
~ Promising Res~lts, Continuing Chall~nges; Final Report of the National Assessment of Tit..: Page 1 of9 

Pro~ising'Results, Continuing Challenges: 

Final Report ofthe National Assessment ofTitle T 


Executive Summary (Part I of 3) 

Context for Title I 

TITLE l-lIELPING DISADVANTAGED ClIlLDREW MEET IflGlI STANDARDS 
"SEC. 1001. DECLARATION OF POLICY AND STATEMENT OF PURPOSE," 

"(a)(I) The Congress declares it to be the policy of the United States that a higb-quality cduca1ioll 
for :111 individuals and a fair and equal opportunity to obtain that education are a societal good. nrc a 
morn I imperative. and improve the-life ofevery individual) because the quality ofour lives 
ultimately d!)pcnas on the quality of the lives ofothers," . 

First enacted ill 1965 as a "War on Poverty" program, Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) [P,L, 103-382] now provides over $8 billion {J) per year to fund syslcm~wide , 
supports and additional resources for schools to improve teaming for students at risk of educational 
failure. The program's central Objective is to support state and local efforts to ensure that all children 
reach chaUcnging standards by providing additional resources for schools and students who have 
farthest 10 go in achieving the goal. 

Title I is intended to help address the greater educational challenges facing high~p(n'crty 
communities by targeting extra resources to school districts and schools with the highest 
com;:cntrationt: of poverty, where academic performance tends to be low and the obstaCles io raising 
performance are [he greatest. Nineiy.fivc percent of the natton's highcst poverty schools (those with 75 

percent or more students eligible for frec~ Of reduced price lunch) participate in Title lP) While the 
. highest poverty schools make up almost 15 percent of schools nationwide, they account for 46 percent 

ofTitlc I spending. About three-fourths (73) percent ofritIc I funds go to schools with 50 percent or 

more students eligible for free~ or reduced price lunch. W 

Full)' 99 percent of Title I doUars go to the local level. School disiricts usc 90 to 93 pcrcGm of their 

Title I funds f()f instruction and instructional support(4L:"'mos t oftell in reading Jnd malf" Although Titk 
[ acCOunts for a relatively small percentage of total funding for elementary and secondary education Gust 
under:} pcrcent)1 the program plays a significant role in supporting local education improvement dlorts. 
It pruvides flexible funding that may be used for supplementary instruction, professional development, 
new computers, ancr~schoo! Qr other extended-time programs, and other strategies for raising student 
achievement. . 

TiCie I also pnwidcs supplemental assistance to children who face unique educational harriers. 
These include children who come from families with low literacy. {he children of migrant agricultural 
we'rkr'fS,ano children who arc neglected or delinquent The children ofparents with poor literacy skills 

less likely to receive early literacy training at home or to be enrolled in a preschool program. \\'hicli 
increase> the risk of school failure. Migrant children have families who mo'.'e frequently to pursue 
<lgrictl!tmaJ w\)ck-and thus must cbange schools frequcr.tly-whieh has a detrimental effect on their 
iKhicvemcnt Neglecrcd or delinqucnt students arc extremely educatlon.ally dis,ld\'antagcd: most an:; 
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incarcerated in state juvenile and adult correctional facilities and have experienced numerous disruptions 
in their educatIon. ,. 

Exhibit 1 
Percentage of Schools Participating in Title I, 

by Schoof Poverty Level j 1997~98 
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Exhibit rcads; Almost all of the highest~poverty schools (95 percent) receive Title J funds, 

compured with 36 pcn::ent of the lowest-poverty schools. 

Soutee: U.S. Department of Education, unpublished tabulations from the Follow-Up ,)'url'ey 

ofEducation Rriff;rm. 


Title I reaches uver 11 million students enroUed in both public anti private schools-about two­
thirds of whom arc in elementary gnldes 1~6. The percent of students in middle and secondary 
schools remains H small proportion of those served ovcralL Minority students participatc at rates higher 
than their prop0l1ion of the student populatiolt African American students represent 28 perccnt of Title I 
participants, 30 percent are Hispanic, 36 percent are non-Hispilnic white, and the remaining 5 percent 
are from other ethnic1mcial groups. Among those served by the Title 1 Part l\ program (local education 
agency program) nrc aboml67,OOO private school children, dose to 300,000 migrant children, and over 
200.000 children idcntified as homeless. Title l services are also available to about 2 million students 
with limited English proficiency, almost one fifth of all students served and growing in number, and i 
million students \'lith disabilities.(s') In 1996~97, Even ~Harl served (Part 13) some 48.000 children and 

almost 36,000 adults.(6) Over 580,000 migrant children were served under the Migrant Educ;:nioll 
Program {Part C)(7), and 200,000 neglected or delinquent youth were served in the Title l Part D 

program for neglected or delinquent youth,{t:) 

School Poverty Level (Free or ReducedaPtice LUnch) 

School Ptnierty Luye! {Free« ReovC1l:d·PriCB Lunch 

1994 Rcauthori7J.tion ofT;tl. 1of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

1994 reauthorizalion of ESEA, along with the- Goals 2000: Educate America Act. introduccd a new 
federal approach built around a framework of st~H1dards~drivcn rdoml, Challenging standards for aft 

, '" It, , 
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studenls would promote excellence and equity~ and better link Title I along with oth~r federally· 
supported programs to Slate and local reform efforts. As the largest single federal investment in . 
elementary and secondary education; the reauthorized Title I adopted each of the key principles outlined 
in tne legislation. 

