of this team.

I would close my little remark by saying Richard Elmore -- who many of you perhaps
know as a education research person at Harvard, very well respected and written a number of
books -- and he said the other day of a goals panel meeting that he traveled all around the
country, been in a lot of major urban areas and in every urban area -- major urban area in this
country, he said, you can find three of the very best schools in the world, and you can find three
of the very worst. Now, that says to me that there is a best way of doing it, like Central Park
East, and you can develop that kind of motivation, that kind of a spirit of the belief in education.
That can be done and we're going to show it. And it's really from here on out, I think, it's very
important just to stimulate parents and grandparents and others to believe in their children and
believe in education and that's a big part of what we're doing.



MRS. CLINTON: I also want to be sure that you understand how the President sees
this and how the Secretary is planning it, because he often -- the President often says we want
national, not federal standards. And that's really what he means; that there are, as the Secretary
said, about 48 states that are working, and most of them very effectively, on creating standards.

But what we need in order for those states and the parents who live in those states and
the kids who go to those schools and the teachers who teach in them to know whether or not the
standards that are being implemented are really going to produce the results that we all want for
our children is some form of measurement. And that's where the test comes in. And Mike Smith
has been involved in education for a very long time and is really on the front line working on
determining what tests to be used, how the tests will be used. And I wanted him to talk a little
bit about what it is we're going to do, what these tests are, because I think that's where a lot of
the questions as we proceed will come.

MR. SMITH: Thank you. Let me motivate this a little bit. Last week, Mr. Engler came
out for the tests. And on Saturday night, I guess, Mr. Lott came out against the tests. So there
has been some disagreement in the Republican Party.

The Secretary mentioned that we were now at the point where about 48 states had
standards, and a number of those states have assessments that measure those standards and
things. In your packet, there is a chart which compares the National Assessment of Educational
Progress standards with state standards. And what you see in that chart is that an awful lot of
students pass state standards but do not pass National Assessment of Educational Progress
standards. That happens in southern states; it also happens in states like Wisconsin. And what
this is indicating is that while the standards movement is really moving well -- that is, lots of
states are adopting standards; lots of states are moving with assessments; they're beginning to
even train teachers to be able to teach to those standards so that kids can get rewarded for what
they're taught —- although they're doing well, they're not setting very rigorous standards in many
instances.

And they're also running into a little bit of a problem occasionally at the state level. Ina
way, we've hit a plateau in the standards movement. It's the plateau of implementation. It's a lot
easier to put standards in place and assessments in place. It's a lot harder to bring it down to the
classroom, as the Secretary said. And we're hitting the point where the states are not, in many
cases, adopting really rigorous standards. So we have two problems.

The President thought about it; the Secretary has thought a lot about this problem -- that
is, the problem of not having the states set high standards and of the plateau itself, thought about
a bunch of different strategies to try to overcome the problem, and settled on the strategy of
having two national tests.

Now, it's kind of an odd thing to choose in some ways, but really these tests are seen as
a wake-up call. It's putting high octane gasoline into the engine of the reform in some sense.
The two tests were very carefully chosen. A 4th-grade test based on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress, and the 4th-grade test is in reading. And if there is one time in reading,




one time in a child's life when a test in reading is absolutely critical, it's in 4th grade, because
children that don't do well in reading in 4th grade end up not doing well throughout high school,
not going on to college. It's the best predictor of not graduating from high school.

And the reason is that in the United States most schools stop teaching reading at 4th
grade, in the middle of 4th grade and beyond. Students are expected to read for meaning, read
for understanding. They're expected to read textbooks in science and in English literature and in
social studies and history to get understanding from them. And if they can't read independently,
they're lost. They're lost for all those other subjects. They're also lost for math, because at that
point they're beginning to get word problems in math. So reading at 4th grade is an absolutely
critical time. And if we don't have all of our children reading well by the 4th grade, we as a
country suffer.

Right now, on the National Assessment of Educational Progress, there are three levels of
proficiency: basic level; proficient level, which is the level we'd like everybody to get to at some
point; and an advanced level. Even at the basic level, 40 percent of our students don't succeed to
that level. That's a real tragedy, and those students need to be helped.

That's, in effect, what America Reads is all about. It's real attempt to help those students
reach at least a basic level. And there is also an attempt to get other kids up beyond the basic
level to proficient and so on. But that's why we chose the test, 4th-grade reading, because it has
this tremendous importance to the nation and because it's a basic skill and because it's a
proficiency that everybody believes in. I mean, it's not controversial, like evolution or like
teaching about the Civil War and reasons for it and so on. It's completely noncontroversial.

The same thing is true about 8th-grade mathematics. In 8th-grade mathematics, if you
haven't gotten decent mathematics by 8th grade, you're not going to get the opportunity to go
and take college courses in high school. If all you've had is basically arithmetic up through 8th
grade, you're going to end up in remedial courses in high school, maybe a pre-algebra by the time
you hit your sophomore year or so, but you're never really going to have the chance to go into
those kinds of courses where the kids are going to go on, and know that they're going to go on to
college.

Now, the United States received a wake-up call in mathematics about three months ago
or four months ago, when the Third International Math and Science Study came out. And what
that study showed was that in science we did above average internationally. This is a study of
41 nations, I believe. In science we did above average. In mathematics we did well below
average, as an entire country. Statistically we were ahead of almost no country that we would

-consider advanced. They were all developing nations that we were ahead of. I believe we were
ahead of 10 or 12 countries, something like that. So it's really pretty discouraging to take a look
at a set of scores like that.

But what was encouraging about the study was that it gave some reasons why we didn't
score as well as many of our competitors. And these reasons are not -- this is not rocket
science, folks. These reasons are pretty straightforward. What it says is that we don't do as well



-- is, one, we don't teach the content that others learn in schools. We don't get the algebra and
geometry and the more complicated math problems. We just -- are kids just aren't taught them.
It's very, very simple. They just aren't taught them.

