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President

September 11, 2001 will go down in history as a time of
tragedy and, I hope, the start of a time of solidarity, reflection,
enlightenment and progress. As D.H. Lawrence once wrote,
“Tragedy is like strong acid—it dissolves away all but the very gold
of truth.” There is nothing like violence to promote peace, nothing
like destruction to rekindle development, nothing like ignorance
to prompt learning and nothing like cruelty to evoke tolerance. 

Today, we see the American flag being waved by millions of
people across the United States and in many other lands in an
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expression of common ideals and suffering for the loss of citizens
from 80 nations as well as our own. The terrorist attacks have
strengthened a global determination to fight blind and indiscrimi-
nate violence against civilians. The catastrophe has also united
Americans more than ever in recent memory and unleashed a
worldwide outpouring of sympathy. President Jacques Chirac of
France may have best summed up these feelings when he said, “We
bring you the total solidarity of France and the French people. It is
solidarity of the heart.”

The tragedy’s international death toll, which had echoes of the
2000 U.S. Census, has made it very clear that America is a nation
of nations. This gives us hope, for if we can better understand dif-
ferences among ourselves, we can better understand people in the
rest of the world—for they are us. Here in the U.S., as well as
abroad, it is imperative to expand understanding between the three
Abrahamic faiths, Judaism, Christianity and Islam, and between
other religions, as well. Indeed, there is a need for better under-
standing and dialogue even within the Muslim community itself,
here in the U.S. and abroad. Islam, after all, is not a monolith, but
represents a complex diversity of traditions and teachings on

virtue, justice, tolerance, violence, life and death.
As America contemplates its next steps, it is time to take a longer

view.  I believe that rising from the ashes of this disaster there is a new
sense of unity, urgency and  opportunity to continue our pursuit of
international peace through education and knowledge. After all, that
was the vision of Carnegie Corporation’s founder, Andrew Carnegie. 

Our founder’s vision continues to inspire our mission and our
programs, which, I believe, have never been more timely. It’s fitting,
then, that this year we are paying a centennial tribute to him. For it
was 100 years ago, on March 2, 1901, that Carnegie sold his steel
empire so as to concentrate his mind and his fortune, then one of the
world’s largest, on philanthropy. He invested the bulk of his fortune
in the pursuit of world peace and the promotion of greater knowl-
edge and understanding. Carnegie was sure of mankind’s needs for
peace and potential for enlightenment and progress—that is why he
directed his trustees to adjust their agenda once “war is discarded.” 

This December, representatives from institutions that Carnegie
created will gather to honor him and renew inspiration for the
future. Carnegie was a humanitarian on a worldwide scale and a
model for the great good a single person can still achieve. 

In just one of the many ways he addressed global concerns, he
created nearly two dozen institutions, whose names alone give a
sense of the breadth of his humanitarian vision: In addition to
Carnegie Corporation of  New York, he established Carnegie Hall,
the Carnegie Museums of Pittsburgh Institute, the Technical
Schools that became Carnegie Mellon University, Carnegie Trust
for the Universities of Scotland, Carnegie Institution of
Washington, Carnegie Dunfermline Trust in Scotland, Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, Carnegie United Kingdom
Trust and Carnegie Council on Ethics and International Affairs.
One of  Carnegie’s favorite causes was to honor heroes who risked
their lives, and often lost them, while saving, or attempting to save,
the lives of others. To recognize these unsung heroes and provide
financial assistance to their surviving families, he created the
Carnegie Hero Fund Commission in the United States, the
Carnegie Hero Fund Trust in the United Kingdom, Fondation
Carnegie in France, Carnegie Heltefund for Norge in Norway,
Fondation Carnegie pour les Sauveteurs in Switzerland, Carnegie
Heldenfonds in The Netherlands, Carnegiestiftelsen in Sweden,
Carnegie Belønningsfud for Heltemod in Denmark, Fondation
Carnegie in Belgium and Fondazione Carnegie in Italy

Like the United States’ motto, E Pluribus Unum—out of many,
one—Carnegie institutions have diverse roles but are united in
working for international peace through knowledge and under-
standing, while honoring individual acts of valor on behalf of
humanity, as well. We at Carnegie Corporation of New York look
forward to welcoming members of our extended family this winter
and  together celebrating the life and contributions of a great
Scotsman, an American and a citizen of the world.
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democracy. There is some truth to this claim, but
it is also true that at various moments in our his-
tory, significant numbers of Americans—black
slaves, native Indians, Catholic immigrants,
Chinese workers and Jewish tradesmen, to name
just a few—were thought to be too “other” to join
in the common enterprise. Diversity and discrimi-
nation have been linked throughout our history
more, perhaps, than we care to admit. Perhaps this
is unavoidable.  There are inescapable political and
philosophical tensions between, on the one hand,
a belief in human unity and, on the other, the real-
ity of differences and persistence of conflicts
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How can we live together? How can we live
together justly? 

Haven’t we, as Americans, already asked our-
selves these questions—and answered them? They
were forcefully addressed in the Constitutional
amendments after the Civil War that abolished slav-
ery, provided equal protection under the law and
guaranteed all citizens, regardless of race, the right
to vote. Although these principles were slow to be
honored, and not seriously enforced until the
advent of court rulings and legislation stimulated by
the civil rights movement, it would seem that our
nation has finally rejected discrimination based on
race, ethnicity or national origin.  Today we view
ourselves as more tolerant, more welcoming of
diversity than at any time in our history.

In fact, this nation has had a complicated rela-
tionship to diversity. We have prided ourselves on
finding common ground in the midst of diversity;
we have based our claim to being exceptional
among nations on having established a nation
rooted not in ties of blood, ancestry, nationality or
religion but on the shared belief in an ideal: liberal

d ensusC2000
In the year 2000, for the first time in its 200-year history, the U.S.

Census allowed people to state that they were of more than one race.

Here, Kenneth Prewitt, who directed that census, comments on issues

raised for the nation by the new “multiple-race” option.

by
K E N N E T H
P R E W I T T

Kenneth Prewitt is currently dean of the Graduate Faculty
of Political and Social Science at the New School
University.  He was previously director of the U.S. Census
Bureau. He has also served as president of the Social
Science Research Council, and was, for ten years, senior
vice president of the Rockefeller Foundation, where he
directed the international Science-Based Development
Program involving activities in Asia, Africa and Latin
America.  He has taught at the University of Chicago,
Stanford University, Columbia University, Washington
University, the University of Nairobi, and Makerere
University (Uganda).
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racial group? Is “white” one race or a
residual category for everyone not
noticeably something else? Resolving
these issues justly is a challenge for our
fractious politics.

Or perhaps we won’t go this route
at all. Perhaps there will be a move-
ment toward dismantling racial and
ethnic classifications altogether. That
possibility also leaves a host of uncom-
fortable issues in its wake, not least of
which is the future of civil rights. If
diversity and discrimination have so
often been joined together in Ameri-
can history, will the pairing grow
weaker or stronger—will racism and
nativism wax or wane—as we become
more diverse? 

It is the task of a liberal democracy
to keep reflecting on the inescapable
tension between unity and diversity, to
ask, for each fresh set of conditions:
How can we live together? How can 

every language. Not in recorded history
has there been a nation so demographi-
cally complex. So it falls to us, the
American citizens of the 21st century, to
fashion, from this diversity, history’s first
“world nation.”

Since the first census in 1790,
which recognized only a few popula-
tion categories—free whites, other free
people and slaves—those who count
and classify us have tried to keep up
with changing demographic realities.
But looking to the future, how will we
deal with our extraordinary and ever-
growing diversity? Will newly arriving
groups be counted and sorted in some
yet-to-be-designed racial and ethnic
taxonomy? If so, the issues to be
worked out are daunting: will Sudan-
ese refugees, for example, be assigned
to the same “race” as seventh-genera-
tion African Americans? Will Arab
Americans become an independent
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among multiple cultures, ethnicities,
nationalities, religions and languages. 

In this country, while we have lived
together, it has not always been peace-
fully. It has not always been justly. And
there is no guarantee that we will do so in
the coming decades. There are issues to be
confronted, particularly those raised by
the recently completed national census.  

Census 2000 and 
Liberal Democracy

Since the nation’s founding we have
counted and classified ourselves every
ten years—but it is not until the 2000
census that Americans were given the
opportunity to declare themselves as
being of more than one race. This may
appear to be a technical adjustment in
how we classify racial groups, but the
“multiple-race” option on the census
form goes to the core of the tension
between unity and diversity. The multi-
ple-race option, I suggest, has set off
tremors that signal a political and social
earthquake to come. 

This earthquake will occur against a
backdrop of far-reaching shifts in the
nation’s demography.  We are in the early
stages of diversifying our population in a
manner historically unprecedented.  We
start with the fact that the foreign born
cohort of our population is now ten per-
cent. This may not seem significant:
after all, as a frontier nation built upon
immigration, we have always had high
levels of foreign-born people living
within our borders, with rates occasion-
ally rising well above ten percent. Our
liberal democracy has adjusted itself
accordingly, embracing both assimila-
tion and accommodation. Certainly
there have been rough moments, yet we
have generally found ways to work
through them.

But something new is underway.
The 19th and early 20th century immi-
gration patterns transformed a nation
initially based on a northern European

population into one that became
pan-European. A nation that
started the 19th century as a Prot-
estant stronghold ended it as an amal-
gam of Protestants, Catholics and Jews.
This transformation, though consequen-
tial, was qualitatively different from the
situation that we now face.  The U.S. has
become home to people
from, literally, every civiliza-
tion and of every national-
ity, and speaking almost

will the pairing  
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we live together justly? A quick histori-
cal tour, focused on America’s continu-

ous demographic transformation,
helps to frame these ques-

tions for today. 

The Demographic 
Journey to Independence

It is tempting to think of our demo-
graphic history as one of self-selected
immigration, starting with the first set-
tlers and followed by successive waves
of immigrants drawn by the promise of
religious tolerance, political freedom
and economic opportunity. As we are

all aware, that’s only part of the story.
Our demographic history is also about
conquest, purchase and the slave trade.
Not everyone who became “American”
did so voluntarily.

In 1500, the land mass that is today
the U.S. was home to approximately 3.5
million native Indians belonging to 17
major language groups. Population den-
sities were very low, with the largest pop-
ulation groups situated in the coastal
areas of the Northwest. Once Europeans
arrived, contact with their diseases, espe-
cially smallpox, began to reduce native
populations, as did the fact that
Europeans had guns, making settlers
almost always the superior force in war-
ring encounters. Indian groups along the
Atlantic Coast, where the earliest settlers
established themselves, were particularly
vulnerable. By the time that the first U.S.
census was taken in 1790, native Indians
living in the 13 recently formed states

comprised only 1.2 percent of the total
population. Three centuries of imported
diseases, colonization and genocide had
reduced to a tiny fraction the Native
Americans’ share of the new nation’s
population.

Involuntary immigration—the slave
trade—was a second factor in the
nation’s early demographic history.
Slavery reached the Caribbean Islands in
1501 and was first recorded in the
colonies in 1619 with the arrival of a
single African American male, slave to a
Jamestown family. Over the next 30
years, the slave population of the

colonies grew to around 50,000, largely
concentrated in Virginia and Massach-
usetts, and the numbers were still 
rising. Between 1670 and 1700, for
instance, the black population increased
five-fold while the white population
only doubled. When the first census was
taken, slaves were the second largest
demographic group in the new nation,
comprising 19% of the population. 
(see below.)

The largest group counted in the
1790 census was, of course, from the
British Isles. The English, Welsh,
Scottish and Irish comprised nearly
three million of the almost four million
people counted in the first national cen-
sus. Another ten percent of the popula-
tion was northern European, primarily
Dutch and German. (All of these groups
also overwhelmingly shared the same
Protestant faith.) But things were about
to change.

The 19th Century 
as a Story of Immigration

Demographically, the 19th century
started quietly. Social and political
observers considered the new U.S. to be
a stable society. Its population, now set-
tled for several generations, had shared
colonialism, independence and the

birth of the republic. These shared
experiences had, presumably, melded
the population into one nation, one
people—excepting, of course, the slaves
and the native Indians.

But the nation was less demograph-
ically formed, less finished than both its
citizens and outside commentators may
have thought. Immigrants—though
that term was not yet in use—were
beginning to crowd into cities on the
eastern seaboard. Although the most
astute of social commentators, Alexis de
Tocqueville, did not focus on immigra-
tion, there is a telling passage in his clas-
sic treatise, Democracy in America. He
noted that recent immigrants, mostly
Irish, were, to his way of thinking, a
lower class that brought the threat of
mob rule to America. “Living in a
country of which they are not citizens,”
de Tocqueville wrote, “they are ready to
take advantage of all the passions that

If diversity and discrimination have 
often been joined together in American history,

 growweaker 
or stronger as we grow more diverse?

The Census of 1790
(Demographic groups by percent of population)

British 70%
Other Northern European 10%
African 19%
Native Indian 1% 



Holland to the American shores. By
1850, the Roman Catholic Church was
the largest denomination in the country,
though Catholics were still less numer-
ous than all the Protestant denomina-
tions combined.

It was in 1850 that the census first
introduced the distinction between
native- and foreign-born Americans.
When the census results were tallied,
they showed, then as now, that the for-
eign-born concentrated in urban areas:
more than half of New York City’s pop-
ulation was foreign born, with similar
high proportions in Chicago, Milwau-
kee, Detroit, St. Louis and New
Orleans.

Living together amidst all this diver-
sity did not come easily. In the eastern

U.S., the nativist Know-Nothing Party
led an anti-Catholic cry.  “Romanism,”
it was feared, would undermine Protes-
tant Puritanism on which the nation
had constructed its moral and political
identity.  The effort by nativists to close
down immigration was opposed by eco-
nomic interests: factory owners needed
workers, as did the railroads pushing
across the country.  The frontier was
there to be settled, and shipping inter-
ests benefited from the huge cross-
Atlantic traffic.  Economic interests pre-
vailed.  Immigration continued, though
naturalization was not made easy.  

The middle of the 19th century also
saw a sharp upsurge in the arrival of
Asian immigrants on the West Coast.
They were drawn to the “Mountain of
Gold,” where work in the mines and on
the railroads offered economic returns
unheard of in China and Japan. The
“coolie” labor trade was beneficial to the
American economy, but in the case of
the Chinese, for example, only men and
not women were allowed to come to the
U.S. to work. This was to prevent
Chinese from being born in America,
thereby becoming citizens. In many
additional ways, patterns of discrimina-
tion and anti-immigration sentiment
directed at Catholics in the eastern U.S.
repeated themselves on the West Coast.
Asians, denied the protections of citi-
zenship, were poorly paid, badly treated
and sometimes violently attacked.  In
the first instance of closing our borders
to immigrants, the Chinese Exclusion
Act of 1882 and successor laws stopped
Chinese immigration; the 1907 “Gent-
leman’s Agreement” between the U.S.
and Japan to discourage emigration had
a similar effect on the flow of Japanese.
These policies reflected both racist views
and fears of wage competition in a mix-
ture that came to dominate immigration
policy for decades. 

Even more dramatic population
shifts resulted from the next wave of

6

agitate it.”  He wrote that social order
could best be preserved through a
national military force that was “inde-
pendent of the people of the cities and
able to restrain their excesses.” 

De Tocqueville was giving early
voice to nativist sentiments, in full cry

Census by Race Categories: A Sampling

1790 Free white males of 16 years and upward, including heads of families under 16 years

Free white females, including heads of famiies

All other free persons

Slaves

1830
and 1840a

Free white persons: males, divided into 13 age cohorts
Free white persons: females, divided into 13 age cohorts

Slaves: males, divided into 6 age cohorts
Slaves: females, divided into 6 age cohorts

Free colored persons: males, divided into 6 age cohorts
Free colored persons: females, divided into 6 age cohorts

y e a r r a c e  c at e g o r y

1890
1990

Reprinted with permission from: Who Counts? by Margo J. Anderson and Stephen E. Feinberg ©1999 Russell Sage Foundation.
Source: Wright and Hunt 1900, passim; U.S. Bureau of the Census 1979, 1993a
a The federal government used a two-sided schedule: in 1830, the age/sex breakdowns for Whites were on the front of the schedule and
those for slaves and the free colored on the back; in 1840, the age/sex breakdowns for Whites and free colored were on the front of the
schedule and those for slaves were on the back.
Note: The categories are given in the order they appeared on the schedule.  If abbreviations were used, the abbreviation is listed.
Otherwise, the full term is written out.