• 	 Support states in setting high standards for all children-witb the clements ofeducation aligned, 
so thDllhcy arc working in concert to help all students reach those standards 

• 	 Focus on teaching and learning, through upgroding curriculum, accelerating instruction. and 
providing teachers with professional development to teach to hign standards 

• 	 Provide flcxihifity to stimulate school-based and district initiatives. coupled with responsibility for 
student perfon:nanec . 

• 	 Create Ii l1ks among schools, parents, and communities 

• 	 Target resources 10 where the needs arc greatc:;:t 

Six years ago, the U.S. Department of Education reported to Cong;css on the cffcctivcnc% of the 
program as it operated as Chapter 1. 'nIDt report, Reinventing Chapter j; The Current Chapter 1 Program 
and New Directions, which drew from the Prospects longitudinal study, concluded that in order for the 
program 10 effectively suppon ali students in meding chnlknging standards, fundamental change was 
required. Indeed, as the prior l'ationat Assessment of.Chapter I found, Chapter 1 programs reinforced 
low expectations of the students they served by providing students with remedial instruction and hOlding 

to lower academic standards than other students,(9) 

• Different \!xpcclalions were clearly evident for students in high~ and low-poverty schools. Indeed) 
when measured against a common test, un "A" student in a high-poverty school would be about a 

"e" student in a low-poverty schooL(!O) 

• Program-supported services pulled most Chapter 1 ;tudents out oftlleir regular classrooms for 
program¥sllpponcd scrvieGs, adding an zlverage of only 10 minutes of instructionat time per day, 

and often failing to relate to the rest of the student's educational experience.HI) 

• 	 Chupter 1 did not contribute to high-quality instruction. and often relied on teachers' aides who 

lacked educational credentials required to deliver high-quality instruction.o.;2) 

• 	 Chapter 1 had not kept paee with the growing movemelH, across the country~ toward the 
establishment of challenging standards and assessments. Tberefore, weaknesses in instruction 

were compounded by minimum competency assessments that tested primarily low-level skills.(IJ) 

Th\.' reauthorized Title I Icglslation coupled flexibility in Ihc usc of resources with attention to 
accountability for results. Providing flexibility in tandem with performance accountahility is the 
centerpiece ofThlc I, and an ovcrnll focus of the National Assessment of Title I. The National 
ASSl'ssment also c:<amincs the implementation of key Tille I provisions at the state, district ul.1d schoo! 

'Mandate for a National Assessment of Title I 

1 1<.' If) 1 

http:experience.HI
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The final report of the National Assessment of TitJe J responds to Congress' mandate to examine the 
";i~:s(Of students served by the program and implementation of key provisions, and suggests 
:tr : : for improved policies or changes in statutory requirements. 

Key issues addrcs:ed include: 

• 	The pcrfom1ance of students in high-poverty schools and !ow~perfomling students, the prime 
beneficiaries of Title I services 

• The implementation of systems designed to support schools in helping studenls meet high 
standards, including the establishment of systems of challenging standards and assessmcnts, the 
role ofTille I in holding schools accountable for results, 3:nd targeting of Title I funds and the 
allocation and use of resourccsln states, districts ~md schools 

• 	The implementation of Title I services Ul1he school leveL including strategies for providing 
challenging curriculum and inslructTon in high-povcl1Y Title I schools l uses of scboolwidc and 
targeted assistance app:oachcs for providing services in Title f schools. qualifications of and 
support for staff (including aides) in Title r high-poverty schools, and Title I support for 
parmc~hips with families 

.• 	The implementation of additional Title I services tatgeted at special populations, including Parl A 
Serviccs 10 Students Enrolled in Private Schools, Evcn Start (Part 13), Migrant Education Program 
(Part C), and Services to Neglected or uclinqucnt Children (Part D) 

l\'arional Assessment of Title I also reports progress on key indicators identified for the Title I 
program in response 10 Ule Government Performance and Resulls ACI of 1993 (GPRA) [P.L. 103-62J, 
which requires that agencies establish performance goals and track indicators for every program, These 
indicitlors address improved achievement for students enrolled in high-poverty schools. incn:ases in the 
number of Title I schoois using standards~bascd reform and effective strategies to enable all children 10 

reach challenging standards, and accelerated state and local reform efforts and assistance to Title 1 
schools. ' 

The National Assessment ofTitic) benefited from the involvement of an Independent Review Panel 
composed of representatives of SHlte and locaJ education agenCies and private schools, school~leve! staff, 
parent representatives, education researchers, and policy experts. The Panel, mandated under Sections 
ISO 1 and 1470 I of the ESEA~ has met three to four times a year since May 1995, It has defined issues 
for the ~alional Assessment ofTilie 1 and the companion Repol'f on the Impac! o/Federal Educarioll 
Legislation Enacted in 1994 to address, Panel memhers hove also participated in reviews of S\wJy plam, 
data analysi:<;. and draft text for both reports. 

KEY FINDINGS 

Progress in the Performance of Studcnts in High-Poycn)' Schoot'i 

The impact of !{tandards~based reform is beginning to be seen in II':iprovcd achievement among students 
in high~poverty schools and among low~performing students-who are the primary recipients orTitle I 
services. 