And second, our teachers teach differently than teachers in other countries. Teachers in
other countries spend much more time on problems, much more time interacting with their
students about the nature of the problems and about how to go about solving the problems.
Teachers in the United States spend much more time showing you how to solve the problem, not
inducing you to solve it yourself, not inducing you to get actively involved, not inducing you to
think hard about how to solve that problem and how to solve problems like it in the future. So
our teachers teach differently and our teachers give different content.

Now, that's the second reason -- that's a second reason for doing algebra or doing
mathematics in 8th grade. The first reason was that it is a tipping point; it's a gateway into high
school, into good high school math. The second reason is that we know what to do about this.

And the third reason is that we also have good tests in 8th grade mathematics. We have
the National Assessment of Educational Progress test, and we have this Third International Math
and Science Study.

So what we chose then were two basic skill areas, one in 4th-grade reading and one in
8th-grade math, both noncontroversial. The nation believes that students should be able to
achieve to high proficient levels in each of those grades in those two subjects. And we were able
to adopt tests based on existing good assessments. Now, the existing assessments are given out
to samples. They're not given out to individual students. So we have to create some new tests.
We have to create a new test in reading for individual students and a new test in math for
individual students. And we'll do that over the next two years. These tests will be ready in 1999.
They will be tests that are then in effect licensed to states and to private test developers so they
can put in their test batteries. This is not a brand new test that's going to added on to schools, in
effect. It will be introduced in the context of the assessments that are already given.

The tests themselves will give students an idea -- students and their parents and their
teachers and so on -- an idea about how they measure up nationally. Did they reach the basic
level? Did they reach the proficient level? Did they reach the advanced level in both of them?
And in 8th-grade math, how do they compare internationally. Did they at least reach the
international mean or median? Did they reach higher than that?

Information from those tests will not be gathered by the federal government. We ask
that that information be used at the state and local level, at the classroom level, be given to
parents along with a lot of explanation about the nature of test itself and what students should be

expected to learn.

After those tests are given in the spring of 1999, they will be released on the Internet and
made available to everybody --



MRS. CLINTON: The problems.

MR. SMITH: The problems themselves, right. To home schoolers, for example, or to
anybody else who wants to give these test or study the tests. In the interim, between now and
1999, the Department of Education, as the President announced yesterday, consortia of different
agencies in the government, all of us will enlist the help of nongovernmental organizations
outside of all the educational groups of the states and local governments and education, to try to
get our nation ready for those kids to take the test in 1999.

So we will push very, very hard to get everybody reading independently by 4th grade
and very, very hard to get everybody up to snuff in mathematics by 8th grade. So these tests
aren't there just to embarrass people. They aren't there just to get people to give people scores.
They're there to really give a call to action, in effect, for the nation -- a call to action to get our
students to a point where, one, every child can read independently, and, two, we can be
competitive in mathematics as a nation.

There's lots of detail on this that you may or may not want to hear, so I think I'll just
stop here.

Q Should they be given the tests if they're not even getting the training or the
instruction?

MR. SMITH: 1 think that's a very good question. That's exactly the right question. If
they're not getting the instruction, then they aren't going to do well on the test. Between now
and 1999, we want to encourage everybody to give them the instruction. We're going to make
available all the information about the tests. We're going to make it available to everybody out
there what are good methods to teach. And we still don't expect lots of kids to do very well. It
will take five years or maybe even 10 years to get them to do as well as we'd like them to do.
But if we don't do this now, if we don't do it now, we'll never break into this cycle.

We tolerate a weak curriculum for poor kids and a strong curriculum for the well-to-do.
And as a nation, we can't continue to tolerate doing that. And the curriculum for well-to-do kids
isn't even very strong in mathematics. So we're tolerating weak curriculum in mathematics for
everybody and a very weak curriculum in mathematics for our kids in our inner cities.

Q Have they solved the discipline problem where they can actually get down to
teaching again in these schools?

MRS. CLINTON: That's another really good question, Helen. I think a lot of districts,
at least as I've traveled around and talked to principals and school board members, are beginning
to take back discipline from this false idea that grew up sometime in the last 20 or so years that
legally it was very difficult for a teacher in a classroom to discipline anybody. And many school
boards and administrations didn't stand behind teachers. And so there were and are a lot of
classrooms that are disruptive and difficult to teach in.




But my sense is -- and Mike and the Secretary are out there all the time -- is that there is
a growing willingness on the part of school districts to take back their authority and to be willing
to set much tougher rules, remove disruptive kids from classrooms, and try to create an orderly
learning environment which, if you don't have that, a lot of what Mike is talking about that needs
to be taught can be taught.

Q Will there be a clearinghouse where we'll be able to call and find out how people
have scored across the nation, or are we going to have to call each state individually? You
know, you talk about -- you were trying to be careful to get heavy-handed with the federal role,
but are we going to be able to find out on a nationwide basis how people scored?

MR. SMITH: Well, there are two ways to find out on a nationwide basis. One would
be aggregate all the scores for the individual level. The test is voluntary. We don't expect every
community to take this test. We expect lots of states to take it. We hope every community in
every state takes it. We expect -- you know, there will be some holdouts, at least the first year.
So one way would be aggregate the individual scores, and we don't intend to do that now. So it
would put you to work a little bit; you'd have to call a bunch of different places. The second
way, though, is that there will be -- continue to be this sample basis, national assessment, which
will give a national score but it will be based on a sample.

SECRETARY RILEY: The NAEP test will still be going on and they are equated. The
NAEP test, some that might be of help to you, is done on a sample basis. As some of you I'm
sure know, you have a country or a state or a city or whatever and get a NAEP test, but you -- it
would be a sampling -- the person that takes the test -- if you were taking math in NAEP in 8th
grade, you might just do the multiplication part and then you would do the division and
somebody else would do another part. If you took the whole test it would take like seven hours.

So, that -- so, this is different. So, now we've got to equate with the NAEP baseline and
individual test, so you would take all subjects -- if you see what I mean -- and all students would
take all subjects. Every child in the 4th grade and every child in the 8th grade would be offered
these tests.