White Black mulatto, quadroon, octoroon, Chinese, Japanese, Indian

White Black Indian (Amer), Eskimo, Aleut, Chinese, Filipino, Hawaiian, Korean,
or Negro Vietnamese, Japanese, Asian Indian, Samoan, Guamanian, 

Other API, Other race

by mid-century, which started from the
premise that the first settlers were not
themselves  “immigrants” and were now
the true Americans.  Immigrants, by
this view, were not only altogether dif-
ferent, they were something to be con-
cerned about—particularly because of
their ever-expanding numbers. Still,
they kept coming, reducing the numer-
ical domination of British stock and
greatly contributing to the growth of
the population. Fewer than four million
people were counted in the first census;
nearly 92 million were recorded in
1910, on the eve of World War I. And
with growth came diversity, including a
religious diversity not welcome to the
country’s original Protestant base. 

In the early 19th century, Roman

Catholics, especially from Ireland, began
to arrive in large numbers, generally
escaping economic deprivation more
than religious persecution. Emigration
was further stimulated by political tur-
moil in northern Europe, sending peo-
ple from Germany, France, Belgium and
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immigration, which began about 1880,
peaking in the years before WW I.  It
was during this period that immigra-
tion from northern Europe fell sharply
to be replaced by large numbers of
arrivals from southern and Eastern
Europe, including the first large wave of
Jewish immigrants. 

Across the 19th and into the 20th
century, learning to live together did not
proceed smoothly. Anti-Catholicism,
anti-Semitism and anti-Asian views fit
easily into the beliefs and practices of the
descendents of the settlers who viewed
the Mediterranean, Jewish, Negroid and
Oriental races—the terms used during
those years—as inferior to those of
Anglo stock. These attitudes were fueled
by psuedo-scientific racist theories such
as Social Darwinism and eugenics,
which came into vogue in this era; the
former suggested that the poor were
deservedly so while the latter would
advance racial purity through selective
reproduction. Racist quotas in the restri-
ctive immigration laws passed in the
1920s were the culmination of four
decades of efforts to legally control
immigration and represented a last gasp
effort to reestablish the dominance of
the  “better” race that had founded the
Republic. But it was too late. The coun-
try had little choice but to try to figure
out how it could become a pan-
European nation.

Immigrants came to America volun-
tarily. The same cannot be said for
groups added to the population through
purchase or conquest.  Even though the
slave trade was terminated in the early
19th century, the slave population con-
tinued to grow through reproduction.
The Civil War may have emancipated
the slaves but it did not extend full civic
membership.  Social segregation, eco-
nomic discrimination, second-class citi-
zenship, all sanctioned in law, continued
a carefully tiered system of civic mem-
bership based on race.

Other wars of the 19th century
played their part in demographic
change. The Indian Wars that opened
the West to European settlers further
reduced and relocated the native Indian
populations. Other military action
added new lands in the Southwest and a
new population group: by the end of the
Mexican-American War in 1848, the
U.S. had acquired its first large Mexican
population—about 80,000 people. The
Spanish-American War in 1889 added
the Puerto Rican islands and their peo-
ple. When Hawaii was annexed in 1898,
its native Pacific Islander population also
became “Americans.” 

Along with territorial wars, land
purchase altered our demography.
Thomas Jefferson’s vast Louisiana Purc-
hase in 1803 added a French settler
population; William Henry Seward’s
purchase of the Russian colony of
Alaska in 1867 added the Inuit, the
Kodiak and other Alaskan natives. 

While population increases result-
ing from conquest and purchase were
not large, relatively speaking, they did
add to the country’s demographic diver-
sity. In a pattern now familiar, this
diversity provided new opportunities
for discrimination in the labor market,
in housing and in the educational sys-
tem, which was as true for Hispanics as
it was for the ex-slave population.
Native Alaskans and Pacific Islanders
were given no more rights than were
Native American Indians, who were
denied citizenship until 1924. 

Out of all the new racial and ethnic
groups added to the U.S. population in
the 19th century, only those of
European origin were granted civic
membership.  Non-European peoples,
though living and working in the U.S.,
were “stateless”: they were without the
right to have rights. It is not until well
into the 20th century that the nation
finally takes up the issue of full civic
membership for all social groups. 

The Civil Rights Movement: 
In the 20th Century, New 
Changes, New Definitions

We do not normally think of the
civil rights movement (which is often
seen as beginning in 1955, when Rosa
Parks refused to give up her seat on a
Montgomery, Alabama bus) as central
to the nation’s demographic narrative,
but we should.  In many ways, it is the
20th century result of forces rooted in
19th century immigration, both volun-
tary and forced.  Under the banner of
civil rights, African Americans mounted
an offensive designed to bring about an
alignment of demography with democ-
racy. Courts and legislatures were
enlisted in what became a campaign to
end the injustice of exclusion. Thus, the
civil rights movement can be under-
stood as arising from a desire for unity,
rather than a celebration of diversity.
Many believed that discrimination
would be swept away when the princi-
ples of democracy were recognized by
all and applied equally to all citizens.

But as it turned out, discrimination
did not give way easily and, as a society,
we were soon enmeshed in unfamiliar
political and legal territory. Equal
opportunity came to mean proportion-
ate representation; the definition of
individual rights expanded to include
group rights; and the principles of
nondiscrimination were translated into
affirmative action. Discrimination,
which many had thought of as simply
the attitudes and actions of real estate
agents or employers or college admis-
sions officers or election clerks, proved
also to be embedded in residential seg-
regation patterns, wage rates, university
enrollments and the shape of election
districts.  In other words, it was some-
thing that could be measured. The
vocabulary of prejudice began to
include definitions of institutional
racism.  In the 20th century, statistical
proportionality—comparing the per-
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centage of the population that is minor-
ity with the percentage of that minority
working, for example, in the police
force, or participating in higher educa-
tion or living in desirable housing—
became the weapon of choice in
advancing the goals of the civil rights
movement. This gave the census an
even more central role to play in the
nation’s civic and political life because
statistical proportionality cannot be
assessed without a count of how many
members of various racial and ethnic
groups are living in the U.S.  Thus the
story of the census in the 20th century
also becomes one of racial taxonomy. 

Sorting by Race 
in the U.S. Census

In 1790, the census divided the res-
ident population of the U.S. into three
racial groups: free whites, slaves and all
other free persons (native American
Indians). No census since has been
without a question on race, a distinc-
tion shared with only two other popula-
tion characteristics: age and gender.
How we have measured these two traits
has been stable across two centuries—
after all, we know what those traits
mean.  Not so with race; it has been
measured dozens of different ways.
Racial categories have been added or
dropped depending on prevailing polit-
ical beliefs. Over the years, this situa-
tion has led to a steady expansion in the
number of racial categories listed on the
census form, a pattern, as we shall
shortly see, that repeats itself with a
vengeance in the 2000 census.

In the 1820 census, for instance, we
first added “free colored persons” to the
racial classification scheme. After the
Civil War, there was interest in “shades
of color,” and the census classified people
as mulatto (the offspring of a black per-
son and a white person), quadroon (one-
quarter black ancestry) and octoroon
(one-eighth black ancestry). In 1890,

Asians were counted in the census,
which listed separate categories for
Chinese and Japanese. Filipinos, Koreans
and Hindus (confusing a religion with a
race) were counted in 1920.  Hawaiian
and Part Hawaiian appeared on the
1960 census form, as did Aleut and
Eskimo, in each instanced recognizing
that the newest states in the Union had
introduced further diversity.   Mexican
as a category appeared in 1930, then
was dropped to be replaced by a ques-
tion on Hispanic origin. 

Why has the way we count and sort
by race always been such a volatile

issue? Because throughout American
history, starting with the 1790 census, a
classification of racial groups has been
used to regulate relations among the
races and to support discriminatory
policies designed to protect the numer-
ical and political supremacy of 
white Americans of European ancestry.
Throughout the 19th and the first half
of the 20th century, the racial classifica-
tion system separated those entitled to
full participation in national life from
those whose race or national origin was
cause for exclusion. Slavery itself,
including the attempt to balance admis-
sion to the Union of slave and free
states in the first half of the 19th cen-
tury, is one such instance. So also—to
give just a few other examples—were
the forced relocation of native Ameri-
cans to reservations;  “Jim Crow” laws
that discriminated against black
Americans; racially motivated immigra-
tion quotas; and the interning of
Japanese Americans in detention camps

after the attack on Pearl Harbor.
Even today, as modern biology

provides mounting evidence that race
is not a scientifically meaningful way
to sort and classify, we find it hard to let
go of racial divisions.   The civil rights
legislation of the 1960s gave fresh
momentum to racial measurement.  In
the latter part of the 20th century, using
the same tool previously wielded to
deny rights, groups historically discrim-
inated against began to use racial meas-
urement to achieve full civic member-
ship. The nation was called upon to
explain why there were—proportion-

ately speaking—few members of minor-
ity groups heading major corporations,
or at the helm of universities or being
elected to political office; or why there
were more people of color in prisons and
receiving harsher sentences than their
white counterparts committing similar
offenses. The basic logic of racial taxon-
omy was easily extended—as it was for
women’s rights and the rights of the
handicapped—to encompass the idea
that disproportionate representation
implied a glass ceiling or other racially
based barriers to full access that had to be
eliminated.

The racial taxonomy that gave rise
to statistical proportionality as a tool of
governance was based on a small num-
ber of discrete categories—white, black
and Indian. Asians were then added
and, in 1970, “Hispanic” was included
as an ethnic category. By 1990, every
resident of America, according to the
census, could be sorted into one of five
main racial groups: White, African

Over the years, racial 
categories have been 

added or dropped depending on  
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American, Native Indian/ Native
Alaskan, Asian, or Other. There were
Asian sub-groups, but these were com-
bined as one Asian category. Impor-
tantly, being of Spanish/Hispanic origin
was treated in 1990, and again in 2000,
as an ethnic and not a racial distinction;
a person of Hispanic origin could be of
any race.

Census 2000 introduced a dramatic
change in our racial classification sys-
tem. It allowed Americans to define
themselves as being of multiple race.
From now on, as far as the government
is concerned, you don’t have to try to
shoehorn yourself into one discrete
racial group: you can belong to two,
even three, four or five. 

How did this happen? What does
this mean for how we live together? 

It happened because Americans
who viewed themselves as being of
more than one racial group, or who had
married someone of a different race and
had children, felt it was discriminatory

that Census 2000 would give
Americans the right to check more than
one racial category. 

Where We Are Now
Although the race question on the

2000 census form seems to allow for as
many as 15 separate groups, because of
the number of Asian sub-groups listed,
in fact the basic classification system rec-
ognizes only six categories: White, Black,
Asian, Native Indian/Native Alaskan,
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and
Other Race. In terms of basic categories,
one difference between 1990 and 2000
is that Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
is treated as a separate racial group rather
than as part of a more inclusive Asian
group.  

It is a second difference that leads to
multiple-race responses. In permitting
respondents to mark “one or more,” the
census sets up the possibility of 63 dis-
crete racial groups. This is the number
of permutations that occur when six cat-

egories can be combined in any way one
chooses. Hispanic/non-Hispanic, an
ethnic distinction for the purpose of the
census, divides the entire population
into two additional categories, allowing
for 126 possible racial/ethnic groupings. 

The instruction to “mark one or
more races” is staggering in its implica-
tions. Though not that many persons
identified as multiple-race—fewer than
7 million, or 2.4 percent of the popula-
tion, did so and the rate was twice as
high for children as it was for adults—
demographers expect the numbers to
continue to grow as interracial marriages
occur and as people become more com-
fortable with the multiple-race option.

What is staggering is that the nation
moved suddenly, and with only minimal
public understanding of the conse-
quences, from a limited and relatively
closed racial taxonomy to one that has
no limits.  In the future, racial categories
will no doubt become more numerous.
And why not? What grounds does the
government have to declare “enough is
enough?” When there were only three or
even four or five categories, maybe
“enough is enough” was plausible.  But
how can we decide, as a nation, that
what we allow for on the census form of
today—63 racial groups or 126 racial/
ethnic ones—is the “right” number?  It
can’t be, nor can any other number be
“right.”  There is no political or scientifi-
cally defensible limit.

Moreover, given that there is no sci-
entific basis to support racial divisions,
the federal government correctly insists
that one’s race is what one decides it is.
As far as the census is concerned—and
by extension, this also goes for the entire
official statistical system—race is a mat-
ter of “you are who you want to be.”
This invites the politics of identity based
on race and ethnicity, or it does 
as long as benefits are distributed 
in terms of such identities. Surely, 
additional groups will soon demand

to be forced to select only one
identity. Black mothers married
to white fathers, as well as many
other interracial couples, sent
photographs of their mixed
race children to the Office of
Federal Statistical Policy and
Standards (where the decision
would be made), pleading
for the chance to count
them for what they were—
multiracial. The cause was
right, the pressure was
intense; eventually, the

government agreed

 prevailing political beliefs.
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separate  recognition and accommoda-
tion. Leaders in the Arab-American
community, for example, have expressed
strong interest in becoming a “racial
group” in the census.  

The future of racial measurement is
uncertain. The taxonomy based on

Census 2000 has both too many and
too few categories. There are too many
to support race-based policies that use
statistical proportionality but too few to
accommodate the pressures of identity
politics. Taxonomies with both too
many and too few categories are inher-
ently unstable.  The full significance of
this must be assessed in the context of
the demographic transformation now
underway in our country. To develop a
picture of these trends, we must return,
briefly, to our immigration narrative.

Late 20th Century Immigration
After the passage of restrictive

immigration laws in the 1920s, immi-
gration dropped off sharply; and those
who were allowed into the U.S. were
primarily from northern and western
European countries. These patterns

began to shift in the 1960s when, influ-
enced by the civil rights movement,
new and more liberal immigration laws
were enacted, including those based on
the moral claim of family reunification
and the humanitarian cause of admit-
ting political refugees. Immigrants from

Southeast Asia and, later, from Central
America, who owed their refugee status
to American military action, began
arriving in large numbers. Additional
changes in immigration law, respond-
ing, in part, to the need for farm labor
and service workers, offered legal status
to significant numbers of undocu-
mented aliens. Under pressure from
universities and technology companies,
Congress also increased selected cate-
gories of employment-based immigra-
tion to encourage hi-tech workers to
come to this country.

Taken together, these new criteria
have massively shifted the routes of world
immigration flowing into the U.S. In
1850, more than nine-out-of-ten foreign-
born residents were from Europe, and
this pattern held well into the 20th cen-
tury. As late as 1960, Europeans still com-

prised three-out-of-every-four foreign-
born Americans. But by 1997, more than
half of the foreign-born cohort of the
U.S. population was from Latin America
and more than a quarter from Asia.
Foreign-born Europeans have dropped to
fewer than one-in-five and will soon be a
tiny fraction of the foreign born. 

It is these census numbers that give
rise to the recent flood of media stories
announcing that by mid-century, Amer-
ica will be a minority-majority nation.
As convoluted—and misleading—as
that phrase is, it still points to the fact
that the U.S. is now more demographi-

As far as the  
concerned, race is a  

“You are 

Author Kenneth Prewitt in Alaska, kicking off the 2000 census.
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cally diverse than ever in its history.
This, I suggest, is why the nation

must yet again confront the questions,
How can we live together? How can we
live together justly? 

An Uncertain Future
Census 2000 marks a demographic

turning point. A radical change in how
we count and sort by race is interacting
with immigration patterns that are pro-
ducing escalating diversity.  Either of
these two factors taken by itself has
large and uncertain consequences. For
example: 
� We rely upon local, state and federal
government to lead the way in elimi-
nating discrimination in areas such as
education, employment, housing and
health care; to protect voting rights; to
stop racial profiling; and to safeguard
our civil liberties in dozens of other
ways. Equity in these areas, however,
has often depended upon the use of sta-
tistical proportionality, a tool that is



F a l l 2oo1 — c a r n e g i e  r e p o r t e r 11

being weakened as racial groups are
divided into more and more subcate-
gories. What methodology will we use
in its place? 
� Until recently, the economy has been
strong and unemployment low. Has this
created a national optimism about the
future that has outweighed the forces of
nativistic politics, or has the concept of
multiculturalism become so thoroughly
entwined with our image of the U.S.
that anti-immigration policies are now
largely discredited? We may not know
the answer to these questions until there
is a significant economic downturn and

economy but for the countries of origin
which may educate and then lose their
most skilled people. 
� Americans of European ancestry are
not reproducing at replacement levels;
neither are the native populations of
western European nations. If this trend
continues, the competition among
wealthier nations for foreign labor may
be fierce; in the struggle to find workers
to support growing economies, nations
that are hospitable to immigrants will
have an advantage. Under these condi-
tions, might how we can live together turn
out to be as much about gaining an eco-

group rights is an avenue to success, or
will they assimilate in a manner that
blurs rather than sharpens boundaries
between different groups?
� More generally, as today’s new immi-
grants gain citizenship and become
politically active, will they want more
or less to focus on their separate identi-
ties?  If the former, they will expect to
find their own place in the racial and
ethnic classification that has marked
our politics for two centuries.  And that
classification will get more fine-grained
and less usable.  But if they seek to escape
being measured as separate groups, they
risk antagonizing other groups that still
rely on statistical proportionality as a
tool to redress earlier wrongs.  For exam-
ple, will new African immigrants from
Somalia or Ghana want to be separately
measured, not measured at all, or be
included as African-Americans?  