Pt'r/ormance (Ill Natiollal ASJcs.\'menls ojHeildi'IlK 

I 
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1992. prior tu the reauthorization of Title I, national reading per,formancc has imp~vedIor 
,.y.,.r·-.hls in the tiighest~Jlovcrty public schools, (those with 75 percent of more low~income . 

chi:ldr,'nlrcgllining ground lost in the late 19805 and early 1990s. Scores olllhe long-term trend ­
assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NABP) of 9-ycar olds hi high-poverty 
public schools increased 8 pOinl'i (close to one grade level) between 1992 and 1996 (Exhibit 2). ' 

~==~========~···=·==···=·~=··==9 
__ Exhibit 2 

_ . Trends in NAE? Reading Perlormance 
Average Scale Scores of 9-Year-Old Public School Students, by Poverty 

Level of Schoo! (1988 ~ 1996) 
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Highe5t·~ schoo! 'It 76% to lCO% of students elig!ble for free or f<lduced·price lunch, l()w· , 
poverty sdlool '" 0% - 25% of studeots e!Jgible for free or ,eauced--price lun~" Scale SCO(e5 i!f1! O· I:), 
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exhibit rcads:: In 1996, the average' reading scale score for 9-year-old studcrHS in the 
highest-poverty schools was 188. 
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National 

. Asscssmctt! uf Educatiot1t.11 Progress, NAEP Reading Trends. unpublished tabulations, 1998 

Among the Iuw("st achieving publit scboo14tb gro.ddcrs-those most likely to be served by Tide 1­
there were fairly substantial improvements '" reading between 1994 and 1998, Results of the Main 
NAEP reading a~scs$men1 showing substantial gains for low achievers-9 points among the bottom 10 
percent and 5 points among the bottom 25 percent--compared to the s!able performancc of other 
percentile grollP~;; suggest that it was the performance of the lowest achicvers that raised the national 
average of all fourth graders. 

Performance on Natiollal Asses-wttel11S offtfllt/lellulfics 

Math achievement has improved nationally, especially among students in the higbest~p()verty 
public schools. NAEP scores on the long~lerm trend assessment sho\-\' an incrcnse of about 10 points for 
all 9-ycar olds from 1986 through 1996 (Exhibit 3). 

r==-. . ~lExhibit 3 .
II Trends in NAEP Mathematics Performance I 

i INtO I 

http:Educatiot1t.11
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Average Scale Scores of 9-Year*Old Public School Students, by Poverty 

Leve! of School (1986 -1996) 
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E:d1ibit reads: In 199u, the average mathematics scale score of9-ycar~old students in the 
highest-poverty schools was 217. . 
Source: U,S. Dcpanmcnt of Education. National Center for Education Statistics, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress. NAEP Mathematics Trends, unpublished tabulations, ­
1998. 

Math senrt'S from the main NAEP assessment also improved substantially among public 4th grade 
students in the lowest percentiles of performance-those most typically targeted fOf Title I 
services. The main NAEP assessment shows that from 1990 to 1996, thc average performance of the 
100vest a<:hleving students improved stcadHy. NAEP scores of the lowest 25 percent improved by 8 
points. 

Bowel'cr, a subst:mtial achic\'cmcnt gap rcmains betn'cen students in the highest- and lowest­
povcrty schools. In J99R, 32 percent of students in the highest-poverty schools met or exceedcid the 
NAEI' Basic level in reading, about half the ra~e nationally of stmknts in public schools, In math, 42 
percent of students in the bigbest poveny schools scored at or above the NAEP Basic level in 1996, 
compared with 62 percent in all public schools (Exhibits 4 and 5). 

Exhibit 4 
NAEP 4th-Grade Reading 

Percen1age of PubliC 4th Graders Scoring At Of Above Basic 
Leve, and Proficient Achievement Levels, by Poverty Leve: of 

, School 

Exhibit 5 
NAEP 4thwGrade Math 

Percentage of Public 4th Graders Scoring At . 
Basic Level and Proficient Acnievemer;l Levels, 

Level of SchoOl 

"".~._ ..• 1.,.__ 1 11 I 
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Exhibit rcads: In 1998, 61 percent of students attending public schools performed at or 
above the Basic level in reading, and in 1996, 62 percent ofail 4th-graders scored at or 
above the Basic level in math. 
Source: U,S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, National 
Assessment of Educational Progress, Main NAEP Reading and Mathematics, unpublished 
tabulations, 1999, 

r D'''pite the nationwide gap in performance, the percent of fourth-grade students enrolled in, 
highest-poverty public schools achieving at or above the Basic level exceeded lile national average 
(62 percent) in 9 states-indicating that It )$ possible to bring these students to high levels of ' 
achievement (Exhibit 6). 

Exhibit 6 
Sate NAEP 4th...Grade MathematIcs, 1996 


Percentage of Students in the Highest~Poverty Pubiic Schools 

Performing At or Above Basic Level, by State 
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scored at or above the Basic level in math. ' 

Source: U.s.. pcpartment ofEducation, National Center for Education Statistics •. Nationar ' 


'Asses-sment of Education Progress, State NAEP yfathernaties, unpublished tabulations, 
1998. 

Performnnce 011 State and District Assessments 

Trends in student performance based on the assessments of individual states and districts provide an., 
additional perspective for measuring the progress of students in high~poverty areas, 

Three year trends reported by states and districts show progress in the percentage (If students in 
the higbcst~po"erty schools meeting state and local standards for proficiency in mathematics and 
reading. Among states and large urban districts that provided three~year trend data for students in high­
poverty "3,ehool5, progress ovcraH is positive. Due to changes in state assessment systems to comply with 
Title J legislation, few states can currently provide three-year trclId data 011 students in high-poverty 
schools, Results from t3 large urban districts are pn.:sented to show trends in student performance in 
areas in which poverty and educallonal challenges are most highly cOl1Ccnlratco. Districts profiled arc 
among the largest in the country; have student populations that are at least 35 percent minority ancl50 
percent eligiblc for frcelreduced price lunch; serve high concentrations of limited English proficient 
students; are geographically diyerse; and have at least thrc~ years of achievement data on the same­
assessment in reading and math for elementary and mlddle school students, A_s with states, these are 
among those that provided data (which were available in fall/early winter 1998}. 