Q So you don't really intend to collect all the results -- is that -- nationwide? Is that

right?
MR. SMITH: That's right.
Q You may have a sample for us to give us an idea, but you won't have --

MR. SMITH: We'll have a sample for you. We also expect and we'll -- we will get out
models for local districts to report the results of schools, report the results of their districts. We
expect states to accumulate their results to take a look across the states at schools and at the
districts. So, I think we're going to find that willy-nilly will have across the country scores kind
of bubbling in.



But these will -- these tests will given at the same time that tests are now given. And if
you think back to your school time, that could be at any time during the spring -- starting April
up through the middle of May or so. So, the tests will be given at a number of different times.
It's not all going to be given at once. Scores will come back sometime in the middle of May, and
then the cities, states will begin to report them out to the public. And as they begin to report
out, we'll accumulate -- of course -- after they're reported out. But we're not going to go in and
take those measures ourselves. We're walking a little bit of a line here on the federal-state issue.

SECRETARY RILEY: But the important thing is that every parent -- every parent and
every student will know how they stand on these two very basic -- in a transitionAL period in the
whole nation.

Q -- districts where they've chosen to give these tests, and isn't one problem you're
going to have here is that the districts that already have the problems -- have these inherent
problems of either teachers not teaching right or not enough money in the district or the
administrators not doing their job -- they're going to be the least likely teachers unions and least
likely administrators to put their credibility in line and allow these tests to be given in their
schools?

SECRETARY RILEY: Now, that will be more or less on a statewide basis. And as
you know, the President's proposal is -- number one, is that we would develop the test. We
would equate it with NAEP and TIMSS. That takes -- and also, we would have it administered
free the first year. So, it would be zero cost to them. And we think there will be just a national --

Q What's the real purpose of the test? Isit to inform the teachers?

Q Given what happened in Milwaukee, will people want to take that test? Because
you saw what happened in Milwaukee -- there were very few students who actually passed the
test. And one thing we know about public education in this country is that the quality varies
greatly. And will we -- are you concerned about this sort of academic stratification and we
create this chasm betweens the haves and the have-nots?

MR. SMITH: We're completely concerned about that. And that's one of -- that's the
major reason we're doing this.

SECRETARY RILEY: This will affect it positively.

MR. SMITH: Michigan just signed up for the test.

MRS. CLINTON: That means all the districts in Michigan. So that sort of solves the --
MR. SMITH: And Maryland has signed up, so, it's Baltimore. And so, in many cases,

what you're going to have are states signing up. In the other cases -- I guarantee you're going to
see New York come in at some point soon and New York City and L.A. and so on.



Mike, you might want to --

MR. COHEN: Well, you actually made several points I was going to make. But the
states that we've been talking to were signing up to do this on a statewide basis, so that every kid
in the state will take it. And one of the things that that will do, I think, is tell parents in urban
areas -- the ones that you're concerned might not want to sign up for the test -- in ways that they
have very difficult time of finding out now -- they will be able to find out how well their kids are
doing compared to real standards that the kids going to be judged against once they leave
schools. You know the phenomena of kids in any schools, but particularly in urban schools,
getting all easy chair and being promoted and being told they're doing a really wonderful job only
to discover that they're not doing very well in any external measure of quality.

This will be the first time that parents, particularly in urban areas, will have honest,
accurate information about how well their kids are doing compared to the same kind of
expectations that are set for students in surrounding suburban communities and for students all
over the world. It ought to give -- it ought to empower parents to call for and mobilize for
education reforms in ways that have been more difficult for them to do now, which is exactly
what you saw in Milwaukee once the shock of the low performance on the test began to take
hold.

Q Can this work, Mrs. Clinton, unless states require testing in all their schools?

MRS. CLINTON: I'm sorry --

Q Will this work unless states -- can this work if states do not require testing in all
their schools?

MRS. CLINTON: Ron, I think it can work initially for this first effort because what
we're trying to do is to get enough states and enough districts to agree voluntarily to do that. I
think we will have that. I mean, I can, sitting here right now, tell you exactly how many we'll
have. But the response to the President's call has been very positive.

And 1 think there will be then a kind of public pressure on school districts and states for
those that perhaps choose not to participate in the test in 1999, because as a taxpayer, as a parent
of a child in a school -- if you start reading about this and you call us and you say, well, how are
our kids doing. And they say, well, we're not going to take the test. Why not -- why aren't we
going to take the test? Well, we just decided we're going to take a different test. Well, why
don't we take the test that everybody is taking? I may be transferred next year to some other
school district. How do I know whether that's a good school district?

So, I think there will be increasing awareness on the part of the public. As Mike was
saying, what happened in Milwaukee, 1 think, is a positive example. I mean, the initial shock of it
was disturbing to people. But the positive feedback then was, alright, what are we going to do
about this?



So, I'm actually very optimistic that once we get the test fielded with enough people
taking it in 1999 that that will create a momentum of its own. At least, that's what we believe
will happen.

Q Mrs. Clinton, are there ways beyond these speeches to the state legislatures to try to
bring Republicans on, to get them to join -- to participate in -- is the White House doing other
outreach, too, not just to Democrats but to Republicans?

MRS. CLINTON: Yes. And again, Mike and the Secretary can fill you in on more
details. But from the very beginning -- and I think the President said this most memorably in
Maryland when he said that algebra and other courses are not partisan -- and there's got to be a
way to enlist all kinds of people. And I think that with Governor Engler signing on, I believe
there will be some other announcements in the next couple of weeks of other Republican
governors signing on - I know there has been an intensive effort on the part of the White House
and the Department of Education to work with members of Congress of both parties, and I think
that we're very hopeful.

Now, are we going to be able to get everybody to agree? No, we're not. And, is there
still going to be continuing questioning about what this means and how it's going to work?
Absolutely, there will be. But I think, on balance, for having just announced it a month and a half
ago, everybody is pleased at the way it's proceeding.