For such questions there is no crys-
tal ball.  We cannot know if the changes
that are now inevitable will be marked
by tolerance and social order or by tur-
moil and violence.  History offers ample
evidence for both possibilities, suggest-
ing that we are likely to have some of
each. How can we live together justly? is
the question we again must ask. 

A century hence, historians will
record of the early 21st century whether
churches showed moral leadership or
retreated to dogma; whether universi-
ties provided intellectual clarity or
argued about disciplinary turf; whether
civic organizations went boldly into
new territory or hewed to the safe and
familiar; whether businesses recognized
the claims of social justice or saw only
the next quarter’s earning; whether
foundations were visionary or irrele-
vant; whether the political class was
courageous or succumbed to intimida-
tion; and, mostly, whether the public
demanded of itself and its leaders an
honest go at figuring out how we can,
in fact, live together—justly. �

government is 
matter of 
who you want to be.”

increased competition for low-end
employment opportunities. 
� The nation’s often celebrated religious
tolerance was originally based on 
differences within Protestantism, and 
only grudgingly extended to include
Catholics, Jews and Orthodox. There
are now swiftly growing numbers of
Muslims, Hindus, Buddhists and oth-
ers. Will religious tolerance be easily
extended,  or will we repeat one of the
darker chapters in our history?  
� Historically, immigrants arrive from
world regions that are poor or in tur-
moil. But with the advent of globaliza-
tion and internationally interdepend-
ent economies, there are new reasons to
emigrate and new needs on the part of
the U.S. to welcome skilled immi-
grants. Might educated technology
workers from more developed coun-
tries come to dominate immigration
flows to the disadvantage of poorer
workers from poorer countries?  If so,
there are implications not only for our

nomic edge as about social justice?
There are any number of such

issues, but as complicated as they are
they do not begin to tell the whole
story. What makes the future much
more challenging is our uncertainty
about the interaction between the two
transformations discussed in this
essay—the radical change in racial
measurement and classification and the
displacement of a European immigrant
stream with one that is Asian and Latin.
There is no historical reference point
for this dynamic.  For example: 
� The pressure on previous immigrant
groups was to assimilate, to become
“American,” when that meant to accept
that getting ahead depended on individ-
ual effort and merit—not group rights.
Identity politics have now been put into
the mix, primarily as a way to compen-
sate for the fact that some groups,
because of race or ethnicity, were denied
the normal routes of upward mobility.
Will new immigrants find that asserting
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As a young Muslim girl growing up in north-
ern Uganda, Barbara Wakooli knew the life
planned for her.  “I would be given away in mar-
riage early,” she explains.  “Maybe around 12, but
certainly no later than 15.  I would have many
children.  I would live in my village and be a good
wife and mother.”

For herself though, she harbored other dreams:
she wanted to go to school and maybe even become
a history teacher.  Until very recently, these would
have been almost impossible ambitions for Wakooli
and countless other girls like her growing up in sub-
Saharan Africa.  But today, because of recently initi-
ated affirmative action programs aimed at increas-
ing female student enrollment at Makerere
University in Kampala, Uganda, as well as at other
institutions across the region, Wakooli’s hopes for
her future have even begun to surpass her childhood
dreams.  Now 24, she is completing her third and

final undergraduate year of study at Makerere.  “I’m
looking forward to receiving my degree in philoso-
phy and history,” she reports, “and I’d like to go on
for my master’s degree.”

And she’s not the only one who’s ready to real-
ize her dreams.

In neighboring Tanzania, a dozen young women
sit in a large, half-moon-shaped lecture hall on the
lush green campus of the University of Dar es
Salaam.  They, too, are talking about their dreams.
In a few months, they will complete their undergrad-
uate studies: some plan to teach; others want to go

the

Providing Education
for Women and Girls in Africa
In sub-Saharan Africa, girls’ dreams of getting an education at the
university level are just beginning to become a reality.

by
W I L M A J E A N

E M A N U E L
R A N D L E

Wilma Jean Emanuel Randle is a freelance writer and
media consultant based in Dakar, Senegal, where for the
past three years she served as the director of The African
Women’s Media Center. A former business writer for the
Chicago Tribune she completed undergraduate studies
at Rosary College (River Forest, Ill.) and holds a master’s
degree in International Journalism from the University
of Southern California (Los Angeles).
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on for further study—maybe even a
Ph.D. These pioneering students are
members of the first class admitted to the
University of Dar es Salaam’s Faculty of
Science Pre-Entry Program which was
initiated in 1997 to help increase the
number of women majoring in the sci-
ences.  Admission is open to female stu-
dents who are academically qualified
overall, but who don’t have the scores
needed for entry into the science division.
Program participants are admitted condi-
tionally and enrolled in a six-week reme-
dial science course; if they pass an exam at
the end of the course, they are granted

for the spaces that are available in class-
rooms and for teachers’ attention. And
since schools often lack the resources
necessary to provide quality education to
their students, there is not much extra
available—materials, facilities or curricu-
lum—to specifically promote girls’ edu-
cational success. A lack of female teach-
ers who might serve as role models also
contributes to the problem.

Under these conditions, says Bertha
Koda, chairperson of the University of
Dar es Salaam’s Gender Dimension
Programme Committee and a lecturer in
the Institute of Development Studies,

ways to upgrade the overall quality of the
university, the Transformation Progr-
amme proposes plans to improve the sta-
tus and participation of female students
and teachers, with the goal of achieving
equity in staffing and enrollment at both
the graduate and undergraduate levels.

These changes are already having a
noticeable impact.  Female students at
the university now comprise 27 percent
of the total enrollment of 7,000, in
comparison with about 15 percent
before the Transformation Programme
was put in place.  In some departments,
increases in the number of female stu-

regular admission to the university.
Given the odds against them, the

fact that these young women—most of
whom come from families of modest
means—even made it as far as the uni-
versity level is a major feat.  For many of
them, from the time they reached school
age, the path to education was blocked
by poverty, a lack of resources and by
cultural attitudes holding that education
is wasted on girls because their ultimate
place in society is as a wife and mother.
Traditional practices such as marriage at
an early age and discrimination against
unmarried pregnant teens (once a young
girl gets pregnant she often is required to
quit school) all serve to push girls out of
the education system early.  For many
girls, even if they are allowed to go to
school, attitudes about “a girl’s place”
and her “duties” may require attention
to housework and child care that leaves
little time for studying.

Another, equally daunting barrier is
that there simply are not enough school
placements for students in general,
which results in severe overcrowding
and competition between boys and girls

“many African girls and young women
never even get the option of trying to
explore their potential.”

In an attempt to create new educa-
tional pathways for women, since 1993
the University of Dar es Salaam has
been revamping its policies and pro-
grams to help boost female enrollment
and to improve opportunities for
women throughout the university sys-
tem, all part of what it calls its
“Transformation Programme.”

The Faculty of Science’s Pre-Entry
Program is one of the initiatives
launched in conjunction with this
endeavor.  Others include a university-
wide affirmative action program aimed
at female students and the creation of a
faculty task force to examine a broad
spectrum of gender-related issues at
the university.

The underlying intent of the Univ-
ersity of Dar es Salaam’s Transformation
Programme—its first-ever attempt to
create a comprehensive operating blue-
print—is to frame a strategic vision for
the university that it can follow well into
the 21st century.  In grappling with

dents have been dramatic: in the 2000-
2001 academic years, the enrollment of
women in the Faculty of Arts increased
from 13 to 51 percent; in Law, it’s up
from 28 to 48 percent; and in the
Faculty of Medicine, enrollment has
risen from 8 to 25 percent.  In many of
the science-based faculties, however, the
same types of gains for women have not
been realized.

At Makerere University, efforts to
address gender imbalances have been
underway since 1990. That was the year
that the university implemented a gov-
ernment-initiated affirmative action
decree designed to promote girls’ access
to education at all levels; for Makerere,
this meant the decision to institute an
admissions policy that was supportive of
women, similar to the system being used
at Dar es Salaam.  And, after more than a
decade of internal debate on the subject,
in 1991 Makerere also took the bold step
of confirming its seriousness about
addressing concerns related to women,
gender and development by granting
approval for the establishment of the
Department of Women and Gender

Given the odds against them, the fact that these young  
come from families of modest means—even made it as far as the university  
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Studies—the first degree-granting
women’s studies department at a univer-
sity in sub-Saharan Africa.  The univer-
sity also established a Gender Main-
streaming Project, with the mission of
exploring concerns and raising awareness
about gender issues throughout the uni-
versity system and eventually developing
new gender-sensitive policies. At
Makerere, women now account for
about 35 percent of the university’s
nearly 17,000 students—up from 24
percent in 1989, the first year that the
university began tracking this figure.

Changes taking place at these two

all their people, including women, who
make up more than 50 percent of the
continent’s population.  Pressure from
bilateral funders that are also concerned
with gender equity—such as the Scand-
inavian nations and the U.S. Agency for
International Development—has also
had a significant effect.

While national governments may, in
principle, be supportive of gender-based
educational initiatives, the reality is that

ing closely with them to develop effec-
tive programs.”  To date, these have
included scholarships designed to
increase women’s access to undergradu-
ate education, efforts to mainstream
gender programs within universities and
promoting research into the roots of
gender inequity at African universities.

Implementing these programs and
revising policies to be more attuned to
gender-sensitive issues has not been

universities are reflective of an intensified
focus on the status of African women
socially and educationally, as well as on
their economic contribution to the
development of their countries.  (Perh-
aps the only continent-wide issue that is
receiving more attention than education
is the growing AIDS epidemic.) On an
international level, interest in women’s
issues can be traced, at least in part, from
the awareness generated by more than
two decades of international campaigns
and conferences such as the United
Nations Decade for Women (1975-
1985), the 1985 Third World Conf-
erence and the 1995 Fourth World
Conference on Women in, respectively,
Nairobi, Kenya and Beijing, China,
which put the spotlight on conditions
affecting women throughout the devel-
oping world. In Africa, efforts to
improve women’s status, particularly in
the area of education, have been shaped
around a growing understanding that in
order for the African continent to keep
pace with and even prosper in an
increasingly globalized marketplace,
nations will have to draw on the skills of

few African countries have the financial
resources to support and sustain major
programs in this area.  Recognizing this
fact, Carnegie Corporation of New
York has included a focus on women’s
participation in higher education as an
important part of its program strategy
aimed at strengthening African univer-
sities.  “Our investment in African uni-
versities,” explains Andrea Johnson, a
program officer in the Corporation’s
International Development Program,
“takes the form of an institutional
strengthening approach that integrates
the foundation’s concern with women’s
education. The Corporation has identi-
fied a few universities that are engaged
in self-directed innovation or reform,”
Johnson continues, “and we are work-

easy, even at institutions such as Dar es
Salaam and Makerere, where there is a
commitment to change.  At Makerere,
for example, even the name of its pio-
neering women’s studies department
was a battle, with some advocating for
“Women’s Studies” and others deter-
mined to see the department dubbed
“Gender Studies” as a way of acknowl-
edging its charge to address concerns
relating to both men and women.

Women faculty members who had
lobbied long and hard for the depart-
ment’s creation were having none of
that, recalls Florence Ebila, a professor
of literature at Makerere.  “We said that
we couldn’t just create a gender studies
department because we didn’t feel that
women’s issues had been addressed.”

Neema Omari and Eva Stesheni, first year students at the
University of Dar es Salaam.
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relates to female students.  This has also
led to more open discussion about gen-
der bias, sexual harassment and other
issues that may negatively affect young
women’s ability to fully participate in
campus life. While the University of Dar
es Salaam and Makerere University each
have implemented written policies
against sexual harassment and have cre-
ated programs designed to offer counsel-
ing and support to students on gender-
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Finally, she explains, a compromise was
reached, and the department is now
called “Women and Gender Studies.”

At the University of Dar es Salaam,
proposed changes triggered a major inter-
nal debate, reports M.H. Nkuyana, the
university’s chief academic officer.
“When we talked about developing a
strategic plan for the university’s future,
the majority of the faculty were against
it,” he says. “Some said that because this

gram, he explains that his experiences at
the university have given him a new
appreciation of the complexities of gen-
der-related matters.  Now, he says, when
he graduates, he hopes to be able to
work on issues involving gender and
national development.

Still, not everyone is convinced that
focusing so much attention on creating
a better educational environment in
universities—for men and women—is
the most important thing to worry
about when the perception in most
African countries is that only the elite
will have access to higher education.

There is also a concern that needed
resources will be expended on improv-
ing universities when education in the
lower grades is also in dire need of
improvement.

A recently completed Ford Foun-
dation study entitled The Education
Pipeline in East Africa, which examined
the link between the elementary grades
and university education in three East
African countries—Uganda, Kenya and
Tanzania—reported troubling findings
that speak to conditions affecting many
other African nations, as well.  Among
the study’s conclusions are the fact that
the education pipeline in East Africa is
deeply inequitable and of extremely
poor quality; that government  commit-
ments to provide “education for all”
have not been met; that educational
opportunity in the three countries is
highly stratified; that decent schooling is
increasingly the preserve of a small elite
and that education reinforces and inten-
sifies existing disparities in society. The
report sums up this state of affairs as
unacceptable on its own terms and as
seriously detrimental to the realization

is an academic institution, not a com-
pany, there was no need for what they
viewed as a corporate strategic plan. But
people like our Vice Chancellor and
some other key staff members didn’t let
the opposition discourage them.  Now,
as things have turned out, everyone is
very supportive of the plan. “But,” he
says, “in the beginning it was very, very
difficult.”  The strategic plan, approved
in 1994, also turned out to be an impor-
tant victory for university staff concerned
with gender equity because issues relat-
ing to promoting women’s education
were an integral part of the overall plan.

At both universities, the focus on
women has resulted in a closer examina-
tion of the overall quality of life at the
university and its environment, as it

related issues, discrimination is still a
concern, even if it is often manifested in
ways that are not as blatant as in the past.

Problems in this area often stem
from ideas about what is still considered
culturally “acceptable,” even in a univer-
sity setting.  For instance, in many
African societies, women are encouraged
to be quiet and reserved, so a talkative
and assertive female student might find
herself being ridiculed by her male
counterparts.  In addition, “Some men
feel that there is too much attention
being placed on women’s problems, and
that women are being given unfair
advantages,” says John Paul Agaba, a
second-year student at Makerere.  But as
one of several young men now majoring
in the Women and Gender Studies pro-

Students in the Pre-Entry Science Program at University of
Dar es Salaam.

”For the sake of Africa’s
is not an option— it’s a  
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of basic national development, human
rights, social cohesion and democracy.

The significance of the situation for
higher education is also clear. Consu-
ltation findings and research evidence
confirm that the quality, equity, per-
formance and effectiveness of higher
education are inextricably bound to the
condition of the pipeline. Because this
connection is so robust, as one discus-
sant involved in the Ford study put it,
“many of the intractable problems facing
higher education have their roots and
solutions way down the pipeline.” The
dilemma for both governments and fun-

which, led by the World Bank and
UNESCO and a variety of interna-
tional organizations, is pushing for
governments to adopt new programs
that will ensure universal access to pri-
mary education by the year 2015. It’s a
target date that even many supporters
of the concept doubt will be achieved
and even if it is, critics say it will have
little impact if overall changes in edu-
cational systems are not made. 