• The achievement of elementary school students in the highest-poverty schools improved in 5 of 6 
, states rcpC!rting three year trends in reading and in 4 of 5 states reporting trends in mathematics" 
Students in Connecticut, Maryland, North Carolina, and Texas made progress in both subjects,(14) 

• 	 Ten -of 13 large urban districts showed increases in the pe.rcentage ofelementary students in the 
highest-poverty schools who met district or state proficiency standards in rcading or math. Six 
districts, including Houston, Miami~Dade County, New York, Philadelphia, San Antonio and San 
Francisco made progress in both 5ubjecL,),(l5) 

-###­

IJ lighlightsJ IIIErExecutiye.summarY_(P311.2-,)f3)] 

DR<;lurn.,0.Elemen:af)'.anct.seeOndcf)'Edueation.With.Title.l 

Last update April 14, 2000 (mjj). 



" . 	 . 
Promising Result!'., Continuing Challenges: Final Report of the National Assessment ofT.,; Page 1 of 10· 

" 	 . . 

Pro.mising Results, Continuing Challenges: 

Final Report ofthe National Assessment of Title I 


Exeeutive Summary (part 2 of 3) 

Title' Support for Systems Designed to Support Schools in Helping Students Meet 
High Standards 

Development (ifStandards and Assessments and (he Role oj Tille 1 

Challenging sumdards of learning and assessments that ensure sharcc expectations for all chiklrcn ure 
key policy dnver:; in Title L fndeed, support for the establishment of systems of standards and 
asSc:;smcnts ur.~cr Title I. as well as the Goals 2000: Educate America Act, 'are consistent with a key 
purpose of the program, as'outlined in the statute: "to enable schools 10 provide opportunitic$ for 
children served to acquire the knowledge and skills <:ontained in the challenging State content standards 
and to meet the challenging State perronnance standards developed for all children" " 

hi addition to fCquiring states to establish and lise systems of standards and aligned assessments 10 guide 
expectations for what children should be expected to know and do, Title I has required that states 
develop criteria for tracking the student performance of schools and districts participating in the 
program. By the 1997-98 school-year, each state was to have adopted challenging content standards, in 

least rcading and math, that specify what all children are expected to know and be able to do, and 
challengiJig performances standards that describe students' maSIc!)' of lhe COJitent standards. By the year 
2000-2001, states are also 10 adopt or develop student assessmem systems that are aligned with, 
standards in a1 least reading/language arts and math. 

States nrc making significant progress in developing content standards, but progress is 
considerably slower with respect to developing performance standards nccording to the timclinc 
set forth in the statute. 

,. 	 Forty-eight states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico have met the requirement for 
deVeloping content standards in the core subjects of reoding and math. One remaining state is 
approving its districts' standards; the other sUite has a waiver to extend the deadline lO develop 
state- standards. Federal assistance is credited with providing financial incentives and support that 
helped states adopt standards (Exhibit 7) . 

• 	 Less than half the siales had appmvcd performance standards by 1998. Variability in the rigor of 
standard~ is a concern, glven the lack of evidence that states have benchrnark{~d standards agninst 
common crltcri.(l, such as NAEP (Exhibit 8). 

I I 1 
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Exhibit 7 ExhitHt 8 
Statt'!s with Challenging Content Stand.rds States with Chlllllenging Pctfonnance 

in Mrih and RoadfngIUngu.:IIQO Arb ' StatKbni. in MAth and R4»Idin~ngi.ngo Am 

" 
• 

Exhibit reads: In 1998,48 states, the District of Columbia and Puerto had suhmitted 
evidence to the U.S. Department of Education thai content standards were in place. 
Source: Council of Chief State Schoo! Officers, Status Report: State Systemic Education 
Improvements (Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers, August 1995); 
U,S. Deparnnent of Education, unpublished analysis of state plans required under Sec. 
I II I. 

States are not required ttl liave assessment systems (wbieh reflect standards) and include nil 
students until 2000-2001. However, progress in their development is worth noting. 

• 	 According to an independent review ofstnte plans submitted h.1 the U.S. Dcpiutment of Educatl0fl 
in 1997,14 states had in place transitional assessment systems'Hnked to slate content standards. 
(\§) 

• 	 Additionally, a sizeable number report student achievement based on state assessment data 
according to categories established in the statute. For the 1996w97 school year, of the 48 slates, 
plus DC and Puerto Rico, that reported student achievement data through the Title I Performance 
Report 21 disaggrcgatcd results by school poverty levels, t2 reported results for lowwincome 
students) 19 provided data for limited English p'ro(icient students, and 16 reported achievement of 

migrant students.(17) 

Issues regarding assessment of special populations are among the greatest challenges reported by 
stutes in developing their assessment systcm~. The review Df state practices in detcnnining school and 
district progress found that most states (44) had at least partially developed policies or procedures for 
assessing all students but only 28 provided some evidence that these policies or procedures were being 

implemented.{lK) 

The Role qfTitle I ill Holding Scftools Accountable for Performance and Supportillg Improt'emeJU 
I:.jJiJrls 

Title r is intended to be linked to state accountability so that states will hold Title I schools 10 the same 
high standards l1)r performance l:xpccled for an 5chooi5. Under Title I eaeh state is required to develop 
criteria for determining a standard of adequate yearly progrcss for districts and schools participaliiig in 
Title I based on Ihe state assess:nent and other metlSUfCS, Title 1 schools und districts that filii to make 
:Jdt.:quatc y~arly progress 1.'1;-: to he j(l\.:ntificd for in!p;ovcmcnt Schools identificd for improvemcnt nre to 

, . I iXIO 
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receive support and assistance from states and districts. Those schools and districts 111<it continue to fail 
, make progress are subject'to corrective actions. The perfonnanee ofdistricts and schools under Title J 
to be publicly rcportcd.and widely shared. 