Dick, do you want to add anything about the partisan --

SECRETARY RILEY: Well, first of all, it's our position that education is not a partisan
issue, and we don't teach children, as you've heard me say, as Democrats and Republicans, but as
Americans. And the fact that since the President has really placed education as a first priority and
see it rise to the top in terms of the people's interest, I think it's very clear that really what we are
seeing is a movement, kind of a standards movement. And I think it's happening.

And I would invite you to look at any numbers out there of public interest or whatever --
people -- and I go to schools every day -- people are absolutely into this thing. They want their
children to be able to read when they are should be able to read -- at the end of the 3rd graders.
If they can't then, that means they're going to demand and we're going to be demanding with
them that something be done to make sure in the 4th and 5th grade that that child then gets the
resources put to him or her to learn how to read. The whole volunteer program is to have a
mentor or a tutor be with that child, perhaps from kindergarten forward at the teacher's request.
The teacher is the one that says who will have a mentor or not, working closely with the teacher.
And then, all of the teachers are into raising standards, principals and everybody else.

I think you're seeing a very exciting thing take place that I call a movement. And I hope
that's going to be true. And it will be the best thing that will happen to this country.



Q Mr. Secretary, if you will, though, your enthusiasm for this movement seems
contradictory to Mr. Smith's assertion that you've hit a plateau and that the states are themselves
underachievers in not setting rigorous standards. What leverage do you have to move the states
to set higher standards, or is it just through this kind of sort of bully pulpit approach?

SECRETARY RILEY: That has a lot to do with it, Charles. And it is the bully pulpit
because I think it's something that they're listening to the leaders on. And that's why I'm glad
we're here talking about it today. I don't think we've reached some kind of a plateau at all. If
you look at the --

Q I'msorry, I could have sworn I heard the word plateau from your colleague. That's
what 1 find --

MRS. CLINTON: I'l give Mike an equal chance to respond because I think I know
what he said, but he maybe --

SECRETARY RILEY: In reading, we have been pretty level in reading for some time.
In math, where we've had math standards out there -- and just think about standards, if you
would -- standards is a definition of what a child should know and be able to do in a certain
grade in a certain subject. And then you put all the resources into reaching that standard. And
you're not all here, there and yonder. And that makes sense. And that's what everybody's doing.
In math, we've had the standards out there since the late '80s. In math, the recent NAEP test --
'90, '92 and '96 shows a constant uplift in 4th, 8th and 12th grade.

Now, reading, we haven't done as good a job, but internationally we stand pretty well
reading. We're one of the top countries in reading, but our competitive problem is math and
science in other countries. But you're right about reading being rather leveled off, and that's why
we want this impetus on reading. And a lot of it is afternoons and evenings, and a lot of it is kids
--to some of you television people that are watching television instead of reading -- (laughter) --
and we're trying then to get more of an interest in reading early.

MRS. CLINTON: Mike, do you want to -- [ want Mike to just --
SECRETARY RILEY: Defend yourself (Laughter.)

MR. SMITH: If you take a look at -- let me just borrow this for just a second -- at this
one chart, which is, 1 think, a telling chart in here, state NAEP scores for 4th grade reading
compared to state's own assessments. And if you've looked at that, what you'll see is that in
Connecticut against NAEP 38 percent scored proficient, in their own state assessment 48,
Wisconsin 35 percent scored proficient, 88 in their own assessment; and so on.

That's the plateau I'm talking about. That is -- we have a movement that we hope -- we
hoped -- and we still hope will result in high challenging standards for all kids. And ifin fact our
standards are low, that movement's stalled a little bit. Remember, it's only six years old. But if
we let it stay with low standards, it will never succeed. We've got to jar it out of the low



standards part of it. And that's what I meant.

MRS. CLINTON: It's like the end of Garrison Keillor, when he does his Lake
Woebegone thing, he says, well all the children are above average. A lot of the states that Mike's
talking about --the standards that have been set did make movement. I mean, I know that for a
fact from Arkansas, where I know where we started in 1993 and I know where we are now.

But there's always a tendency to kind of rest on your laurels a little bit -- say, oh look
how much better we're doing -- when, in fact, if you look at a broad-based assessment, like what
we're going to be trying to do with this set of tests in 1999, everybody can do better.

And, Mike, you had your -- you wanted to add something to that?

MR. COHEN: Yes, I wanted to go back to an earlier question also about the
bipartisanship and what we're doing to reach out to Republicans because I think that's very
important

(End of side one of tape.)

(Begin side two of tape; in progress)

-- and one of the nice things is that actually, and one of the nice things is that actually, a number
of the Republicans are reaching out to each other on our behalf in this. Just about a week and a
half ago, there was an op-ed piece in The Washington Post by two former Assistant Secretaries
of Education -- one, Diane Rabich (phonetic) from the Bush administration who led the effort for
that administration to promote standards and Checker Finn (phonetic), who was an Assistant
Secretary in the Reagan administration who did the same thing there. The two of them wrote an
op-ed piece, I think we may have a copy of it here someplace if you're interested, that basically
says the President's right on this issue. We do need national standards, we need them in these
subjects, kids ought to be subject to the same tests so that everyone has a fair opportunity to find
out how well the students are doing, and I think we're going to see even more of that kind of
effort where people who you don't normally associate with this administration are signing on to
this effort.

The Business Roundtable -- thank you, I'll pass this around -- the Business Roundtable,
for instance, the day after The State of the Union addressed -- endorsed the testing proposal and
mostly the other business groups have been very positively responding to it as well. So I think
people who are not, again, part of what you would normally associate with the Clinton
administration are nonetheless seeing this is the kind of effort that can bring people together
around what's important in education. I think we will see them continue to build support for it.

Q So where is Chelsea going to college? (Laughter.)



MRS. CLINTON: Somewhere with high standards. (Laughter.) I wanted to get back
to your question about stratification, and it was really Helen's question as well. Nobody looks
forward to the results of this test confirming what many of us assume by other evidence and
anecdotally will be the case, which is large numbers of children, principally in disadvantaged
situations, are not going to do well on this test; there is, I don't think, any way to get around
that.