The effort to achieve greater access
education is not new to Africa: in the
early 1970s, for example, under its for-
mer president, Julius K. Nyerere,

And there are other problems:
many children can’t go to school simply
because their parents cannot afford to
send them. The situation has been
exacerbated by “structural adjustment
programs” aimed at reducing loan pay-
ments that the governments of sub-
Saharan African nations, faced by
mounting international debt, began
instituting in the mid-1970s; these
programs included severe cuts in
spending on social service supports in
areas such as health and education.
Countries began to introduce “cost-
sharing” schemes that called for parents

ders is to create a balance between the
needs of education at all levels and find
equitable ways to allocate insufficient
resources so they can be used effectively
up and down the educational pipeline.

M.H. Nkuyana of the University of
Dar es Salaam agrees.  “The issue of
education has to be addressed at all lev-
els,” he points out.  “For the sake of
Africa’s future, having quality learning
opportunities all across the board is not
an option—it’s a necessity.”

But even just getting young chil-
dren into the education pipeline can be
difficult.  According to UNESCO fig-
ures, around the world there are 113
million primary-school-age children
who don’t go to school; estimates are
that some 60 percent of these children
are girls.  In sub-Saharan Africa alone,
there are 42 million children who don’t
attend school, and to make matters
worse, on the African continent, more
than half of those who do start school
drop out before completing the fifth
grade—again, most of them girls.

Currently, there is a global effort
underway called “Education for All”

Tanzania instituted a literacy campaign
aimed at combating what Nyerere
called the “unholy trinity” of “igno-
rance, hunger and disease.”  This cam-
paign resulted in significant increases
in literacy among men and women and
in more girls going to school. A similar
primary education initiative launched
in Uganda in the 1990s triggered
increases in primary school enrollment
to more than 6.7million children, up
from a low of about 2.7 million.

What was lacking, though, was the
funding needed to help the education
systems meet the challenges posed by
these initiatives, which resulted in added
strains being placed on already over-
taxed and poor quality schools. Says one
Ugandan teacher.  “So we have 6.7 mil-
lion children enrolled in schools; what
kind of progress is that when you have
the same number of teachers, the same
number of classrooms? Right now,
you’ve got primary classes in Kampala
with 180 kids in each class—that’s not
education. If ‘Education for All’ just
means getting kids into the classroom,
that’s not progress.”

to bear much of the financial burden of
their children’s education.  The rising
costs of civil wars and military actions
also drained national budgets, leaving
little to spend on providing educational
opportunities for young children.

In most countries, university educa-
tion used to be free. Across the conti-
nent, admission to public universities
was based on highly competitive test
scores, but the various educational sys-
tems did allow for even those from the
poorest families to attend institutions of
higher education. Today, however, while
at many government-sponsored univer-
sities tuition remains free, students must
pay for others costs—school fees, books
and other materials as well as, increas-
ingly, Internet access—which many
families cannot afford, even with gov-
ernment loan programs that have been
recently introduced.

Commenting on this dilemma,
Narciso Matos, Chair of the Corp-
oration’s International Development
Program says, “African governments and
societies face very difficult choices: as
demand for higher education increases,

future, having quality learning opportunities all across the board
 necessity.” M.H. Nkuyana—Chief Academic Officer, Makerere University
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access falls ever shorter because of a lack
of resources.  Yet at the same time,
there’s general recognition that poverty
cannot be alleviated and socioeconomic
progress stimulated without an edu-
cated population, including a cadre of
university-trained women and men.”
He goes on to say, “What this means for
public universities is that to regain aca-
demic quality and social relevance, it
seems that there is no alternative to stu-
dents and parents sharing the costs of
education with government.”

It is perhaps ironic, then, that the
problems facing public universities
such as Makerere and Dar es Salaam are
creating opportunities for private uni-
versities, which are beginning to be
viewed as offering a viable alternative
for higher education in ways that they
previously were not—at least for those
who can afford the fees.  Despite the
high cost, many are finding ways to
take advantage of this new educational
opportunity.  “I think parents choose
us because of the problems at govern-
ment schools—the overcrowding, the
teaching quality, the frequent strikes
and general concerns about campus
security,” says Frieda Brown, vice chan-
cellor at the United States International
University in Nairobi, which is one of
the fastest growing private universities
in Kenya. “In the past,” she explains,
“private universities had a negative
image because public universities
attracted all the top students.  But that’s
starting to change.”  Taking note of the
trend, the Ford Foundation is conduct-
ing a study on the growth of private
universities in Kenya.

How will public universities fare
in this increasingly competitive envi-
ronment? One answer comes from
Consolata Kabonesa of the Depart-
ment of Women and Gender Studies
at Makerere University. “The real
challenge is for us to continue to
build on the progress we’ve made,”

she says.  “It’s not enough to just
increase women’s enrollment.  We
now have to address issues of reten-
tion and also make sure that women
can afford to come here.”  In July of
2001, with help from Carnegie
Corporation of New York, the univer-
sity launched its first-ever scholarship
program for undergraduate women.
“With this program,” says Kabonesa,
“we hope to bring in about 50 new
female students a year.”

Those women who do find a way to
continue their education at the univer-
sity level may find, like Barabara
Wakooli, that it has made all the differ-
ence in their lives. Wakooli, who comes
from a large, extended and polygamous
family, defied her mother’s wishes that
she submit to an arranged marriage at
15.  Instead, she battled to continue her
schooling.  “For a long time,” she says,
“my mother would not let me sleep at
home because she said I would be a neg-
ative influence on the other children
because of my disobedience. But my
mother is now very proud of me.”  And
she reports that her younger sister is also
attending secondary school. As for her
future, she says, “I see myself becoming
a philosopher and perhaps teaching at
the university level. I’d also like to write
about human rights, particularly addres-
sing women’s rights in society.”

Wakooli is representative of many
of her fellow students at Makerere and
of those in the Pre-Entry Program for
women at the University of Dar es
Salaam.  For them and  other women
like them who are blazing this new
path, the opportunities that education
has opened up cannot be underesti-
mated. Many in the Pre-Entry Program
plan to become science teachers.  Their
success has become a source of pride for
their families. And when they complete
their studies, each will be the first per-
son in her family to have ever attended
and graduated from a university. �

in promoting primary and secondary
school education, but, according to
Penina Mlama, the organization’s exec-
utive director, “We are also involved in
higher education. We have a commit-
tee of university vice-chancellors who
meet to address the issues,” which, she
explains, include efforts to expand the
availability of higher education for
women as well as support their success. 

From the beginning, FAWE’s strategy
has been to approach the problem of
increasing girls’ participation in higher
education from a number of different
directions.  At the governmental level, it
lobbies for implementation of policies,
including school curricula that support
girls’ education. At the primary and sec-
ondary school level, the organization
works to increase girls’ enrollment and,
through some of its chapters, offers schol-
arship assistance to enable young women
to continue their education. Parent and
teacher training workshops sponsored by
FAWE also help raises awareness about

FAW

In sub-Saharan Africa, one of the
strongest advocates for girls’ education is
the Nairobi-based Forum for African
Women Educationalists (FAWE). Foun-
ded in 1992, it has developed a powerful
network of top women government edu-
cation ministers and women educators
from across the sub-Saharan region who
work along with the organization’s 33
national chapters in 33 countries, as well
as with other nongovernmental agencies,
to promote awareness of the importance
of providing educational access and
opportunities for girls in the region.

FAWE has been particularly visible

Cent
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which is not only focusing on improving
the quality of education it offers to its stu-
dents but is also providing shelter for
some two dozen young girls of the Massai
tribe who have been “rescued” from pre-
arranged early marriages. Some of these
girls are as young as nine years old. Here,
FAWE has not only brought in books,
library materials and computers, but also
helped to construct living quarters
because many of these “rescued girls” can-
not go home again. “Since they have bro-
ken with their family’s wishes for them
to marry, many of the families do not
want them back,” explains Priscilla
Nangurai, school headmistress for the
past 22 years who is also Massai.

“When we first started helping these
girls, we made many people angry,” says

the need to provide educational opportu-
nities for girls and young women. And by
working directly with students through its
Role Model Program, FAWE helps girls
to interact with women who have com-
pleted their education and gone on to
successful careers.

Recently, the organization has emb-
arked on what is perhaps its boldest effort
to date—a new project called “FAWE
Centres of Excellence”—that aims to
provide more hands-on involvement at
selected primary and secondary schools
in rural areas by addressing specific prob-
lems hindering girls’ access to school and

to a quality education.
The goal of the effort, says

Mlama, is to accelerate “the cre-
ation of enabling environments,”

meaning school environments where
students have the means as well as the
will to learn and excel. Her hope, Mlama
says, “is that these schools will serve as
models of effective strategies aimed at
enhancing girls’ education.”  As part of
the project, participating schools will
benefit from an infusion of materials and
support such as new textbooks and
library materials, as well as access to
computers and new technologies. And
where necessary, even the schools infra-
structure will be rehabilitated and
improved through the construction of
student dormitories and new classrooms. 

The first three schools to be devel-
oped as Centres of Excellence, one each
in Kenya, Tanzania and Rwanda, were
named in 1999 with support from
Carnegie Corporation of New York.  The
program created for each school targets a
problem specific to its community.  For
example, in Kenya, the Centre of
Excellence is the African Inland Church
(AIC) Girls Boarding Primary School,

Nangurai. But while the practice of early
marriage still continues, Nangurai is sure
that the combined efforts of FAWE and
the school to increase understanding
about the need for girls to get an educa-
tion are making a difference.  “We are
beginning to see a change in attitude in
the communities surrounding our
school,” she says. “More and more girls
are attending school with their parents’
blessing.  And most of the rescued girls
who are coming to us now are from out-
side this area.”

Helen Nkaissery, FAWE’s coordi-
nator for the AIC school, is herself a
graduate of AIC; she is also a former
high school teacher and a Massai. She
says that, “The school’s program is mak-
ing education available to girls who
otherwise might never have had any
educational opportunities at all.  It’s
also helping to instill in them the
importance of education and the vision
to want to go further.  That’s exactly
the result we’ve been striving for.”

Penina Mlama agrees.  Creating an
open pathway for girls to participate in
primary and secondary education, and
to do well, is a first, crucial step toward
a promising future for women’s educa-
tion in Africa.  “The reality,” says
Mlama “is that you have to focus on all
levels of education.  Unless there are
girls in school and excelling in the
lower grades, we will not have girls who
are ready for university in the future.”

It’s a daunting challenge, and one
that sometimes has to be met one stu-
dent at a time.  But success is more
than just a hope—it’s already in sight.
Even among the “rescued” Massai girls
at the AIC school, most go on to sec-
ondary school and some, to universi-
ties. What Penina Mlama and Helen
Nkaissery and all the other parents,
teachers, educators and policymakers
involved with FAWE are working for is
the day when that is not a remarkable
story but just the general rule for girls
and young women all across Africa. �

E
ering on Excellence

Students at the African Inland Church (AIC)

girls Primary Boarding School, a FAWE

Centre of Excellence.WILMA JEAN EMANUEL RANDLE, 2001



Once upon a time, children had to be six years
old before they started school.  Younger children had to
pass their time in “child-care centers” with “care-
givers.” Back then, people thought the centers were just
for baby-sitting and didn’t need much money. But
that meant nice caregivers were always leaving for
better-paid jobs. It also meant that most centers didn’t
have enough fun stuff like paper and paint, books,
games and computers. Imagine what it was like for
children, especially poor children who didn’t have
much fun stuff at home, either. Then, all of a sudden,
things began to change. Grown-ups discovered that
babies are eager to learn language and toddlers think
reading, math and science are really neat. Around
that time, child-care centers became “care-and-educa-
tion centers” that encouraged all children to learn
amazing things while they play. That was also when

people discovered that caregivers were really teachers
who needed to be trained like teachers and paid like
teachers so they can stay with the children.
Everyone, especially children from poor families,
lived more happily ever after.

Apart from the fairy-tale ending, this is the
unfolding story of America’s revolution in early
education and its nascent preschool reform
movement. As a nation, we are still in the olden
days. Only since the 1990s have Americans
begun to appreciate young children’s phenomenal,
and largely untapped, capacity to learn. In fact, it is
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Early
Childhood

Educat
Distance Learning For Teachers
Adds A New Dimension

New ways for teachers to learn may add up to better 
education for young children.

by
M I C H A E L

D E C O U R C Y H I N D S

Michael deCourcy Hinds is the Corporation’s chief writer.
Previously, he was a national correspondent for The New
York Times and he also wrote citizens’ guides to social
issues at Public Agenda, a nonprofit, nonpartisan public
policy research organization.
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A HeadsUp! distance learning session begins.
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still news to most Americans that infants
and toddlers are budding linguists, scien-
tists and mathematicians. The research is
both exciting and unsettling as it starkly
reveals the vast gulf between the kind of
early care and education that promotes
love of learning and success in school and
life—and the way America warehouses

most children in mediocre centers. 
Growing awareness of the research,

though, has begun to build momentum
for preschool reform. The term refers to
substantial improvements in the care and
education of millions of preschoolers as
well as the expansion of quality programs
to millions of other poor and under-
served children. Universal preschool, say
some, is as inevitable as its timing is
uncertain. Today, the greatest part of the
educational challenge is bringing care-
givers into the teaching profession. 

Never mind the costs for now, the
logistics alone are daunting: Three mil-
lion caregivers and preschool teachers
need training in child development and
the latest research-based methods for
nurturing young children’s intellectual
growth. But few community colleges or
university-based schools of education

are sufficiently up to speed on the
recent research to have incorporated it
in their courses. Short workshops and
conferences that are typically used for
professional development cannot do
justice to the material. And, because the
research is so new and preschool budg-
ets are so small, educational publishers

have not rushed to develop comprehen-
sive curricula that would give preschool
teachers a step-by-step guide. 

A Pioneering Effort Suggests
the Scope of the Challenge 

The revolution in early education
presents quite a challenge for Head
Start, the federal preschool program
that has a staff of 180,000 in 18,200
centers for approximately 860,000 chil-
dren around the country. But Head
Start has long been a leader in teacher
training, largely because of its policy of
recruiting one-in-three staff members
from its own community of parents
with low-incomes and limited educa-
tion. The program consistently allocates
two percent of its budget for teacher
training and technical assistance; that
works out to be $130 million of the

$6.2 billion budget for 2001.
As a result of its policies and tuition

assistance programs over the years, 90
percent of its staff have degrees in early
childhood education or have obtained a
Child Development Associate credential
or a state certificate to teach in a pre-
school classroom; 41 percent of its head
teachers have an associate’s or a bachelor’s
degree in early childhood development
or a related field. In 1998, Congress rec-
ognized the need for better educated pre-
school teachers and mandated that at
least 50 percent of Head Start teachers
must have a two- or four-year degree by
2003.  All Head Start teachers also need
training in the new research-based teach-
ing methods, but most will have to wait
for schools of education to catch up, says

Tom Schultz, director of Head Start’s
Program Support Division. “We are in
the middle of a sea change in the early
education field,” he says. “As the new
research is absorbed in colleges and uni-
versities, Head Start programs can take
advantage of it.” 

To accelerate this process, the
National Head Start Association, an
independent organization that works to
improve Head Start, came up with a
high-tech plan—one that might serve
as a model for providing professional
development training not only for pre-
school teachers but for those teaching
K-12 grades, as well.

The plan: Have scholars share their
research and new teaching techniques
directly with the nation’s caregivers and
preschool teachers using satellite televi-
sion, the Internet and locally trained
facilitators. In other words, provide 
pre-K teachers with a distance-learning
curriculum. The program starts with a
44-hour course on new research on liter-
acy and teaching strategies to develop
children’s language and pre-literacy

A distance learning session for teachers in Cincinatti, Ohio.

BRUCE CRIPPEN FOR RISE LEARNING SOLUTIONS
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skills. In subsequent years, the distance-
learning program—called the HeadsUp!
Network—can offer similar courses in
teaching preschool math, science and
other topics such as nurturing presch-
oolers’ social and emotional develop-
ment and teaching young children with
disabilities.

“We set up the network to provide
unified training to a national audience
so that everybody would get the same
information,” says Sarah M. Greene, the
association’s president and chief execu-
tive officer. Support for the distance-
learning project has come from a grow-
ing number of states and foundations,
including The Heinz Endowments, The
KnowledgeWorks Foundation, AT&T
and Carnegie Corporation of New York.

Foundations are particularly interested
in the HeadsUp! Network as a promising
model for strengthening professional
development programs for all teachers,
from pre-K through 12th grade, says
Michael H. Levine, executive director of
the I Am Your Child Foundation and,
until earlier this year, deputy chair and
senior program officer in Carnegie’s
Education Division. “The potential
reach and cost effectiveness of this type
of program is very significant,” he says. 