States are making progress in implementing the accountability provisions of Title I, although full 
implementation ofaccountability under Title I is not required until final assessments arc in place 
in the 2000<ZOOl school year, But states arc also facing real challenges as they transform their 
educational systems into bigher performing, results-based systems" _._ ' 

• 	 States have developed transitionai measures for dcfinlng school and district progress tmdcr Title 1, 
but there are concerns abom the rigor of the meJsures. An independent review of state pluns 
documented that only half ofall states huvc set standards for measuring progress based on 
students reaching a proficient level of performance, rdthcr than only a minimum level of 
competency, Most slates qo nol have a specified timeiinc for having all student::; meet. 

expectations. (l9j 

• 	 There is cOl1sidernblc 'variation across states in the idcntificut:on of Title 1 schools in need of 
improvement. In Texas, only 1 pcn;:ent of Title J schools were identified for improvcment in 1996~ 
97, In New Mexico and Washington D.C.. over 80 percent of Title 1 schools were idcntified for 
improv¢ml'nt (20) 

• Although there is vatiation in the number and percentage of Tille 1 schools identified for 
improvem<:nt across the states~ evidence suggests that statc!> ate identifying their neediest schools. 
Schools id0nlificd [or improvement tend to serve a greater proportion of poor students and have a 
larger minority enrollmcnt. {21) . 

• A recent study of accountability in large urban districts finds that Title I has been a "model and an 
instigator" for standards~bascd reform and efforts to track student progress and improve schools. 

a.:;J Nationally, 14 percent of districts report that Title I is driving refQrm"ln their districts as a 
whole 10 a great extcnt Fitly percent of smali poor district~ and 47 percent of large poor districts 

report that Title I is driving reforln to a great eXlent.(23.) 

A key concern is the extent to which identification of schools for improvement under Title 1 is 
integrated with the acc(}untabiHty systcms states arc putting in phtce for all schools. 

• Although there is considerable overlap between schools identified for improvement tinder Title I 
and other state or local mechanisms, swles report thai they are having difficulty integrating the 
Title I requirements with their own systems" Paralic I systems are operating in many states, with 

. only 23 state Title I directors reporting that the same accountability system is used for Tille 1 as 
for all schools in their state, 

• 	 Research shows that statc tH.:countability systems that are "closer to home" are of greater value to 
educators and have more immediate consequences to schools and districts, 

Recent findings suggest that state and Title I accountability requirements are helping stutes, 
districts, and schools foeus Inorc un the usc of data for school improvcment. 

• Research on accountability in 12 t;lIales and 14 districts found a remarkably high level of attention 
paid to using dnt<t to inform dccisionmaking. The study found thal while Dutcome data was being 
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required to be used for school improvement planning~ many districts were going beyond 
requiremen1s of the law to usc this perfonnancc data to identify and develop strategies for stnff 
devc,iopment aod curriculum improvement that address gaps in perforrnance.(2:t) 

The lack of capacity of state scbool support tcams to assist scbools in need of improvement under 

Title I is a major conccrn• 


• 	 Thc State Improvement Grants that would have provided ad~Wonal resources for the operation of 
school support teams were nor funded in reauthori7.3tion, Although the main task for slate school 
support tcams has been to assist schoolwidc programs, their charge also includes providing 
assistance to schools in need of improvement. In 1998, only S stutes reported (hat schoo! support 
learns have been able to serve the majority nf schools identified as in need ofimprovcmcn\, In 24 
states, Title I directors reported more schools in need of assiswnec from school support tcams than 
~fiiie f<:ouJd assist,(25) 

• 	 Among schools ihat reported in 1997~981hat thl:Y had been identified as in need ofimprovcment, 
less than half(47 percent) reported that they hud recc!vcd additional professional dc:velopment or 
a<;sistance as a result.(26) 

TargelillK Tille J Resollrcel' 10 Districts allti Sellools Where Jist! Nee(i<. are Greatesl 

Historically, Title I funds were spread ihinly '0 most districts und a Jarge majority of schools, 

undermining the program's capacity to meet the high ~xpectations set by pollcymakcrs. The 

previous Chapter 1 formula and '\\'ithin-district allocation provisions spread funds to virtually all 

counties; 93 pcrcent of all school districts> and 66 percent of aU public schools j yet left many of tbe 

nation's poorc!';t schools unserved. The 1994 reauthorizatior. changed the allocation provisions in an 

effort to improve the targeting of Titlc I funds on the neediest districts and schools. In addition, 

Congress has recently increased the proportion 'ofTitle I funds appropriated for Concentration Grants in­

an effort to direct a greater share of the funds to higher-poverty districts and schools. 