But that is the case right now. They're not doing well in any fair assessment of what
they are learning and what they're able to at a level they're able to perform at when they leave
school. And the real issue for us as we look at this is, what is the best way to try to help those
children? How do we equip parents and schools and communities with the tools they need to
demand and then to obtain better educational outcomes for these kids.

Well, the first thing, we believe, is you have to have honest, accurate information about
what it is that they are learning right now, and that is a lot harder than it might seem, because
there is not a willingness on the part of many people to trumpet their failures and their
disappointments, and instead there is a tendency to say, well, what would you expect -- we have
children from a certain socioeconomic background and you can't expect them to do very well.
But we now know so much more than we knew in 1983, and even in 1989, about what works
with such children.

As the Secretary said, we can go into any urban district and we can find, as he visited
this morning, a school that takes the same kids from the same kind of neighborhoods where
failure is the norm, and turns them into academic successes. The key is, why don't we replicate
that more? Why don't we take the schools that work for these vulnerable children and make
them the models? They are everywhere in our country, but for some reason that is often difficult
to understand, they don't serve as models, and people don't line up at their door to find out what
works, and in part because there's no sense of accountability out there in the entire educational
system.

This is a first step to try to obtain that accountability. And then, if you look at the rest of
the call for action, we know we have to do better teacher preparation and training. We think
charter schools will be a way of helping. We think technology will be a way of helping. So we
have a whole set of responses to what we think will be the unfortunate results of the tests for
some people.

Q Let me follow up on that. How much -- you said you don't want the fact that it's a
poor district to be an excuse for complacency or to explain away failure. How much of it, in
your view, though, is explained by the resources that individual school districts have?

MRS. CLINTON: You know, that's a hard question, because I think -- I would rather
answer it like this: I'd rather say all of it is probably explained by the resources available to a
child from the moment that child is born until that child leaves school. Because I think if you
only look at the school, you may miss some of the very important resources that have to take
place in the family prior to the child going to school.



I've also -- and I think both the Secretary and Mike have seen this -- I've seen classrooms
that are not all that well equipped where the magic of learning goes on and where the children
are motivated and they do well. And I've seen other schools where they have a lot of computers
and new equipment and the teachers aren't trained to use it. So that you can find almost any set
of circumstances in an American school, and I guess I would say that, yes, resources count, but
when I think of resources I think about the motivation and training of teachers, not just the salary
or the facilities. I think that's one of the reasons we're trying to look at this in a comprehensive
way.

SECRETARY RILEY: Let me mention something I think would be interesting to you
when you're talking about disadvantaged people. Our biggest program by far, of course, is Title
1, and that is a major help to state and local schools for disadvantaged kids.

When we came here four years ago, it was -- oh, Chapter I it was called then -- and it
had a special watered down curriculum for disadvantaged kids, starting from kindergarten
forward, went all the way through high school. It had a watered down set of assessment where
a kid could go through school and virtually be practically learn very little and still get by, and one
of the first things -- and the President and I talked about this a number of times is, we did away
with that and we came out -- what has been the reauthorization, the new Title I -- it's the same
standard for all children. And, yes, the test scores show a difference at first, but you will never,
by being dishonest with them, you will never help them. Dishonesty can never be a good policy
in education.

So the first thing we did is we urged, through Goals 2000 and everything else, to get
standards up there, all the states, and then to do away with for poor children a watered-down
curriculum and watered-down testing and making it tougher and harder, and it's the best thing in
the world for those kids.

MRS. CLINTON: I just want to -- one quick example on that -- I've been in and out of
schools a lot in the last couple of years, and just within the last couple of months I was in a
school with kids who were poor, disadvantaged kids, however you want to describe them --
multiracial school, and the classroom was crackling with excitement. I mean, the kids were into
hands-on learning, they were asking questions, they were talking with each other, and then a
little while later I was in another school, a different district, same kind of socioeconomic and
racial mix of kids, and they were sitting there in their seats copying sentences from a workbook.

Now, it broke my heart, because I walked around there and I looked at these bright
young kids, laboriously copying what was in that workbook, and the teacher was very proud.
This was the class they chose to show me. They could have taken me anywhere else. You
know, it was so difficult, because here is a teacher who is devoted to these kids and the kids are
trying hard, and yet the whole system in that school -- and I would I guess say in much of that
district that the school was in -- just doesn't -- is not organized to prepare the kids with even the
resources that it has -- better than they are doing. Because what I saw in the first school was not
expensive. 1 mean, they were doing experiments with what floated and what didn't float and



making lists about things. And these workbooks probably cost as much as what they were doing
in the first class.

So part of what we have to do by using this testing information is to kind of open up the
minds of people who are in the classroom already so they're more willing to change what they do
and to use the resources they already have. And we think we can do that.

Q Mrs. Clinton, are you concerned that you might find more of those classrooms? |
mean, the TIMSS studies said the teachers do not focus enough on problem-solving. And one of
the reasons is that so many teachers teach to the test. They know that they face these
standardized tests at the end of the year and they want to prepare the students for them, and so
we've go this rote learning in the classrooms. We might see many teachers do this as they try to
prepare their students for this test in 1999.

MRS. CLINTON: Well, Mike is the expert on this, but I'll let you -- go ahead.

MR. SMITH: They will teach to the test, but they won't teach to the test questions,
which is what they often do in the United States. That is, they give the same tests year after year
after year, something like the Lake Woebegone effect, actually, that a man reported a few years
ago. And one way that happens is that the -- in many, many districts they give exactly the same
form of the test year after year after year. And after a while, the teachers know what's on the
form. And, lo and behold, if the word "ambiguous" is on that reading test, magically it occurs in
the classroom three or four days before your test.

So teaching to the test has two meanings. One is teaching specifically to the test. The
other is teaching the kind of content that the test is going to cover. And we're going to be very
clear about what the content is that the test is supposed to cover. We're going to give examples
using not the federal government now, but using the International Reading Association and using
other organizations of what are good books that kids could be reading at second grade, third
grade, fourth grade, reading independently -- the kinds of inferences they're expected to make out
of paragraphs and short stories and so on -- the kinds of sentences they're expected to be able to
write, for example when they're answering a question that isn't just a multiple choice question.
Many of these questions will be questions actually to expect them to actually produce some

language.