Distance learning has been around
in one form or another since the late
1800s when students at the University
of Wisconsin were allowed to take his-
tory courses by corresponding with a
professor. Today, more than 1,600 insti-
tutions offer more than 54,000 courses
that rely, wholly or in part, on the
Internet, according to the United States
Distance Learning Association, a trade
group in an industry that is estimated
to reach $12 billion in annual sales by
2003. Corporations have made the
most use of distance learning, with
companies like Anderson, an interna-

tional consulting firm, using “e-learn-
ing” for the periodic training of its
77,000 employees in 83 countries.

Distance learning has also made
major inroads in the K-12 grades, both
for teachers’ professional development
and for use in their classrooms. Since
1991, the Annenberg/CPB Channel has
been offering professional development
workshops in most academic 
subjects; some of the support materials
are now available on its web site
(www.learner.org). Designed to improve
K-12 teaching, the distance education
project grew out of a college-level dis-
tance learning television program that
was started in 1981 by the philanthropist
Walter H. Annenberg and the Corp-
oration for Public Broadcasting. In 1988,

the U.S. Department of Education began
supporting distance learning programs
for K-12 students in rural schools. The
program, called Star Schools, now pro-
vides instructional programming in
dozens of subjects, ranging from algebra
to Swahili, and it reaches 1.6 million stu-
dents a year in all 50 states.

Research indicates that student
achievement is essentially the same in
both distance learning courses and tradi-
tional classroom courses. The one signif-
icant difference is that more students
drop out of distance learning programs
than traditional courses. Those who
complete the courses tend to like the
high-tech format, but those who quit
cite feelings of isolation and complain
about the faster pace of online courses
and, of course, technical difficulties. A
1999 study at an Illinois community col-
lege illustrates the attrition problem. It
found that 64 percent of the students
completed distance education courses
compared with 83 percent who com-
pleted traditional classroom courses.

When the HeadsUp! Network began

offering its professional development
program in literacy last year, it became
one of the country’s largest distance
learning programs. It reached up to
6,000 caregivers and teachers at 2,000
centers. In addition, more than 70 col-
leges offer the program for credit
towards an associate’s or bachelor’s
degree in early childhood development
or education. Any organization—be it a
child-care center or children’s library—
can receive the distance learning pro-
gram and share it with teachers, librari-
ans, parents and anyone else interested
in children’s education. Participating
organizations must pay a monthly sub-
scription fee of $75, install a $250 satel-
lite dish to receive the televised program
and have access to the Internet to follow

the course on line. 
Four states—Ohio, Pennsylvania,

California and Nebraska—initially
signed on as network sponsors and two
others—Illinois and Missouri—joined
this year; more are expected to join. By
this fall, there could be up to 3,000 par-
ticipating organizations. “At that point,
we would have enough subscribers to be
financially viable,” says Libby Doggett,
a HeadsUp! Reading project manager.
She says the program should reach
12,000 child-care workers in 2001-
2002, and 20,000 in 2002-2003.  

Every Wednesday night during
school year 2000-2001, a satellite orbit-
ing more than 22,000 miles above the
Equator sent the network’s first profes-
sional development course, called
HeadsUp! Reading, to child-care work-
ers in public and private child-care cen-
ters and in colleges around the country.
The two-hour program, which will be
refined and offered again this year, has a
breezy talk-show format with literacy
experts presenting the latest research
and showing video clips from class-



rooms to illustrate strategies for apply-
ing the research. And unlike many dis-
tance-learning programs, which involve
individual students sitting in front of
their home computers, the HeadsUp!
Network sends its live broadcasts to
groups of child-care workers and stu-
dents gathered at child-care centers and
in college classrooms. Viewers can call
in questions during part of the program
and a trained facilitator, usually a local
college professor, leads discussions at

each site before and after the program
and during several breaks.   

Formal evaluations are underway,
but a preliminary snapshot of the pro-
gram’s impact, conducted by the Center
for the Improvement of Early Reading
Achievement, reported that the program
produced significant knowledge and per-
formance gains among teachers in early
literacy education. Even before those
results were announced, in southern
Ohio, in the foothills of the Appal-
achian Mountains, HeadsUp! Reading
was already a big hit according to the
reviews of many Head Start teachers and
the program’s local facilitator, Barbara
Trube. An educator with much experi-
ence in Head Start programs and ele-
mentary school, Trube is an assistant
professor in the Department of Educ-
ation at Shawnee State University in
Portsmouth. “The teachers are so excited
about what they are doing in HeadsUp!
Reading, especially when they see that
the children are learning more,” says
Trube, who also incorporates the pro-
gram into her education courses.

A few minutes before 7 p.m. on a
Wednesday last spring, Trube began
ushering a dozen veteran preschool
teachers and a few college students into
two conference rooms—one for “talk-
ers” who like to share ideas during the
telecast and one for “writers” who like

to take notes and follow the TV pro-
gram in silence. “We try to accommo-
date everyone’s learning style,” explains
Trube, who popped back and forth
between the rooms, discussing home-
work assignments and technical prob-
lems (handouts for that night’s program
weren’t available because the HeadsUp!
Reading web site, www.huronline.org,
had been down all day).  

Then it was showtime, as “Class 19:
Third Session on Reading,” came alive

on a large, wall-mounted television set.
“Hello everyone and welcome to
HeadsUp! Reading,” said Mike Ruth-
erford, the program’s host. He intro-
duced that night’s two faculty members:
Jerlean E. Daniel, associate professor in
the School of Education at the
University of Pittsburgh and a past
president of the National Association
for the Education of Young Children,
and Toni S. Walters, professor in read-
ing and language arts at the School of
Education at Oakland University in
Michigan and the author of several
books on teaching reading. 

Because of the wide differences in
the educational backgrounds of child-
care workers and preschool teachers,
HeadsUp! Reading avoids educational
lingo and presents information in a
simple, but sophisticated manner that
takes very little knowledge for granted.
“Jeri and Toni, why is it important for
teachers to think about books them-
selves, the actual items, rather than just
teaching reading?” Rutherford asked,
early in the program. “Well, you know
Mike, all books are not created equal—
there is some real trash out there and
there are some high-quality books,”
replied Daniel. “And so, as teachers, we
have to be highly intentional and care-
ful about the selections. Toni, I know
you’ve got some ideas on this as well.”

“Yes,” Walters chimed in, “there is so
much children can get from books,
beginning from birth throughout life.
It’s important that they have a good
selection that reflects what the world is
like, the people in the world, the kinds
of things that happen in the world
where we live.” 

Picking up speed as it moved along,
Class 19 focused on strategies for select-
ing high-quality, developmentally and
culturally appropriate books. Translating

theory into practice, the program fea-
tured several charming video clips of
preschoolers taking a class trip to a pub-
lic library in Cincinnati, Ohio.

On this particular night in Portsm-
outh, Ohio, the television program was
followed by presentations of posters,
maps and books that the preschool
teachers had done as homework. There
was no formal discussion of that night’s
television program, but several teachers
said they had picked up some good
ideas and others said they planned to
take a taped copy of the program home
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“We need to make the same kind
of investment in early education
that we do in higher education.”
—ANNE MITCHELL, President, Early
Childhood Policy Research
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ested in the books. The whole quality of
my reading has gone up 150 percent!”  

Will said that the 22-week Heads-
Up! Reading course had made her a bet-
ter teacher and made her feel more pro-
fessional. It strengthened her confi-
dence, she said, by validating some of
her own teaching methods. The course
made her realize the importance of
structured language and literacy lessons,
and how they could be seamlessly woven
into every part of the children’s day.  

Very Young and Eager to Learn
Terri Will and her Head Start col-

leagues are pioneers on the new frontier
of education. Brain research, which has
been widely publicized (and oversimpli-
fied) since the early 1990s, opened the
nation’s eyes to the intellectually fertile
preschool years. Studies on child devel-
opment and education, including some
that had sat on shelves for years, suddenly
gained wider readership and influence. 

Researchers tell us that children start
thinking in complex ways just weeks
after birth, not when they enter kinder-
garten or first grade, as previously
assumed. The human species, it seems,
has an innate ability for learning lan-
guage, math and science—a proclivity
that can be nourished or starved, with
predictable results. Four-month-old
babies rapidly learn to distinguish
between similar sounds like “ba” and
“pa,” and they suck and wiggle with
excitement and attentiveness when
learning new sounds. Infants can also tell
when one pile of objects is larger than
another, and they recognize the differ-
ence between adding objects and sub-
tracting them from the piles. When tod-
dlers play on their own with specially
weighted blocks, they develop hypothe-
ses about the blocks’ center of gravity
and solutions for balancing them. As
they walk up and down a ramp,

for a second viewing.  
The library program had a big

impact on Terri Will, one of many
Head Start teachers who took the
course for credit toward an associate’s
degree. Like many of her colleagues,
Will is a high-school graduate whose
first contact with Head Start was as a
low-income parent with three of her
four children in the Portsmouth  pro-
gram. That was a dozen years ago, and
her initial volunteer work evolved into a
paid job as a bus driver and as an assis-
tant teacher, after she obtained a one-
year certificate in early childhood devel-
opment. Now 45, she continues to do
both jobs, earning about $12 an hour.   

“I’m almost ashamed to admit it,”
she said in an interview several weeks
after the class on reading, books and
libraries. “I used to take all 20 of my
kids to the library, sit them on the floor
and expect them all to pay attention to
my reading four or five small books.
But they couldn’t see the print or appre-
ciate the pictures! Naturally they wig-
gled and misbehaved and wondered

what everyone else was doing. Looking
back on that now, it seems so primitive!
It didn’t work at all, but that was the
way it was done. I feel like I had blind-
ers on because I was mostly concerned
that they sat quietly and behaved—
their behavior was more of a concern
than the actual books. I didn’t realize
how impressive the library could be to
them, how books could be so important
at this time in their lives. I see that dif-
ferently now.”

Will now uses the library more cre-
atively. “I take the children through the
stacks and ask about their favorite
things that they want to read about.
The library has books on all their inter-
ests from airplanes to bumblebees to
books on divorce and dying. Now, I
also choose really large, colorful books,
some with pop-up illustrations and
flaps, to read out loud. I read to only
three or four children at a time and I
ask questions about the story and the
pictures. I find that the children auto-
matically behave when they are inter-
ested in the books and when I’m inter-
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“We’ve recognized that children need to be challenged with
ideas and learning.”—SUSAN B. NEUMAN, Assistant U.S. Secretary of
Education
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preschoolers tend to think like physicists,
making observations and predictions
about motion. Not only are toddlers
eager to learn about dinosaurs, they
enjoy sorting toy ones into categories
that include diet, habitat and behavior.

The research clearly demonstrates
the need for responsive teachers and
enriched learning environments, where
fun and games are designed to lead chil-

dren through a structured learning
process. Responding in kind to babies’
coos and clucks, and encouraging them
to mouth sounds in front of a mirror
turn out to be very valuable lessons:
One study indicates that the earlier
babies babble fluently, the earlier that
they reach every other milestone in
acquiring language.

In just the last four years, ideas about
applying this new understanding of chil-
dren’s early development to classroom
practices have begun flowing out of con-
sensus-building conferences, commis-
sions and expert panels. “We’ve recog-
nized that children need to be challenged
with ideas, with learning—and that is
very, very new, believe it or not,” says
Susan B. Neuman, an expert in children’s
literacy who recently joined the Bush
Administration as Assistant Secretary of
Education for Elementary and Secondary
Education. “We need to prepare children
to think conceptually,” she adds, “not
just teach them numbers and shapes, but
teach them about measurement and size
so they can build a connection between
the abstract symbols and what they see in
the world.”

The terms daycare and preschool
once distinguished between full-day cus-
todial care and half-day programs that
had more of an academic focus. Now, as
education is expected in all programs,
the terms are used interchangeably.

Currently, research is being applied

to lesson plans, learning units and
teaching strategies with impressive
results. But as yet there are no compre-
hensive curricula to guide preschool
teachers. What is needed, according to a
2001 report called Eager to Learn:
Educating our Preschoolers, done for the
National Research Council, is “curric-
ula that encourages children to reflect,
predict, question, and hypothesize, set-

ting them on course for effective,
engaged learning.” 

In describing the magnitude of the
preschool reform opportunity—and its
challenge—Anne Mitchell, president of
Early Childhood Policy Research, says:
“We need to make the same kind of
investment in early education that we
do in higher education. We all know
that going to college makes a huge dif-
ference. The same is true with early
childhood education.” 

Child-care Centers Today: 
Mostly Parking Lots for Kids 

As research keeps raising the bar on
what children need to thrive in pre-
school, the nation’s child-care programs
look worse and worse. Only one-in-
eight child-care centers was considered
good-to-excellent in a recent study.
Most were ranked as mediocre-to-poor,
and some even provided less than the
minimal care necessary to safeguard
children’s health, safety and develop-
ment. Infants and toddlers tend to be
the most neglected, with 40 percent of
their programs providing less than min-
imal services in a four-state survey in
1995. More than one-third of family-
based child-care services put the chil-
dren’s well-being in jeopardy, and only
one-in-eleven of these programs was
considered good, researchers said in
1994.  Unfortunately, the children who
are most in need of an enriching mix of

care and education—those from low-
income families—tend to be enrolled in
lower-quality programs from birth. 

Most programs operate on shoestring
budgets, in part, because many states
have not raised their reimbursement rates
for years and, in part, because families
can’t pay the higher fees that are needed
to sustain high-quality private programs.
A 1998 survey of urban child-care costs
by the Children’s Defense Fund found
that the average costs for four-year-olds
in child-care centers exceeded $3,000,
rising to more than $5,000 per child in
17 states.  In 15 states, child-care costs
were more than the annual tuition at a
public college. The Census Bureau
reports that one-out-of-three families
with young children earns less than
$25,000 a year; if both parents work full
time at the minimum wage, their income
is about $21,400 a year.

Not only does inadequate public
funding contribute to the poor quality of
child-care programs, inadequate state
standards for caregivers and preschool
teachers encourages mediocrity. To put
the situation in perspective, hairdressers
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Children need a curricula “that
encourages them to reflect, pre-
dict, question and hypothesize.”
—National Research Council
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in more than 40 states are required to
have between 1,000 and 2,100 hours of
training at an accredited school to obtain
a license, yet most states only require
that professional child-caregivers and
teachers be high school graduates. A
2000 study done at Wheelock College
reports that most states do not require
any pre-service training in child develop-
ment for caregivers and teachers. State

requirements for annual in-service pro-
fessional development training for staff
are also minimal—ranging from zero
hours in Michigan to 24 hours in Maine. 

Because caregivers are teachers, they
should have a bachelor’s degree in early
childhood education, according to the
National Research Association, an oper-
ating arm of the National Academy of
Sciences. Research has closely linked
program quality to teaching quality—
and that is directly related to the level of
the teachers’ own education.  

College graduates, however, have lit-
tle economic incentive to work in pre-
school. According to the U.S. Depart-

ment of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, child-care workers earn an
average of $7.42 an hour, or about the
same as parking lot attendants; pre-
school teachers earn an average of $9.43
an hour, or about $3 an hour less than
the average animal trainer. Kindergarten
teachers, by comparison, earn an average
of $24.51 an hour. 

Not surprisingly, child-care centers

throughout the country report  stagger-
ing turnover rates that range between 30
and 40 percent a year, according 
to the Center for the Child Care
Workforce, an advocacy organization in
Washington, D.C. In a recent study,
done with the Institute of Industrial
Relations at the University of California
at Berkeley and funded by the David and
Lucile Packard Foundation, the center
analyzed turnover rates in 75 child-care
centers in California. The average turn-
over rate of the centers was 30 percent,
but that masked much higher rates in
individual centers. In one year, six centers
reported losing all of their assistant teach-

ers and nine centers reported losing all of
their master teachers. Turnover among
child-care staff is a particular problem for
young children, as research indicates that
their ability to learn is diminished when
they lack strong and stable attachments
to their teachers.

“The question of who will teach our
children is as pressing at the preschool
level, if not more so, as for higher

grades,” says Marcy Whitebook, the
study’s director and a senior researcher at
the Institute of Industrial Relations.
“Without a skilled and stable workforce,
efforts to provide growth-enhancing
experiences for children are severely con-
strained. Compensation for those who
care for young children must be incre-
ased dramatically and quickly.”