~Changcs in the allocation formula and procedures, enacted in the 1994 amendments, h,n'c bad 

little dfect on t~lrgciing at the state, county, and district levels, hut substantial impact on witbin~ 


distrid targeting. At the district level, the share of Title I funds allocated to the hjghcst~poVCr1Y quartile 

of districts remained tmehanged (at 49 percent) from FY 1994 to FY 1997" At the schoQI level, almost 

all (95 percent) of the highest-poverty schools (75 percent or more low-income students) recelvec Title I 

funds in 1997~9g. up from 79 percent ill 1993-94 (Exhibit S). Funding for low~povcrly schools (less than 

'35 percent low~income students) declined from 49 percent to 36 percent over the same period, At the 

secondary level, nearly all (93 percent) highest-poverty secondary schoQls received Title I funds in 


J997-98, lip from 61 percent in 1993_94(27) 


Exhibit 9 

Proportion of Highest-Poverty Schools That Rec~iv~ Title I Funds 




'. .' .. "",:'4:', ':- ,.'J.' "l':';:, ' 

, 'Promising Results, Continuing Challenges: Final Report of the National Assessment ofT.J Page 5 ot' 1 0 >" ~. 
" . 

'00' 

~• """ 
! ,,.
~ 

~ 

$
• 

,•• 
• ",. 
" 20% 

I 

Exhihit reads: The proportion ofhigh cst-poverty schools (those with 75 percent or more 
low-income students) receiving Title I funding rose from 79 pcrc<:nt in 1993-941095 
percent in 1997~98. 
Source: Slullich, Doni}', and Stolzhcrg, Targeting Schools: StuJy ofTitle r Allocations 
Within School Districts" 1999. 

Nearly all Title I funds a!'~ allocated to iocal school districts. States distribute,99 percent of their 
Title I funds to school districts and retain only 1 percent for administration) leadership. and technical 

assistance to districts and schools,L2J!) Over 90 percent ofTitic I funds are used for instruction and 

instructional support-much higher than the percentage of state and local funds (62 percent)P9) '. 

Although Title Taccounts for a relatively small percentage of total funding for elementary and secondary 
education (about 3 percent), the program plays a significant rOlc in supporting local education 
improvement effMtS. It provides flexible funding that may be used for supplemcntary instruction, 
professional development, new computers, afterwschool or other extcndcd~time programs, and other 
strategies for raising student achievement. For example, Title I funds used for technology amounted to 
roughly $237 million, nearly as much as the appropriations foJ' thc T echno!ogy Literacy Challenge FUfld 
and Technology Literacy Challenge Grants combined ($257 million). Similarly, Title 1 funds used for 

'professiona! development amounted to $191 rr.iIlion in 1997-98.0{l) 

Title I funds may help equalize resources fOf high- and Jow-poverty schools. Title I provides 
additional support in districts and schools with greater needs, which often receive fewer resources from 
~tate and local sources. For example, Title J funds purchased an average of3.3 computers in the highesl­
poverty schools in 1997-98 (26 percent of the new computers») compared to 0.6 computers in low~ 
poverty schools. High-poverty schools' use of Title I funds for technology helped to compensate for the 
f<lct that thcy H~cdved fewer computers from state or local funds (4.8 computers, versus l2.4 in low­

poverty schools)pl) 

Increa!l~S in targeting have increased the number ofhigh~poverty schools served but have not 
necessarily incrl~ased the intensity of sen'ices, In a sample of 17 large urban districts, the avcmgc size 
of schoo! allocations remained unchanged from 1994-95 to 1996-97, indicating that the growth in total 
funding and redirection of some funds away from low-poverty schools wcre used to increase the number 
of high-poverty schools served rather thun to inerease the intcnsi~y of services in those schools" 

J!kIOJ 
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Title I Services at the School Level 

The C(}IUext for Sta"durd'f-Bas(!l/ Reform 

There is evidence of progress for students in high-poverty schools where staff members focus on 
challenging st:mdards and strategies that help students aehicvc them. Preliminary findings from the 
Longitudinal Evaluation of School Change and Performance (LESCP)1 a study of instructional practices 
in 11 high poverty schools found that­

• 	 Students were likely 10 make better progress in reading if their teacher gave them more total 

cxpmtln.,: to rending in the content areas and opportunities to talk in small groups abollt,what they 

hnd read. ' 


• 	 Students in the hottom quarter'oftheir class who had better growth in vocabulary and 

comprcnensiol1 tended io have teachers who gave them more exposure to reading materials of at 

leas! onc paragruph. reading content areas materials, working at a eon"!putcr, and completing 

vmrkbooks or skill sheets, 


• 	 Teacher;; who used a curriculum lhat reflected National COlmcil ofTeachers of Mathematics 

(NCTM) standards had studentS with higher gains in mathematics, 


• 	 Student~ who started the year as low achievers CQuid be helped to gain morc skill in problem 
,solving in mathematics when their teachers deliberately emphasized understanding a.nd problem 

solving with them. 


Principals arc reporting an increased use of contcnt standards to guide curriculum and 
instruction in their schools. The proportion of Title I principals who reported using content standards 
to guide curriculum and instruction to v. great extent increased 'suhstantially from approximately half in 
t995~96 to approximately three-quarters in 1997-98. Recent findings from a study ofhigh~perfonning, 
high~povcrty schools carry this relationship one step fur·thcr, finding that implementing such rl.!forms is 
associated wi1h highcr student perfonnunce. The study found that in high-performing, high~povcrty. 
schools, 80 percent of principals· reported using standards extensively to design curriculum and 

instruction and 94 percent reported using standards to assess student progressP2) 

However, most teachers do not feci \'cry well-prepared to use stnlldards in lhe classroom. In 1998, 
only 37 perccnt of teachers in schools with 60 percent poverty or greater reported that they felt vc~y wdl 
prepared 10 implement state or district curriculum nnd performance standards. 'Illis sense of 
preparcdness is a key factor in predicting student outcomes, according to the LESCP study of 71 high. 
povcrty Title' schools, The LESCP found that teachers' reported preparedness in both subject maHer 

and instructional strulcgics had a po~itivc relationship with student progress.03}The LESCP .:dso found 
that district reform policy had an influence on tel.lchers1 familiarity with standards· based reform and their 
implementation of such reform in their cinssrooms. Teachers in higber-reform districts were morc 11kely 
than their peers in lower-reform districts to be familiar witb content and performance standards and 
asscssmt!nts and their curriculum was mo!'c likely to reflect the standards. 