Q And you're confident that that will lead to dynamic classroom teaching and hands-on
learning?

MRS. CLINTON: We've seen it. We have seen it.

MR. SMITH: It's not the test alone that will do that, it's an example, it's giving examples
of teaching strategies that in fact lead to good results from those tests, and that will do it.

Q How far along are you in the development of the tests now? You say it's going to
be arranged through competitive contracts. And the other thing I wondered was whether you



could quantify so far your reaction to the tests -- you know, how many states are on board or
whatever.

MR. SMITH: We're a month and a half into it, right -- this whole business announced --
we will be going out in the next 10 days on the Internet with what's called an RFP, which is a
request for a proposal, which will attract comment for 10 days or so. We'll then have another 10
days to take advantage of those comments and change things, and then we'll put out the RFP. So
within the next month and a half we'll have the RFP -- request for proposal on the street, we'll
have it awarded by the summer, and we have a very detailed -- as you might imagine, this is a
tight schedule -- we have a very detailed time line and right now we're a little bit ahead.

Q When you talk about awarding it by this summer, is there going to be like basically
one group then that's going to come up to develop this test --

MR. SMITH: No, I think we'll probably have one group for one test and one group for
another test, would be my guess. There will be a third group.

Q What kind of group are we talking about? Canyou --

MR. SMITH: Well, it will be -- one obvious example is the Educational Testing Service,
which now does the national assessment of educational progress. And I'm sure that they could be
one of the winners of this. But they could have considerable competition as well.

SECRETARY RILEY: Well, we're building on the reputation of NAEP and TIMSS,
which these are equated with and done the same way. So I mean, it's not like we're coming out
of nowhere on this. We have a baseline, they're going to equate this test on the baseline, you'll
be able to compare how you stand with how things were in the country five years ago, and so
forth.

MR. SMITH: That's a very good point. Most tests take four or five years to develop.
The reason they take four or five years to develop is you have to settle on the content that you
want in the test first, and you have to settle on something called the performance standards.
That is the levels that you want students to be able to achieve to.

We leapfrog those, because they're already in the National Assessment of Educational
Progress. They have a content standard, basically, that we would base the test upon. And that,
in fact, we'll use that content standard to provide us with ideas about information that we should
be putting out there to teachers and to parents and so on about what kind of content to teach.

SECRETARY RILEY: It is very well respected. And that's why you see people like
this saying this makes good sense.

Q The second question was could you quantify how many states are interested already
or have indicated interest? Is D.C. --



MR. COHEN: So far two have publicly signed up, but I would say there are another
eight to 10 that we have talked with in the last couple of weeks that have expressed a serious
interest. Keep in mind, states don't adopt tests overnight. This is a serious decision for a state
to make.

Q -- don't know what the test is yet.

MR. COHEN: They know what's on the test and they know a fair amount about what
the specifications for the test are going to be.

Q Who has signed --
MR. COHEN: Michigan and Maryland. And I think you'll see --
Q Have you had any communication with them --

MR. COHEN: [ have not talked to anyone in D.C.

Q Will there be any consequence for the test for either the school districts or students
themselves, either encouraging the schools not to pass them on to the next grade, or is this just
an assessment of how they --

MR. SMITH: Well, remember those decisions are all made at the local and state level.
and that's not a cop-out, in the sense that this test will be like any other test in that sense. It will
be in a test battery and -- a set of other tests. And if they use the other tests for purposes of that
sort, they might use this test. Now, this test will have to meet the same standards. There is
something called psychometric standards and they're set by the American Psychological
Association, and the National Council of Measurement in Education and so on, and they set out a
set of standards. The test will have to meet all those standards.

Part of the standards have to do with what a test is used for, and so the test has to meet
certain standards in order to be used for what's called a high stakes test -- a retention test or
graduation test.

Q Mrs. Clinton, in Arkansas, when you decided something needed to be done about
the schools that you and your husband had some effect over, you worked to require that teachers
be tested, you worked to require the school districts have certain standards that be met. Iknow
it's apples and oranges and maybe you can explain why it is, but why didn't you require here that
states perform these tests?

MRS. CLINTON: Because education is primarily a state and local responsibility in our
country, and I think there are a lot of strengths to that. And when the President talked about
national, not federal, standards, and voluntary testing, he was respecting that division of
responsibility. So in Arkansas, which at the state level accredits schools, accredits teachers, there
were certain ways of exercising that responsibility that could be connected with the outcome of
the test. At the federal level that is not authority vested in the federal government and it's not



authority that the President and the Secretary is seeking.

Q Are you afraid that with Mr. Lott's opposition that there may be some way Congress
tries to block this, and if not Congress, individual state legislatures that may challenge decisions
made by their governor or their state chairman of the Board of Education?

MRS. CLINTON: The Secretary has Mr. Lott's statement in front of him so --

SECRETARY RILEY: I don't see where he opposes testing as such. He made a broad
statement to a group of conservatives -- now derail the President's plan to revitalize education
standards. 1 mean, certainly someone could say, well, that testing was a part of that, but I don't
see that as an attack on testing itself.

MRS. CLINTON: But I think part of the reason why I thought that we might want to
talk about education standards is that I think there's a lot of misunderstanding about what this
proposal is and what it would do. And I would hope that everyone would take the time to talk
to the Secretary or Mike Smith about what it is we're trying to achieve and how it is not an
attempt to micromanage what goes on in the classrooms of America, but instead, to set a national
benchmark against which local districts can measure themselves.

And I think in this time of accountability in both the public and the private sector, and
particularly in education, as more school districts and states learn that that is what this test is for,
I think they will be more and more willing to say they want to be part of that. It will help them
with their job.

Q How worried are you by the sort of extreme right -- it's not the Business Council
that's going to provide the opposition to this, it's a group that you're familiar with and have
spoken with on other occasions -- it's talk radio, it cultural conservatives, it's the Christian right
who this touches a nerve on them and, frankly, you touch a nerve on them -- or so I've heard.
(Laughter.) How do you deal with that?