Preschool Reform:
Moving Beyond Lip Service

Even before the latest research, of
course, the benefits of enriching pre-
school programs like Head Start for chil-
dren of poor families were widely
known—and almost as widely ignored.
In general, the nation has been long on
lip service to children’s needs and short
on cash for their programs. The
Congressional Budget Office reports, for
example, that federal spending on all
programs for children in the mid-1990s
was about one-fifth of the spending on
programs for people 65 and older—even
though poverty affected twice as many
children as older Americans.

At the moment, preschool reform
has grabbed the political spotlight, if not
the public budget. During the presiden-
tial campaign last year, George W. Bush
repeatedly promised to “leave no child
behind,” borrowing a trademarked slo-
gan from the mission statement of the
Children’s Defense Fund (CDF). 

Yet after President Bush introduced

“Looking to the future, there can be little doubt that the U.S.
is on its way to universal, voluntary preschool attendance.” 
—National Research Council
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his first budget, Marian Wright Edel-
man, CDF’s founder and president, crit-
icized the budget for leaving many chil-
dren behind. She noted, among other
things, that the Bush budget cut $220
million from programs that provide care
and education for young children and
that the budget also abandoned the goal
of enrolling one million children in
Head Start preschool programs by 2002.
Currently, Head Start serves 860,000 3-
to-5-year-old children from families liv-
ing below the federal poverty level, or

only 43 percent of the children eligible
for the program; and because of long
waiting lists in many areas, most chil-
dren are only allowed to enroll in one or
two nine-month, part-day sessions. “We
must not let the words ‘leave no child
behind’ become a fig leaf for unjust
political and policy choices that, in fact,
will leave millions of children and the
poor behind,” Edelman says.  

For now, the most persuasive rea-
son to consider preschool reform as a
real possibility is the simple fact that
the public—and the economy—
increasingly demand it now that most
mothers of young children are in the
workforce. Most families—and more
politically important, three-out-of-four
middle-class families—have come to
rely on programs that care and educate
their preschoolers.  

The most recent government statis-
tics show that, in 1995, 13 million chil-
dren under age 6, or nearly 60 percent of
this age group, were receiving some form
of non-parental care, including that
delivered by child-care centers, family
child-care providers, in-home caregivers
and relatives. Children whose mothers
work outside the home spent an average
of 35 hours a week in daycare and chil-
dren whose mothers do not have outside

jobs average 20 hours a week in daycare.
Since 1990, when the percentage of

America’s children in daycare passed the
halfway mark, the cultural debate about
daycare versus maternal care became
moot.  “Child-care research has moved
from asking whether child-care is detri-
mental to attempting to understand how
variations in quality affect children’s
development,” notes a study done at
Mathematica Policy Research in 1996.

For children from low-income fam-
ilies, in particular, the long-term bene-

fits of attending preschool programs
are significant, according to W.S.
Barnett’s review of 36 studies done
prior to 1995. The research review con-
cluded that children who attended
good preschools were less likely to be
held back a grade, less likely to be
placed in special education classes and
more likely to succeed in school and to
graduate than their peers who did not
attend preschool. 

Now, preschool reform is widely
seen as the only way the nation can meet
its number one educational goal, set at
the 1989 Education Summit in Charl-
ottesville, that “all children start school
ready to learn.” As it is, one-in-three
children—and possibly up to two-in-
three children in poor urban areas—
arrive in kindergarten or first grade ill-
prepared to learn. Academically, they
lack the most basic knowledge about
numbers and letters and are unfamiliar
with scores of skills (print reads left to
right) and concepts (numbers represent
quantity) that are prerequisites to learn-
ing to read and do math. A dispropor-
tionate number of children from disad-
vantaged families fall behind in kinder-
garten, and many never catch up. About
40 percent of children, for example, do
not learn to read with fluency and com-

prehension, a deficit that undermines
their ability to learn anything in school.

Preschool reform, which includes
open access to preschool programs,
promises to narrow this intransigent
achievement gap between affluent and
poor children—a gap that is widening
along with the influx of poor, non-
English-speaking immigrants. Census
reports indicate that one-in-five
Americans speak a language other than
English at home; in the federal Head
Start preschool program, 22 percent of

the children speak Spanish at home
and four percent speak a total of 139
other languages.

Experts say that preschools’ popu-
larity, track record and promising edu-
cational advances have reached a critical
mass, giving preschool reform a life of
its own. In its forecast, this year’s report
from the National Research Council
concludes: “Looking to the future, there
can be little doubt that the United
States is on its way to universal, volun-
tary, preschool attendance, not as the
result of government mandate or expert
recommendation, but as a consequence
of parental demand and a myriad of pri-
vate, state and federal initiatives that are
continuing to extend early education
throughout the country.” 

It remains to be seen whether or
not the United States will ultimately
follow every other modern industrial
nation in supporting a universal pre-
school program, but many experts say
that the pressure for major preschool
reforms can only increase as a new rev-
olution in early childhood education
rolls around the country. So, nearly 20
years into the K-12 school reform
movement, the end is not in sight, but
the beginning has suddenly snapped
into focus: It’s preschool reform. �



Preschool class starts the moment
children step into Terri Will’s Head Start
bus in Portsmouth, Ohio, but they don’t
know it. To them, the bus trip is a
joyride, the start of a day of playful dis-
covery, not to mention recess, breakfast
and lunch. On this particular spring
morning, several children were so eager

to get on with the trip that they were
impatient to say goodbye to their dads
and their moms, some still in pajamas,
who lingered to chat with Will. 

The trip from trailer parks and strips
of public housing to the Head Start cen-
ter in Portsmouth winds through the
Appalachian hills of southern Ohio, just
across the Ohio River from Kentucky.
Out the window are farmers on tractors,
cornfields, horses, cows, the river, fast
food restaurants, billboards, stop signs,
route signs, trucks and many other
things that make the kids blurt out a
sound, word or share a story fragment.
Will, who is both their bus driver and
preschool teacher, says she has learned to
seize these language-learning moments
and try to make the most of them. Will
seems like one of those people born to
teach, but she modestly deflects praise to
HeadsUp! Reading, a professional devel-
opment course she took at the start of a
two-year college program in early child-
hood development. Using the Internet
and satellite television, the program pro-

vides preschool teachers with the latest
research on how children acquire lan-
guage and literacy skills as well as with
practical suggestions for applying that
research in the classroom.

In Will’s rolling classroom, the
school bus, she responds with interest
to the children, probing gently as she

helps them discover words to describe
the sights or express the fantasies and
feelings that the trip shakes loose.  

Out of the blue, Zachary, a four-
year-old, issues a somber announce-
ment about his brother: “A.J. hates
kindergarten.”  

“I’m sorry to hear that,” says Will.
“But do you think he really hates kinder-
garten? Hate is such a bad, angry feeling;
maybe A.J. really means that he dislikes
kindergarten? You know, a lot of chil-
dren are nervous about kindergarten, but
most end up liking it. I think you will
like it. It’s a lot like Head Start.” 

The shy boy smiles, and the kids
start singing the alphabet song.

The bus trip does not end in the
school parking lot, but continues inside
the classroom, where an entire wall is
covered with paintings of the bus, the
children and the milestones on the route.
The mural is an art, language, literacy

and all-around fun project, with an ever-
changing array of highway landmarks
and seasonal effects. Nearly everything is
identified with a label, not to force read-
ing skills, but to accustom the children
to seeing the name of a familiar object
next to its painted image. Switching
from her role as bus driver/talk show

host to teacher/game show host, Will
touches pictures on the wall with a
pointer and asks questions. Barely con-
taining excitement about their growing
store of knowledge, the children hop up
and down and giggle as they rattle off
names, descriptions and memories.

And when it comes to story time, a
favorite poem is “Ride Our Bus,” written
on poster board by Will and illustrated
by the children. They are learning the
poem by heart and eagerly take turns pre-
tending to “read” it by moving their fin-
gers skillfully—left to right, top to bot-
tom and, usually, over the appropriate
words—as they recite the rhyming lines:  
We ride a yellow school bus
It’s big enough for all of us
We go up the streets and then back down
We ride the bus all through our town
The bus stops here, the bus stops there
We pick up children everywhere
So come and ride to school with us!
It’s fun to ride the Head Start bus! �
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Terri Will of Scioto County
Community Action Organization
Head Start, Portsmouth, Ohio
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Sam Nunn is co-chairman and chief executive officer
of the Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI), a foundation
committed to reducing the global threat of nuclear
and other weapons of mass destruction. He is also a
senior partner in the Atlanta law firm of King &
Spalding, where he focuses his practice on interna-
tional and corporate matters. He served as a United
States Senator from Georgia for 24 years (1972-
1996). Nunn is also a trustee of Carnegie
Corporation of New York.  He is interviewed here by
Susan Robinson King, Carnegie Corporation Vice
President, Public Affairs.

SK: Here we are in an age of globalization and
interconnectedness and it feels like foreign policy is
not the center of attention for the American public.
Does that seem like a disconnect to you?
SN: It’s a paradox because never have we been
more involved in the world economically than we
are now, and never have we had so many business
people keeping up with and learning about what’s
going on around the world and probably never
have we had, except during World War II, the kind
of deployment of military forces rotating in and
out of as many parts of the world as we do now.
So the military and the business community are
learning about and experiencing a great deal of
what’s happening around the globe.  And yet, the
American public, which has a vital stake both in
the business and economic side of global develop-
ments, as well as the security side, seem not to be
interested.  So there are disconnects, some of
which are understandable in our post-cold war

period, some of which are inexplicable to me.
SK: Is it because the American public thinks that
since we’re the only existing superpower, what goes on
in other places is irrelevant and that we set the
world’s foreign policy agenda?
SN: It may be partly that but it may also be that
we’re all being overwhelmed with information.  At
some point, you read about all the horrible things
happening in places in Africa—Sudan and
Burundi and Rwanda, for example—and you read
about the problems in Chechnya and you read
about North Korean children starving and you say
to yourself, I can’t do anything about it, it doesn’t
seem like it’s relevant to my personal life even
though it’s tragic and so I think I’ll just tune out.
I’m not sure the decision is that conscious, but I do
think there may be some of that going on.  
SK: Tell me about Sam Nunn the young man. What
gave you a hunger to get involved in national security
issues and international relations?  How did that
develop?
SN: I suppose the proximate cause was my experi-
ence working for the House Armed Services
Committee when I was just one year out of law
school.  My great-uncle was chairing the commit-
tee and as I say somewhat facetiously, when I grad-
uated from law school in 1962, the Armed
Services Committee of the House of Represen-
tatives hired me because of my outstanding law
school record, my great personality, the great
potential they saw in me for the future and also,
coincidentally, that my great-uncle was chairman
of the committee.  So I call that benevolent nepo-
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tism.  Nevertheless, I worked there for a
year and that stimulated my thinking.
Even when I went back to my small
hometown of Perry, Georgia, when my
father was ill and I had to help my
mother with the farm, I kept up with
what was going on internationally. I
really was motivated by my experience
as a staff person in Congress.  

But, frankly, I didn’t realize how
much I’d kept up with events in
Washington, not just regarding the mil-
itary, but on the economic front and
others as well, and how much that one
year had whetted my appetite for
intellectual growth in that arena,
until, after serving four years in
the Georgia House of Repre-
sentatives, I ran for the United
States Senate in 1972 and
got involved in a series of
debates.

I thought I was at a
tremendous disadvan-
tage because I was in
a run-off primary elec-
tion with the incum-
bent, Senator David
Gambrell.  And I was broke.
I had no money.  So I chal-
lenged him to debate and
he agreed the next day, which surprised
me, because he was loaded with
money—a great advantage. We had
seven TV debates and, I believe, three
radio debates in about a two-week
period.  It was very intense.  I went into it
thinking, there’s no way that I can com-
pete and yet, because I’d kept up with
national and international events during
the ten years that had gone by since I’d
had the Congressional experience as a
young person, that put me on at least
equal ground, and when you’re equal to
an incumbent, on TV you usually have
the advantage.
SK: There’s an endorsement of the power
of television.
SN: The power of television, and also

the tremendous effect, at a young age,
that exposure to some kind of public
service can have, whether it’s in
Washington or at the local level, which
I think is life-shaping for a lot of young
people.  I’ve seen that in the interns I’ve
had at my office in Washington.
Whether they went back to the farm or
ended up in business, in a law practice
or in government, the experience had a
huge effect on their understanding and

knowledge and thirst for participa-
tion in public affairs.
SK: I want to talk about the Nuclear
Threat Initiative which you now are
focusing on, an opportunity made possible
by Ted Turner with his commitment of
$250 million over five years.  Is this a
foundation that gets to really shape for-
eign policy and focus on security threats in
the new framework of a changed post-
cold-war world?
SN: That will certainly be our goal.  And
Ted Turner himself came up with this
concept.  He had watched—talk about
the power of television—a 60 Minutes
II program about nuclear weapons in
Russia. It focused on General Eugene
Habiger, who was the head of the U.S.
Strategic Command, a four-star Air
Force general in charge of all our strate-

gic nuclear forces, and his visit to his
counterpart in Russia, General Vladimir
Yakovlev, who was commander-in-chief
of the Russian Strategic Rocket Forces.
The program followed them in Russia
and through a reciprocal visit back
home in the U.S. Ted saw all the
weapons that the two countries had and
that they had made very few changes
since the cold war.  He vividly saw the
dangers. Then he decided—the light
bulb went on—that he was going to do

something about this because
he felt that the media, in
which he obviously plays an

important role, have gone to sleep on
this subject, basically conveying to the
American people that the cold war is
over.  Yet we still have thousands of
nuclear weapons, as well as a tremen-
dous amount of other nuclear material
and know-how out there contributing
to the growing danger of terrorism and
accidents, among other things.  Ted
said, “I’m going to put a lot of my
money into the problem.”  

He came to me and asked me if I
would run the Initiative.  I was practic-
ing law, I was involved in a number of
corporate boards and on several non-
profit boards as well.   In addition, I was
chairing a think tank in Washington,
the Center for Strategic International
Studies, and so with all that I said there
was no possibility that I could spend all
my time on the threat of nuclear
weapons.  But we talked and talked and
our discussions eventually evolved to
the point where I agreed to spend one-
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third to one-half my time leading the
Initiative.

We did a six-month scoping study,
because I wanted to make sure that the
way I thought we needed to go was
compatible with what Ted thought.
Ted really has a vision of the world
without any nuclear weapons.  I think
that’s a noble vision but I don’t know
how you get there. I told him I did not
think, in the next fifteen or twenty
years, that was a realistic direction or
one where he could really be effective.
There is so much work to do to clean
up post-cold-war problems and so

many dangers out there that we have to
deal with first, like getting the number
of weapons down and finding out how
to build trust and transparency.  That
might eventually lead—maybe in the
next generation—to figuring out how
to verify and maintain the kind of trust
that would be required to really get rid
of nuclear weapons.

So we didn’t agree on that point but
did decide that it wasn’t the most
important point and that we would
agree to disagree and move forward,
working together, with his money and
my time.  And his considerable energy
and intellect, too.  It’s not just money
that Ted contributes.  He is a person
with a huge vision and very broad
dreams and really is willing to put his
money up for the things he believes in.

So you’re talking about a consider-
able financial commitment but one
that, in the scope of the overall chal-
lenge—biological, chemical, nuclear

weapons and enough unsecured nuclear
materials in Russia alone to make 60-
to-80,000 bombs—is not that much.
If you look at $250 million in the face
of a lot of overwhelming problems, it’s
really a small amount of money.  But if
you look at it compared to other pri-
vate, nongovernmental organizations,
and you say that we might be able to
help government, we might be able to
stimulate government, we might be able
to show the way and have some pilot
projects that government could learn
from, then it becomes a very significant
amount of money in the private sector. 

SK: That is a huge agenda. But the big
agenda that will be set in the next four
years will be set by the Bush administra-
tion, which just put National Missile
Defense square onto the international
stage.  Do you see yourself, in a way, chal-
lenging the Bush administration with the
Initiative?  Or do you see your work as
trying to inform the Bush administration
about different perspectives?
SN: We may not see eye-to-eye with the
Bush administration on any number of
issues but we’re going to be open and
transparent and we’re going to keep
them informed.  I’ve already had meet-
ings with people in the Department of
Defense and top people on the National
Security Council and also plan to meet
with State Department staff, especially
Colin [Powell]. He and I have talked
briefly about it, but no meeting is set at
this stage.  