Another factor that may contribute to a teacher's sense of preparedness is professional development In 
1998, public schoO'l tcachers, regardless of the poverty level of their school, spent a limited amount 
of timc in professional dc\'clopment, although they did focus o!, topics that supported st~lndanls~ 
based reform. )..1ost teachers are not participating in intensive or sustained tmjning~two essel!tial 
dmrm':ll'ristks (,I' cHCClivc p!'()fes;.it~nnl dcvclopmcct. Give!~ the rciationship f(llmd !Jc!wccn tcncb:r 

II~/O I 

http:progress.03


., ," t~~ ,", 
• , } • < 

Promising Results, Continuing Challenges: Final Report of1he National Assessment ofT.. ; Page 7 of 10.,;, • 

preparedness rmd student achievement, this is a troubling findir:lg: Over half (55 percent) of all ,teachers . 
in high~poverty ~;chools reported spending less than 9 hours per year on training in the content are;u;. 

two~thirds (70 percent) of teachers in high~poverty schools reported receiving less than 9 hours per 

year of professional development related to content and performance standards. (W 

Title I Support/or Standards-Based Reform 

Schools arc making bettcr usc of delivery models that integrate Title 1 with the regular academic 
prognim. Reliance on the pull-out model (instruction outside the regular classroom) has decreased, 
while in-dass models {instruction in tbe regular classmom)~ scnoolwide programs j and extended-time 
instmction have aU increased. Usc of the in-class modd has increased dramatically since the )'ears prior 
to reauthorization, from 58 percent of Title I schools in 1991 ~92 10 &3 percent in 1997~98. Usc of tile 
pul1-out model declined from 74 percent of Tiilc 1 schools in 1991 ~92 to 68 percent in 1997~98. 

However, in 1997-98, over hal[(57 percent) reported using both approuchesPS) 

Title J parallrofcssionaJs arc widely used as part of schoolsl insCructionl.l programs. In the 199/~98 
school year. 84 percent of principals in high-poverty schools reported using aides, as contrasted With 54 

percent in low-poverty Sd1001s.(36) Although very few aides had the educational baCkground necessary 

to teach students, almost all (96 percent) were either teaching or helping to teaeh studems.( 1) Thrce~ 
fourths of aides (72 percent) spent at least some of this time teaching without a teacber prcsentP~) 

Schoolwidc p,·ognlDls have the potential to help integrate Title] resources in standards~based 
reff,rm at the schoo) level. Recent finding~ show that schoolwide programs are m?rc hkely 10 use a 
strategic plan and to use models ofservice delivery that better integrate Title I into the larger.educational 
program. Strategic plans allow Title ( services to be considered within the broader context of a school's 
reform goals, and can provide a framework for better integration of Title I within the regular academic 
program, ln addition, as would be expected, principals in schoolw}de programs reported less use of the 
p\lll~nut model than targeted assistance programs. They were also more likely to report using extended 
time progrum~;. 

Less than half of TitIe I schools offer t'xtended learning time programs during the school year, 
although the proportion of schools offering extended lime has increased from 9 percent to 41 
perceni sine(: the last reauthorization. Moreover. few swdents participate in these programs. 
Extcuded-time programs offered during the school yenr (through bcfor'c~school. after-schoOl, or 
weekend programs) serve 16 percent of the students in the highest-poverty schools with such programs 

and 11 percent of the students in Title 1 schools with such programs99) Summer school programs serve 
j 7 percent of the students in the highest~povcrty schools and 19 percent of the students: in Title I schools 
om~ring summer programs.(.tO) 

Receni rcseurch on effccth'c schools has found that su.:h schools usc e-xtended learning time in 

reading and mathem',alies to improve learning and acbievcmcnl.(4)) In a recent study of higher­
success and ]uwcr~success elementary schools in Maryland, researchers found that lhe more successful 
schools wen: seeing consistent academic gains as a result of extended day programs.(42j In unoihcr study 
of highwperfimnlng, high-poverty schools) 86 percent of die senools extended time for reading and 66 

percen! extc::idcd instructional time in mathematicsJ43) 

Recent evidence indicates: that secundary schools arc making progress in implementing serviec 
ddlvery models that are less sti~m.\tizin~ nnd'beitcr in~cl!ratcd with tbe regular 4Iclldcmic 

. .. IIRIOI 
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pr" ••'••', Secondary students are still served in pull~out settings,'bul not as commonly as elementary 
~(,~,~~;:s~ fvlorcover, in the schools (hat do provide pull-out services. it appears to be Qne- of several 
n' of'servlce delivery" In addition to improving Title 1 delivery str'dtcgics, secondary schools are 
making progress in implementing standards-based reform. Title I services in secondary schools provide 
supplementary services in support of sChools' efforts to enable students to achieve high standards, Most 
secondary school principals reported using content standards to a great extent in rending (75 percent at 
the middle schoollcvcl and 62 percent at th~ high ,schoollcvcl) and mathematics (72 percent at the 

middle level and 65 percent at the high schoollevei).(M) Casc studies of 1 S secondary schools engaged 
in schoat improvement suggest that state and local accountability systems arc prompting reform, and 
tiUlt Title I gcnerally serves to support these reform efforts. In states and districts with high~slakes 
accountability systems) both core academic instruction and supplementary assistance provided through 
Title 1 lire often geared toward preparing students to pass staU! or district assessmcnts.i.45) 