MRS. CLINTON: Well, I think the President's speeches in Maryland and Michigan
really did deal with that effectively. There will be opposition no matter what is done in education
because it's such an important issue and people feel so personally about their children's education
and about the future of education in the country. I don't think that the opposition should be
troubling at all. I think that's healthy for people to raise questions and debate.

But what I'm hoping is that through speeches by the President and others who share his
commitment to this effort, more and more Americans will understand what it is, so that if
someone makes a charge against what the President is trying to do, they will be able to sort that
out and say, well, that's not what he's trying to do. He's not going into a local school district and
say here's what you must teach on Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday. He's saying here's what
we think 4th graders ought to be able to do in reading, and here's what we think 8th graders
ought to be able to do in math. It is up to you, local school districts, to think of the most
effective way to move your students to be able to achieve at that level.



Q He raises a good point, because you have become identified with this initiative,
you're traveling around the country, and groups for whom this is a lightening rod have also in the
past made you a lightening rod. And I'm wondering, given that circumstance, both how you are
received when you go out and why you would take this on, because of that -- of the opposition.

MRS. CLINTON: Well, I guess the first reason is because I've worked on it since 1983
when I chaired the Commission on Education Standards in Arkansas and we ran into some of the
very same issues. And I think I have a good appreciation for the legitimate concerns people
have. But there are those who for partisan or ideological reasons will not ever support any kind
of national standard or national assessment. And I just respectfully think that they are wrong
and that a commitment to national standards is the best way we know to help local districts
benchmark their own practices and to come up with ways that will help all the children achieve
at a higher level.

So it's something that I have a long history with, I am very committed to, and I think is
the most important way that I know of that we can try to move every young person up the
educational latter.

But Dick was the Governor of South Carolina; he's well aware of the kind of opposition
that is out there, but we just don't see it. It may burn up some radio talk show host's telephone
lines, but that's not what we hear and see as we're traveling around talking to teachers and
parents and students.

Is that your experience?

SECRETARY RILEY: I think you're exactly right. And the President, of course, is a
former governor, I'm a former governor --we are very respectful of the state's responsibility.
Every state constitution requires free public education for all children in the state. That's a state
responsibility. The federal role is very important in this country in this education era-information
era, and certainly our role we think is very important.

The conservatives, if there's anything that they are clear about, is to emphasize the
basics. That is in education terms, that is the clearest message -- one of the clear messages you
get from strong conservative parents, is to emphasize the basics. That's what we're doing, and
that's why this is, in my judgment, something that I think is going to be uniformally accepted and
even demanded by conservative parents. They want to know how their children are doing on the
basics. And as the President said, reading is reading, and math is math, and that is a clear
demarcation of the very basic basics in education.

Q On a different subject, I think we'd be remiss if we didn't ask you about the
campaign finance controversy that's going on. Specifically, do you think in perfect 20-20
hindsight that it would have been better if Maggie hadn't taken that check -- or rejected the
check and said, hey, just bring that down the street to the DNC?



MRS. CLINTON: Oh, I think as the President said on Friday, in retrospect, I'm sure
that she wishes that's what she had done. But many of you know Maggie and she's an honorable
and courteous person, and what she did is legal and proper under the prevailing rules. But given
the concern that it raised, I'm sure she wishes she had said, go mail it or go walk it over yourself.

Q Do you wish she had done that?
MRS. CLINTON: Oh, for her sake, certainly, yes.

Q Do you wonder, or have you wondered how it was that this fellow, Johnny Chung,
came to sort of apparently camp out in your outer office, hoping that he would see you, chatting
up the staff, there for reasons that were not apparently readily apparent to anyone there? What
happened?

MRS. CLINTON: Well, I think that my staff is a polite and courteous group, and
certainly has over the last four years been very willing to be courteous to people who came into
the White House or who had business they said in the White House or the Old Executive Office
Building. And if you were there, I guess the only way I can explain it is that that's what they
thought they were doing, is being courteous.

Q And may I just ask how it was that he came to be admitted so often?

MRS. CLINTON: I don't know that. I don't know anything about that. But it wasn't
only people in my office who admitted him, as I'm sure you know; other people did as well. And
I really don't know anything about why or under what circumstances.

Q Well, given the whole campaign and the Lincoln Bedroom and all of the things -- the
revelations and may even be sort of deflecting from the issues you're trying to promote, it seems
to be -- what would you do differently in retrospect? I mean, do you have any regrets? Did you
talk to these people at midnight in the Lincoln Bedroom?

MRS. CLINTON: We certainly did, Helen. I mean, I think that -- I'd say a couple of
things about that. First of all, anyone who knows my husband knows that he enjoys people, he
counts thousands, if not hundreds of thousands of people among his friends. He likes spending
time with people. When we arrived here at the White House, I think we were overwhelmed by
the honor of living here and by the history that happened here, and we were excited to share it
with a lot of people. And we did.

We invited friends of longstanding, people we wanted to get to know better, public
officials that -- well, Secretary Riley spent the night here with his father. It was something that --

SECRETARY RILEY: A confession is in order, I think.

MRS. CLINTON: It was something that we really felt privileged about being able to
share with people who felt the same regard and valued this house the way I think Americans do.



We also invited hundreds of thousands of people to events here at the White House of all kinds.
You've covered many of them. And so when I look at people asking questions about why did
you have these people spending the night, it, to me, was a very natural part of who my husband
is and who are friends are and who people that he wants to talk to are. And he would, oftentimes
when he heard somebody was in town or might be on the way to Washington, say, gosh, I'd love
to see him or her and talk to them, which he did with Dick Riley's father. And during
the day, because he worked so amazingly hard, there wasn't time. But if they'd stay up and stick
it out, he could come and talk to them at 10:00 p.m. or 11:00 p.m. or 12:00 a.m. or 1:00 a.m. in
the morning. And he did on countless occasions. These are people that he enjoyed being able to
give tours to -- I cannot tell you how many times, in the middle of the night, we'd be walking up
and down the ground floor or the first floor, and the President would be talking about the
significance of a portrait, or what happened in this room. Anyone who has ever spent any time
with him knows that he just reveres living here. But I hope everyone knows how gregarious and
truly outgoing he is, that he would want to share that with as many people as possible.