We respect the administration.  We
know that President Bush is going to

take a look at a lot of things including
some dramatic changes, perhaps in the
U.S.’s offensive forces, which I applaud.
I think we have far too many weapons in
this country, to start with.  And I think,
right now, the number of what are called
“hard target kill weapons” that the U.S.
has, those that can knock out other
weapons, really makes the Russians feel
vulnerable because their economic dis-
tress renders them unable to keep their
missiles mobile by moving them around
on submarines or on the rails.  

Now you might say, if you don’t
think through this, well, that’s good

news, we want Russia to be vulnerable.
But when they become more vulnerable
they, as we would, might be inclined to
decide that they’re going to fire quicker.
And when they decide they’re going to
fire quicker, that means firing when they
think a weapon is coming, maybe rather
than when it hits.  That’s what’s called
“launch on warning.”  And now one of
the critical problems is that the warning
systems in Russia are deteriorating. I
recently read a newspaper article indicat-
ing that the Russian satellites are not
working properly a great deal of the time.

So you combine a great big country
like Russia with huge numbers of
weapons that they feel cannot survive a
first strike, and you have trouble. By
helping to ensure that Russia has more
confidence that they are not vulnerable
to a first strike, we are shoring up our
own stake in our survival. So, therefore,
we’re not only going to work with the
U.S. government, but we’ve also written

 have thousands of nuclear weapons, as well 
amount of other nuclear 
know-how out there contributing to the growing
of terrorism and accidents.



34 c a r n e g i e  r e p o r t e r — F a l l 2oo1

to President Putin and told him what
we’re doing.  We’re going to be open
and transparent to the Russian govern-
ment and to other governments around
the globe. 

We’ve got to work with other coun-
tries around the world and whatever the
U.S. does in missile defense has to be
done in a cooperative way, particularly
with Russia, because if we alienate the
people we have to rely on to prevent the
proliferation of these weapons, then we’ll
be cutting off our nose to spite our face.

I remember President Eisenhower
said, toward the end of his administra-

tion, that there’s always a tendency in
this or any other country to believe
there’s some magic technological solu-
tion to all our problems.  But there usu-
ally is not, almost always is not.  And
we have to have a balanced program.
So missile defense has to be balanced, it
has to be threat based, it has to be cost
effective and it has to be carried out at
least with other nations’ acquiescence, if
not their cooperation.
SK: So the Nuclear Threat Initiative and
other foundations like Carnegie Corp-
oration of New York really have a role to
play in bringing attention to all the other
elements that are involved in defense.
SN: Absolutely.
SK: One domestic question.  You were
there in 1985 at the birth of the
Democratic Leadership Conference, the
DLC, which has a more or less centrist
philosophy.  Now that it has a few years
under its belt, do you feel it has changed
the soul of the Democratic party? 

SN: Well, I think certainly it has.  I
think Al From, the CEO, and Will
Marshall [president of the Progressive
Policy Institute, DLC’s affiliated think
tank] and that whole crowd have done a
tremendous job.  When we got started,
it was with the help of people like sena-
tors Chuck Robb, Dick Gephardt and
Lawton Chiles. I was also very much
involved, as you mentioned.  And so
was a young governor by the name of
Bill Clinton; after we got the DLC
started, he began working with us and
did a good job.  When I turned over the
gavel as president of the DLC to my

successor, it was Bill Clinton that I
turned it over to.  And I made a little
joke at that time that he didn’t particu-
larly like, but it happened to be true.  I
said, “Bill Clinton is the only young
leader in America who has been labeled
by the news media as an up-and-coming
star in three separate decades.”  So he’d
been in politics a long time even though
he was young.  And so Bill took it over
and became—
SK: And went to the White House with
the philosophy of the DLC.
SN: He did.  He has so many critics now
because of personal problems that we all
regret and, in my own way of thinking,
were deplorable.  That personal conduct
tainted a lot of his accomplishments.
One of those accomplishments was mov-
ing the Democratic party toward the
middle.  And he governed off and on—
but nevertheless much more than in the
past—toward the center.  I think that
had a great deal to do with the fact that

he was the first Democrat in my mem-
ory who was elected to two terms in the
White House.  

I think the middle of the political
spectrum is really the swing vote in
America. And I believe that really, in
effect, it’s the common-sense position
most of the time. I think the right wing
and the left wing have their points, but
a party that’s dominated by the right
wing, like the Republicans, or left-wing
Democrats, usually don’t enjoy the sup-
port of the common-sense middle
where most of the American people are.
SK: Anyone who reads this is going to

want me to ask you, after learning about
your kind of vision and what you’re
focused on, whether you think you’ll go
into public service again, in either elected
or appointed office. Is it still something
that you have a passion for?
SN: I still have a passion for public
service but not necessarily elected
office.   I had twenty-eight years, count-
ing four years in the state legislature and
twenty-four in the Senate, in elected
office.  I decided in 1995, a very hard
decision—I thought about it for two
years, really, before I made the deci-
sion—that I didn’t want to end up in
the Senate too long.   I’d seen too many
people stay too long and so I did not
want to do that.

And I also wanted to get out at a
young enough age to be able to partici-
pate in the business community and the
legal community and the community of
nongovernmental organizations.  It was a
hard decision to leave office, but I made

I think the middle of the Political
is really the swing vote in America.  And I believe that 

it’s the Common-Sense position most 
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it.  I doubt that I will get back into gov-
ernment but I’ve learned enough to
know, don’t ever say never. And so it’s
possible.  But I doubt it.
SK: Do you have a sense that Washington
life no longer appeals to you or that you
can play a different role in policy outside
of government? 
SN: The purpose of being in gov-
ernment is to do something for the
American people.  And if you can’t
do that because you’re so busy all
the time trying to raise money to
get reelected, it’s got to be a very
frustrating existence.  And I’m

not saying we’re at that
point—but we’re mov-
ing toward it. 

I think if you’re
sent to Washington you really have an
obligation to set aside enough time to
develop your intellect so that you can
communicate with your own con-
stituents and tell them what you’re
doing, but lead in a way that benefits
the country.  For me, if I couldn’t do
that, I’d much rather be back home
taking care of my farm or my law prac-
tice and doing a good job of that,
because you’re not doing a good job in
Washington if all you’re doing is read-
ing the polls and trying to regurgitate
what people just said they wanted,
based on some kind of snapshot opin-
ion and then going out and raising
enough money to throw all that on tel-
evision and do thirty-second ads. That’s
a pretty demeaning form of public
service.  

SK: The last question.  How would you
describe this new century and the new
world order?  
SN: I’d describe it as a world of huge
opportunity and a world of consider-
able peril, both at the same time.  The

new technologies can be used for the
benefit of mankind to an extent that
we’ve never even dreamed of before, but
they can also be used to kill millions
and millions of people; not just nuclear
technology can be used that way, but
biological as well. With the new genetic
breakthroughs, we’ve got a chance to do
things in healthcare we’ve not ever been
able to even dream of in the past, to
help people who would otherwise be
doomed to either a miserable life or a
short life or help people who want chil-
dren but haven’t been able to have
them.  My niece just had twins at an age
that you wouldn’t have thought possible
a few years ago.  A marvelous thing.

Wonderful.  It’s wonderful to see it.  
There are so many things that can

be brought to bear with technology—if
it’s used wisely.  And yet we have huge
challenges, such as the number of
deaths from infectious disease that’s
gone up 22 percent in the U.S. in the
last ten or twelve years.  We have all

sorts of antibiotics now that the bugs
are getting resistant to because of over-
use or misuse.  Furthermore, we live in
an era when we have to think seriously
about the possible intentional use of
biological agents as weapons.  So we’re
in an age of tremendous opportunity
and an age of considerable danger, and
what we have to do is make sure we
take advantage of the opportunities but
also be alert and start addressing the
down side. 
SK: That’s a quote. And that’s the kind of
statement  that somebody would put into a
thirty-second commercial! �
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“Just imagine for a moment that in the
space of three years the U.S. lost its super-
power status, that 15 states seceded from the
Union taking 40 percent of the population
with them, that our allies switched their
allegiance to our former enemy, that the
economy collapsed, factories closed, that most
people lost their life savings, that Social
Security and Medicare were abolished, and
that prices soared while wages remained
stagnant. That might begin to give you some
small idea of what ordinary Russians have
experienced in the last decade.”

With these words, CNN anchor Judy
Woodruff introduces a documentary
called Russia: Facing the Future, which,
along with a companion volume of the
same name, is the culmination of an initia-
tive undertaken by Carnegie Corporation
of New York, designed to present a fresh
and holistic assessment of the current state
of Russia.  

Known as the Russia Initiative, the 18-
month-long endeavor brought together
Russian and American scholars in four task
forces, each focusing on a particular aspect

of Russia’s security, economy, democrati-
zation, social cohesion and state building.
Over 100 leading scholars from inside
and outside Russia participated in task
force meetings over the course of the 18-
month-long effort.

Key among the findings was the
importance of America remaining enga-
ged with Russia. Despite American mal-
aise since the dissolution of the Soviet
Union, Russia retains nuclear capabilities
rivaling America’s at a time when the
future of Russia’s military is hazy, the
transformation to democracy is fragile and
overall social cohesiveness is deteriorating.

The documentary premiered at the
Library of Congress in early May 2001
before a select group of congressional and
cabinet members and staff and diplomatic
representatives, including Russia’s ambassa-
dor to the United States, Yuri V. Ushakov,
and was later broadcast by Maryland
Public Television and World Link TV.  It
has also been featured in a series of eight
national “conversations” centered around
Russian-American relations. �

Facing the FutureRussia:
© PATRICIA FISHER 2001

James H. Billington,
Librarian of Congress,
speaking at the prem-
iere of Russia: Facing

the Future. (above)
Members of the 

Russia Initiative. (right)

The image of American high schools
as huge gothic buildings populated by
thousands of anonymous teenagers who
wander its halls unknown by each other or
by most of the teachers who work there is
about to be redesigned by seven urban
school systems that are putting students in
the center of the picture: Boston and
Worcester Massachusetts; Providence,
Rhode Island; Chattanooga, Tennessee;
San Diego and Sacramento California;
and Houston, Texas.  The high school
redesign initiative, called Schools for a
New Society, has been underway at the
Corporation for one year and has been
joined by the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation.

The seven systems competed to

Cities Lead the Movement to Change American High Schools7
become part of this long-term, $60 mil-
lion grant program and have undertaken
a rigorous one-year planning process
involving educators, parents, community
leaders and business.  Each of the cities
created a blueprint, with financial
matching funds, that ensures schools pre-
pare all students for a knowledge econ-
omy.   All seven cities reflect four key ele-
ments of high school reform: re-design,
district-wide reform, community mobi-
lization and youth development.

“An enormous amount of work has
been underway in these cities as the school
systems turn to business and community
leaders to help create schools around
themes that will attract students to both
the idea of more rigorous learning and the

notion of their role as active citizens in
society.  There is not a “one size fits all”
high school re-design plan that will be
replicated in each city. Yet, all seven share a
focus and commitment that they must
change the way they have done business in
the past to prepare all students to succeed
in a changed world of work and an
increasingly diverse democracy” explains
Michele Cahill, senior program officer at
Carnegie Corporation of New York, who
leads the initiative.

This nationwide high school red-
esign effort is a major element of the
Corporation’s ongoing concern, shared
by many other foundations, with imp-
roving education, teaching and literacy
in the U.S.
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Fathers At Work
Initiative

The Charles Stewart Mott
Foundation has launched the
Fathers At Work Initiative, a
three-and-one-half year, $10.2
million program that aims to
improve labor participation
and earnings of young, low-
income fathers who are non-
custodial parents. Funding has
been divided among six organ-
izations in New York, Illinois,
California and Virginia that
have demonstrated success in
helping young fathers find and
maintain jobs and in providing
networks of support that
include social service agencies,
law enforcement and child-
support systems.  For more
information: www.mott.org.

Self-Determination 
in Focus  

Self-Determination Crisis
Watch is an electronic journal
that offers comprehensive
analysis of self-determination
issues.  The biweekly journal
provides a virtual forum for
new ideas and policy recom-
mendations on sovereignty and
governance for the use of schol-
ars, activists and government
officials around the world.
Along with a special web page
on self-determination issues,
the project aims to establish an

international network of
experts that will advance new
ideas and paradigms for self-
determination policy. 

The new journal is a prod-
uct of Foreign Policy in Focus
(FPIF) and part of a self-deter-
mination and governance proj-
ect funded by Carnegie
Corporation.  FPIF, dubbed
the “think tank without walls,”
is a joint project of the
Interhemispheric Resource
Center and the Institute for
Policy Studies.

For further information,
including how to subscribe:
www.fpif.org, click on the Self-
Determination in Focus button.

Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation Expands
Grantmaking

The Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation is broadening its
grantmaking to include sup-
port of initiatives that promote
healthy communities and
lifestyles. Plans include fund-
ing for a policy research pro-
gram on physical activity,
capacity building for public
health leaders, community
programs that promote physi-
cal activity, and a nationwide
program to promote physical
activity among older adults.

The Foundation, America’s
largest health philanthropy,
also focuses on issues relating
to basic health care access for
all Americans, care and sup-
port for people with chronic
health problems, and reduc-
tion of the harm caused by

abuse of tobacco, alcohol and
illicit drugs.  For more infor-
mation: www.rwjf.org.

AdmitOne.org
The Artists Rights

Foundation (ARF), founded in
1991 by the Directors Guild,
has launched a web site for
teens with step-by-step instruc-
tions on how to make an origi-
nal 10-15 minute movie.
Available to youngsters around
the world, the site includes
interactive tutorials, a chat
room with access to profes-
sional filmmakers, an artists’
rights section exploring author-
ship issues, and a screening
room where films created by
teenagers can be viewed.

The acclaimed 125-page
manual, downloadable at the
AdmitOne web site, is cur-
rently being used by after-
school programs and other
educational initiatives con-
nected with thousands of
youth organizations, libraries,
cultural centers, and museums.

AdmitOne.org Film School,
developed through support
from ARF Vice President
George Lucas, is an expansion
of an existing program called
Making Movies: A Guide for
Young Filmmakers that pro-
motes teenage filmmaking and
creative collaboration.  For
online information about film-
making: www.AdmitOne.org.
To request a print copy of
Making Movies: A Guide for
Young Filmmakers, contact 
jennisen@artistsrights.org.

Internet 
Accountability Study

A year-long study by the
Markle Foundation finds that
nearly two-thirds of Americans
view the Internet favorably,
although many express concern
about online accountability,
privacy issues and unmediated
access to certain kinds of infor-
mation.  Asked if the Internet
should be governed, most feel
the public at large should have
a say in establishing guidelines
and that government should
provide online protection.
Still, by a wide margin
Americans also say Internet
rules should be developed and
enforced by other entities, such
as technology companies and
nonprofit organizations.

Using samples drawn from
the general population and
Internet experts, researchers
found that most users view the
Internet as a source of infor-
mation, i.e., a “library,” rather
than a commercial medium.
The survey also showed high
favorability ratings among all
age groups, belying the notion
that the Internet is most
appreciated by the young.

Survey data and results are
available at www.markle.org.

Global Consortium 
of Higher Education
and Research for
Agriculture (GCHERA) 

American and international
universities have joined hands
to establish an organization to

FoundationRoundup
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take on the dual challenge of
feeding the world’s population
in an environmentally sustain-
able fashion.  GCHERA will
work toward developing a
worldwide system of collabora-
tion and cooperation among
colleges, universities and inter-
national organizations in the
areas of agricultural education
and research.  A key part of the
effort will also focus on transi-
tioning agricultural curricula
for the 21st century to assure
that agriculture graduates are
appropriately prepared to meet
the challenges of the future.

Organized in 1999 under
the leadership of Iowa State
University in Ames, Iowa,
National Agricultural
University in Kyiv, Ukraine
and Humboldt University in
Berlin, Germany, GCHERA
has established a broad-based
network of international aca-
demic and industrial experts
who will conduct international
scientific conferences, promote
faculty and student exchanges
and share new developments
in agricultural science and
research.  The second global
conference of GCHERA met
in San Francisco in July 2001
under the leadership of Purdue
University in West Lafayette,
Indiana.  For more informa-
tion:  www.gchera.iastate.edu.

Future of the 
Performing Arts

A recent report analyzing a
broad spectrum of performing
arts trends over the last 30
years has concluded that per-

forming arts organizations are
becoming polarized by size,
not by whether they concen-
trate on “high” art or mass
entertainment.  The report,
called The Performing Arts in a
New Era and based on a study
conducted by RAND
Corporation and commis-
sioned by The Pew Charitable
Trusts, indicates that large
groups rely heavily on market-
ing campaigns and celebrity
artists to attract audiences and
that small groups focus on
low-budget productions and
depend on volunteer labor.  

At risk are midsize perform-
ing arts groups that can afford
neither highly paid celebrity
artists nor massive advertising
blitzes.  Companies in this cate-
gory face the most serious
financial strain, confronting the
prospect of having to become
larger and more prestigious or
downsizing production budg-
ets, becoming smaller and rely-
ing on volunteer performers.

Midsize organizations have
long been a conduit for young
artists to gain performing
experience and a sharp reduc-
tion in their number will
inevitably result in a decline of
live performances.  To preserve
these opportunities, the report
suggests a need to develop
policies that consider public
interests served by artistic
endeavors and a re-examina-
tion of the role of government
in supporting these interests.
For more information:
www.pewtrusts.org

Youth Vote Study
A study on voter mobiliza-

tion during the November
2000 election indicates that
voters under the age of 30
were more likely to vote if they
had been contacted a few days
before the election and

encouraged to go to the polls.
Working with Youth Vote

2000, a nonpartisan coalition
of student and community
organizations, Yale professors
Donald Green and Alan Gerber
randomly assigned registered
voters to a group of people to
be contacted by Youth Vote

Carnegie Corporation of New York has announced an
ambitious new initiative, Teachers for a New Era, to

develop excellent teacher education programs at selected col-
leges and universities.  Grants up to $5 million for a period
of five years will be awarded to selected institutions on rec-
ommendations from a national advisory panel of experts.

Teachers for a New Era calls for bold reforms in current
teacher education models. Key among the design features is
a focus on the extent of pupil learning brought about by
good teaching and on teaching as clinical practice. The ini-
tiative also requires a clinical faculty that is inclusive of mas-
ter teachers and a two-year residency (or induction period)
for graduates who are beginning teaching careers.  Teachers
for a New Era stresses the importance of formal collabora-
tion between schools of education, traditional arts and sci-
ences faculty and principals and classroom teachers.
Institutions selected for this initiative will develop methods
of evaluating the effectiveness of their programs by calibrat-
ing the teaching success of their graduates.

Participation in Teachers for a New Era will be by invi-
tation.  Institutions agreeing to the initiative’s conditions
will receive funding for an initial three-year period with a
contingent renewal for an additional two years. Each award,
up to $1 million per year, will be matched by the institution
receiving the award.  At least 30 percent of the matching
funds must be pledged to an endowment that will continue
to support the new program. �

Teachers for a New Era
A National Initiative to Improve the
Quality of Teaching
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volunteers or to a control group
that would receive no Youth
Vote contact whatsoever.

Using cross-off lists, volun-
teers made follow-up calls a few
weeks after the election to deter-
mine voting rates in both the
treatment and control groups.

Results showed that those
who canvassed face-to-face
were nearly 9 percent more
likely to have voted than those
not contacted, and that voters
who got a phone call encour-
aging them to vote were 5 per-
cent more likely to turn out.

Testing was done near col-
lege campuses in New York,
Colorado and Oregon using
voter lists compiled by student
groups and lists purchased
from commercial vendors.
New York had the widest mar-
gin between canvassed and
non-canvassed respondents.
Margins in Oregon, perhaps
because of its voting-by-mail
system that permits voters to
cast ballots up to two weeks
before the election, were less
striking.  For more informa-
tion: www.youthvote.org.

American Attitudes 
on Russia

Most Americans have a
favorable opinion of Russia
according to a recent report
released on  “Americans & the
World,” a web site maintained
by the Program on Intern-
ational Policy Attitudes (PIPA)
that integrates and analyzes

publicly available polling data.  
Researchers cite a February

2001 Gallup poll showing that
52 percent of Americans enter-
tain a favorable opinion of
Russia and remain steadfast in
believing that Russia is of vital
interest to the United States.
More recent data show 69 per-
cent of Americans rating rela-
tions with Russia as “extremely”
or “fairly important” to our
national interest.  Other studies
sponsored by the Chicago
Council on Foreign Relations
and PIPA reveal that most
Americans believe an inclusive
approach is the best way to deal
with whatever threats Russia
may pose.

The analysis of attitudes
toward Russia is drawn from
results of polls conducted by
Gallup, Louis Harris, The
Chicago Council on Foreign
Relations, NBC/Wall Street
Journal, Time/CNN and the
PIPA. The Program on
International Policy Attitudes is
a joint program of the Center
on Policy Attitudes and the
Center for International and
Security Studies at the School
of Public Affairs, University of
Maryland.  For more informa-
tion: www.Americans-world.org

Foster Care Initiative
The Annie E. Casey

Foundation and the Casey
Family Programs have com-
bined forces to launch the Jim
Casey Youth Opportunities

Initiative, a new program to
expand opportunities for foster
care children in the areas of
education, employment, health
care and housing. 

A special focus of the initia-
tive is the approximately
100,000 older youth who are
about to leave or have already
left the foster care system.
Foster children have markedly
higher rates of homelessness,
school dropout, unemployment
and lack of access to health care. 

The program, based in St.
Louis, will support state and
community organizations aro-
und the country through grants,
technical assistance and coalition
building. For more information:
www.jimcaseyyouth.org.

Employers’ Influence
on Health Plan
Enrollment Analyzed

Results from a study of
health insurance trends show
that the number of Americans
without health insurance grew
from 38.3 million in 1992 to
42.6 million in 1998.  Using
data from employer surveys,
researchers found that 1998
workers often didn’t receive
coverage from their employer,
not because coverage was not
offered but because the
employees’ share of the pre-
mium was too high or because
they didn’t meet eligibility
requirements.  Findings also

show that policy costs varied
according to company size,
income, industry and region
and that enrollment and eligi-
bility rates differed according
to employer policies on cover-
age for part- and full-time
workers and length of enroll-
ment periods.

A significant factor influ-
encing the take-up rate of
those studied concerned the
percentage of a company’s
workforce earning $20,000 or
less. Firms whose low-income
workers comprised 35 percent
or more of the workforce had
lower rates of enrollment than
comparable companies with a
smaller percentage of low-paid
workers.  Take-up rates were
also affected by the amount of
monthly contributions workers
were required to make towards
a health plan.  For example,
companies with large numbers
of low-paid workers who were
asked to contribute $50 per
month had fewer enrollees
than companies asking for $25
per month.  Not surprisingly,
when no monthly contribu-
tion was mandated, the take-
up rate across all income levels
was high.

The study was released by
the Health Research and
Educational Trust and the
Commonwealth Fund.  For
more information:
www.cmwf.org.



Carnegie Corporation of New
York recently hosted the third in a
series of Carnegie Forums, which are
aimed at bringing important issues
to the nation’s attention. The Digital
Promise Forum focused on a pro-
posal put forth by Lawrence K.
Grossman, former president of NBC
News and PBS and Newton N.
Minow, former chairman of the
Federal Communications Commis-
sion (FCC), PBS, the RAND Cor-
poration and Carnegie Corporation
of New York. Their proposal calls for
the establishment of a Digital Oppo-

rtunity Investment Trust aimed at
stimulating innovative and experi-
mental ideas and techniques to
enhance learning; broaden knowl-
edge; encourage an informed citi-
zenry and self government; make
available to all Americans the best of
the nation’s arts, humanities and
culture; and teach the skills and dis-
ciplines needed in an information-
based economy. The Trust would be
financed with revenue from auctions
of licenses to the publicly owned elec-
tromagnetic spectrum (the frequen-
cies that transmit radio and televi-
sion signals, as well as a new array of
digital information) and would be
governed by a board of distinguished
and diverse citizens from many
fields. Also speaking at the forum
was Susan Ness, former FCC com-
missioner and Robert Pepper, Chief,

do we need to create what would,
in essence, be a venture capital
fund for public institutions such as
schools, museums, universities,
libraries and nonprofit organiza-
tion to transform themselves into
true participants in the digital age
as well as develop educational and
cultural content geared for our
new wired world?   Why not, as we
have been asked time and time
again, leave all this to the private
sector or to market forces?  After
all, many people think that this
new world, this new digital Inter-
net world, owes its existence to the
marketplace.  That’s partially true,
but it’s not the whole story.  The
development of the Internet was

funded by the
Advanced Resea-
rch Projects Agen-
cy (ARPA), foun-
ded in 1958 as
part of the U.S.
Department of
Defense, to sup-

port scientific research in the
United States.  As a matter of fact,
the first real name for what became
the Internet was ARPANET, and
the first four sites connected
through ARPANET—this was in
1969—were universities.  From
that beginning came the Internet
and its more recent commercial
arm, the World Wide Web.  We
feel that what we’re suggesting

Office of Plans and Policy, FCC.
Grossman and Minow’s comments
are excerpted below.

The United States has made
three great public investments in
the educational life of the nation:
First, in 1787, the Northwest
Ordinance set aside public land to
support public schools in every
state.  Second, the Morrill Act,
passed in 1862, led to the estab-
lishment of 105 land-grant col-
leges, which became the backbone
of American higher education.
Third, in 1944, the U.S. enacted

the G.I. Bill, which provided
educational opportunities for
the more than 20 million
American men and women

who served in World War II.
What we’re proposing now is a
fourth great public initiative that
would contribute to the continued
health and expansion of the
nation’s economy, as the other ini-
tiatives have done, and open the
door to a knowledge-based future
for Americans as well as the rest of
the world

But why is this necessary? Why

would set up a similar dynamic:
using public money to serve an
educational purpose would also
stimulate the private sector to con-
tribute and to get involved.

Some of the people we’ve talked
to in government bring up this
same argument. Why do you
need a public trust fund when the
marketplace is already so focused
on the digital world and the Inter-
net? Our answer is, well, why do
you need public libraries in this
country when we already have
bookstores?  And why do we need
public parks if we’ve got country
clubs?  Why do we need public
hospitals if we’ve got private med-
ical institutions?  We’re talking

about the same thing: the
need for a public response
to a public need, particu-
larly in this time of great
technological change and

development.  That’s the debate
we have to have, as a nation: do
we leave the chance creation of
“public good” solely in the hands
of the private sector or do we,
proactively, identify what needs to
be done and put a system in place
to see that those needs are met—
not only in a timely fashion but
with creativity, with innovation,
and with sufficient resources to
ensure that every citizen is given
access to the enrichment that new
technologies can bring to life and
learning?  It’s our hope that when
you talk to legislators on this
level—confront them with the
history of the Northwest Ordi-
nance and the Morrill Act and the
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G.I. Bill—they’ll say to them-
selves, You know, that’s right.
None of the benefits that were a
direct result of those initiatives
would have come about if there
wasn’t a commitment on the part
of the government to the public
sphere. The Digital Investment
Opportunity Trust is designed to
do for education, in its broadest
sense, what the National Science
Foundation does for science, the
National Institutes of Health do
for medical research, and what
ARPA (now known as the
Defense Advanced Research Pro-
jects Agency, or DARPA)  does
for defense.

We’ve just spent more than a
year talking to the presidents and
to the boards and the patrons of
the nation’s libraries, museums,
performing arts centers, universi-
ties, colleges and school systems,

and all of them—up to and
including the vast New York Pub-
lic Library, the Library of Con-
gress and the Smithsonian Institu-
tion—are concerned with being
able to digitize their collections,
their courses and all their other
materials, such as audio and video
recordings of live performances.
They want to be able to break
out beyond the walls of their
institutions and take advantage of
the new technologies to reach
into homes and into workplaces
and into all kinds of educational
settings in order to enrich and
promote lifelong learning.  But
they can’t do that on their own:
they need a commitment from

government and from society to
support their efforts and endorse
their goals.

As an example of how that can
work, let’s focus on what happened
in the realm of television. When
television was first becoming avail-
able, there was very little debate in
the country about how this great
new resource should be handled.
There wasn’t even a change in the
Communications Act to replace
the world “radio” with the word
“television”: we simply adopted the
system of regulating radio, trans-
ferred it to television with no
debate, and left out the public
spirit entirely.  But then along
came Freida Hennock, the first
woman appointed to the FCC,
who was also the first FCC mem-
ber to be concerned about the
noncommercial use of television: it
was through her intervention, in

1952, that the first two hundred
and forty-two television channels
were set aside solely for educational
use.  Her pioneering efforts were
given a dramatic boost in 1967,
with the release of a landmark
report by the Carnegie Commis-
sion on Educational Television
entitled, Public Television: A Pro-
gram for Action, that called for a
federally funded system of public
broadcasting (and, incidentally,
changed the terminology from
“educational television” to “public
television”). It also became the
blueprint for the Public Broadcast-
ing Act, which broke new ground
because, for the first time, Con-
gress voted to fund television pro-

gramming. In other words, it
accepted that part of government’s
responsibility was to provide sup-
port for television’s content. It was
also a shift over to the idea that the
free market could not supply all
the nation’s cultural needs, and
that government had a civic
responsibility to act.

Still, public television has
ended up passing the hat. In
1981, Walter Annenberg person-
ally gave $150 million to support
public broadcasting; through the
years, other philanthropists and
foundations have also provided
support—and, as viewers of pub-
lic television know—pledge drives
are a constant necessity. What we
want to do, with the Digital
Trust, is ensure that funding is
available for the development of
digital educational content and
model projects. The reason we’ve

singled out the spectrum as a
source of funding is that it’s going
to be auctioned off one way or
another, and the money is going
to go into the government’s cof-
fers—we’re just suggesting that at
least a portion of the proceeds be
earmarked for the purposes we’ve
outlined.  We’re suggesting that
money generated by a public
resource be put back into the
public sector to serve an essential
purpose: helping this nation’s
public institutions fully partici-
pate in the digital age.

Let’s go back to our own
American history for inspiration.
During the darkest days of the
Civil War, when you would think

that all the priorities of the gov-
ernment would be devoted to
organizing an army and supply-
ing that army and recruiting
more men and paying for the
war, Congress passed the Morrill
Act to make higher education
available to the public. When
Abraham Lincoln signed it, he
was recognizing that education
was a national priority, no matter
what.  If, as a nation, we were able
to understand that fact in the
midst of some of the greatest tur-
moil the country has ever known,
we certainly ought to be able to
do the same thing now when
we’re living in a time of greater
resources and opportunities.  If
we don’t, we’ll have nobody to
blame but ourselves.

And since we’ve come to
Carnegie Corporation of New
York to discuss this initiative, let’s
invoke the name of the Corpora-
tion’s founder, Andrew Carnegie,
who started life as a poor boy and
felt he owed his later success to the
public resources that were available
to him here in America.  We both
believe that if Carnegie were alive
today, he’d be cheering us on,
because this is exactly the kind of
thing he’d do: he would invest in
the new age, the new technologies,
in order to make it possible for
everyone to get the best possible
education available.  And isn’t that
what we all want—for our chil-
dren, and their children, and all
the children who follow?  Making
a digital gift to the nation through
the creation of a Digital Opportu-
nity Investment Trust will ensure
that legacy and it will ensure that
the public institutions we value so
much and that have such a vital
impact on all our lives will not
only survive into the 21st century
but will also flourish and grow.  It’s
as simple as that. 
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In 1901, Andrew Carnegie sold his vast steel empire to J.P. Morgan for $480 million (the equivalent

today of approximately $10.6 billion). In pencil, Carnegie scribbled the asking price on a piece of paper

and had one of his managers deliver 

the offer to Morgan who accepted it

without hesitation. “Congratulations,

Mr. Carnegie,” said the banker when

they finalized the deal, “you are now the

richest man in the world.”

With that sale, the second phase of

Carnegie's life began—that of philan-

thropist. “The man who dies rich dies

disgraced,” said Carnegie; he went on

to spend much of his fortune establish-

ing over 2,500 public libraries and

more than 20 organizations devoted to

the public good, including Carnegie

Corporation of New York. By the time

he died in 1919 at the age of eighty-

three, he had given away the equivalent

today of approximately $3.6 billion.

Capitalization of Carnegie Company: 
$160,000,000 bonds to be exchanged 
at par for bonds in new company $160,000,000

160,000,000 stock to be exchanged 
at rate of $1000 share of stock in 
Carnegie Company exchanged for $1,500 
share of stock in new company $240,000,000

Profit of past year and estimated
profit for coming year                          $80,000,000

______________
Total price for Carnegie Company 
and all its holdings                           $480,000,000

History
� �ootnote to

A rendering of Andrew Carnegie’s offer to J.P. Morgan.  