SECRETARY RILEY: Since my name came up -- (laughter) -- I had -- my father was
93 years old and was really beginning to slip. He was very close friends with the President and
the President asked him to come spend the night. And so we came with him, and it was a great
gesture.

Q Mrs. Clinton, do you fell confident there was no blurring of the lines on your side,
whether it was the stop in Guam which has been written about, or anything subsequently? And
have you taken any additional steps beyond what the White House has to ensure some things be
done differently in the future?

MRS. CLINTON: Well, I think that the President has pretty much outlined what people
will be thinking about in the future, and certainly no one likes to be held up for any kind of
public inquiry, and nobody did anything that they thought was wrong at the time or that they
were advised was wrong. So, that certainly nobody did anything that was improper, but nobody
wants to raise even the shadow of a doubt about what is or is not appropriate behavior. So
that's why, even for actions that are within the realm of propriety and legality, that it's going to be
common sense to be much more careful so that nobody does anything that can raise any
questions.

Q Mrs. Clinton, on Johnny Chung, I believe the record shows that on 21 of the 50
occasions he was here, he was, in fact, cleared through your office. Are you saying you don't
know why any of those 21 events occurred, other than a courteous staff?

MRS. CLINTON: 1don't know. I don't keep track with who is waved into the White
House. That's not something I have any knowledge of. And I don't know what he was telling
anybody or what he was asking anybody. I just don't have any knowledge of that.

Q Could I just ask, did it ever occur to you, since this is your house as well, who are
these people -- the ones that perhaps Ann Lewis described as not yet friends? That's a curious
locution.



MRS. CLINTON: Well, we knew everybody who was invited. We may not have been
the best of friends with everybody, we may not have known everybody for 30 or 40 years, but we
knew everybody who was invited. And some we knew very well and some we were just getting
to know. But they were all people that the President wanted to spend time with. And he did.

Q Mrs. Clinton, do you know specifically who in your office admitted Mr. Chung?
MRS. CLINTON: I wouldn't -- I don't know anything about that.

Q -- Vice President's acknowledged making some fundraising phone calls, and the
President said he couldn't quite rule that out on himself. Did you make any of those kind of
phone calls yourself during the campaign?

MRS. CLINTON: I do not recall making any, but I'm not going to say absolutely never.
I just don't ever recall being asked to make any; I don't recall making any.

Q Were you involved in fundraising?

MRS. CLINTON: I certainly was, and I'm very pleased that I was, Helen. I think that
there's a tendency to fast-forward through what was going on in '94 and '95 that made all of us
who believed in what the President was doing and what the odds were against the policies that
he had been championing, to be as hard-working and enthusiastic as we could about trying to
help him with his agenda. And that included many things. It was many, many speeches; it was
many, many events. And it was also trying to help raise money for the message that the President
wanted to try to get out.

Because when I think back on that period, it is very clear in my mind as I think back, that
the Gingrich revolution, the Contract on America, all of that was going full-blast, and the
message about deficit reduction and the crime bill and gun control and education and the
environment was just getting swallowed up -- so that the President's agenda, those of us who
supported it, thought was right for the country.

Q It never occurred to you that some of this money might be coming from foreign
sources?

MRS. CLINTON: No, it never occurred to me. But, Helen, I didn't have any
responsibility for keeping up with any of that.

Q Can I ask one non-campaign question before we go back on policy, although not
totally related to education? On welfare reform -- did you see the article in the Atlantic that
Peter Edelman wrote about Bill Clinton's biggest mistake? If you didn't see it, you must have
clearly been familiar with the argument of both Marian Wright Edelman. They are such close
friends and this has been an issue that has been so close to you -- I was curious to your reaction
when people who are longtime friends and longtime ideological soulmates make criticism that



direct about administration policy. How do you react to that and how do you respond to those
people?

MRS. CLINTON: Well, I respect their opinion, because they have earned the right to
express an opinion. They have worked, both of them, very hard over many years on behalf of the
underlying social and economic problems that cause people to be impoverished and have less
opportunities than we'd want them to have. And this was an honest disagreement, and I have no
bad feeling at all about that. We just see differently the way to the same objective.

There's no doubt in my mind that we all want to give people the tools of opportunity
including education so that they can make good decisions in their own lives. The question is,
how do we get there, and sometimes people who agree on goals will disagree on process or
steps to be taken.

Some of your questions about the test suggest legitimate concern -- what will happen
when this test is given and people don't do well. I'm very concerned about that. But having
thought it through for many years, I don't see any other way. And the President has become the
leading spokesman for saying we have to do this in order to get to the goal we all want. And I
feel the same way about welfare.

Q Well, you supported his signing.

MRS. CLINTON: Yes, I did.

Q You never said that at the time, though. [ mean, you were very silent.
MRS. CLINTON: Oh, yes, I did.

Q Did you?

MRS. CLINTON: Oh, yes, I did. I said that I supported his signing. I had problems
with certain sections of the bill; I said that at the time as well. But we are in a new era of
working out the relationships in our society and certainly understanding the role of government
and creating conditions in which people have a maximum chance to flourish and make their own
way in life. And I'm not sure that any of us know exactly what's going to work, so that we're all
trying as hard as we can to make the best decision based on the evidence we have available to us.
And we have to be flexible and we have to be willing to take evidence like the results of tests and
make hard decisions and try to do better. And we have to take evidence like what happens when
welfare reform is implemented and what happens to the children, particularly, and make sure that
we have plans to be able to deal with that.

But I think you have to proceed on the assumption that we are trying to get to the same
goal. And that's why I have absolutely no argument with people who say, that's not how I would
have done it. And I think we have to keep the dialogue going and keep open to what critics who
are acting in good faith are saying, so that we can try to do a better job.



THE PRESS: Thank you
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