- ·'ntle I SUliport for Partnerships with Families, Schools and Communities to Support 
Learning 

Title I suppor1s for parent involvement and family literacy. The federal role in suppOrting parent 
involvement can be catalytic, focusing schools on engaging parer-ts to support learning and participate in 
schoo! activities and decisions, Princi:[Xlls and teachers identify the Jack of parent involvement as a 
significant ban·jer 10 inlprovcment and see lhf.~ need to engage parents to achieve reform~ especially in 
high~pover1'y schouls. The new Title 1 school-parent compacts can bring schools and parents together 
around their shared responsibilities, bUl they need sustained support. Although the percent of Title I 
schools with school-parent compacts rose from 20 percent in 1994 to about 75 percent in 1998, there 
remain 25 percent with no parent agreements. A substantial majority of schools-especially those 
serving high conccnlfations oflow~income children-' do find compacts helpful in promoting parent 
involvement, especially higher poverty schools, but principals continue to identify lack of parent 

involvement as Olle of their major reform barriers.{16lrn addition, the Even Start family literacy program 
has shown results in working with vel)' needy families, but it needs to strengthen the intensity and 
quality of scrvkes to achieve better performance. 

Special Title I Services 

Title I Service.~· to ~f,;tudeJ1',5 Attending Private Sclwo/s 

ItClluthorization lllid recent court rulings have affected the particlplltion of private school students 
in Title I. Federal law requires that stude:ns in private schools be afforded an opportunity 1(1 participate 
in Tille I equal to .students in public schools, alld U1C services pt'Ovicicd to them llHlst also be equiwbk. 
Reauthorization in 1994 changed tbe aliocation nfTitlc 1 resources lor thGSC s-crviccs., linking it to the 
number of low~ineomc students residing in attendance areas instead of the h:vd of educational need. The 
overturning of the Aguilar v. Felton decision in June 1997 (Felton had restrict cd sc:""lcc locations for 
students in rcligiously~ulliliatcd schools) adds considerable l1exibility to districts' options for providing 
Title I services to eligible students enrolled in private schools . 

• Surveys have 511O\.vl1 that the number of private school participants has declined by about 6 
percent sinee the 1994 reauthorization, from 177,000 ill 1993·94 to 167,000 in 1996-97. 

Most Title I administrators and private school repFesentadyt's agree that they have cstabHshl'd 
positive working relationships, hut report diffl'rcntly about who is actually involved in 
consultation and llhout the topics that u(! discussed. For example, Title radministrators in at least 80 
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~'~:;:t of districts say that they consulte.d with either a private school principal or representatiye of a . 
b: 	 school organization on most issues) but substantially fewer private sch~ol representatives report 

consultation. 

Almost all districts that serve eligible private school slUdenl<;. provide them with supplementary 
academic instruction. A preliminary review of the experiences offline large urban districts indicates that 
they arc taking advantage of the opportunity (0 provide instructional services on religiously affiliated 
school premises. However. Title I administrators in these districts also reporlthat they continue to 
provide at least some of the instructional services in neutral sites on or ncar the school grounds, with 
several of tbe districts relying more heavily on these facilities than others~ 

Title I, Part H, l':ven Slart Family Literacy Pmgram 

The Even Start program (1:itlc I, Part B) provides-support to states and.local gruntces for family. 
literacy programs in. ended to break (he cycle of poverty and iUi.eracy in low-income families. The 
program is designed to support high-quality. intensive instruciional programs of adult education, 
parenting education, and carly childhood education. 

The national evaluation has documented tbat Evcn Start projects successfully target services 
toward families who arc most in need, and that partidp·ating families consistently make gains all 

measures of lit<:racy. 

• 	 At leasl 90 percent of families participating in 1996-97 had incomes at or below the Jcdcral 
poverty level and 85 percent of the aduhs had not earned ahigh school diploma or GEl), 

• 	 )n 1995~96, the gap between scores of Even Start children and those for a national norms ,group 
was reduced by two-thirds in one year, 

• 	Adult rar~icipants also made gains on 1c~ns ofadult literacy, Parents also showed moderate gains 
on a measure of the home environment for literacy, gains not found in a control group of parents 
in a study of the Comprehensive Child Development Program. 

Working with sueh needy families poses ehaUenges to providing intensive services and engaging 
families over an extended period oftim,e. Research has shown that service intensity and duration can 
contribute to hetter outcomcs. White Even Start projects have i:1creased the amount of instmction they 
have offered in all core service areas over limc~ only about 25 percent of all projects meet or exceed the 
Department's pcrformance indicator for the number of service hours offered in the threc core 
instructional components, 

Title J, Purl C. 111igranl Edt/cntioll Progrnln<Jp> 

The (Title II I)art C) Migrant Education Ilrogram (MEr) pro\'ides formula grants to states for 
supplement:11 education and support services for the children of migrnnt agricultural workers and 
fishers. Rcauthori7..ation established a priority for services for migratory children whose education has 
b;:etl intermpted during the school year and who are failing, or at risk of failing, to meet their states' 
content and pCl10nnancc standards. According to 80 percent of principals of schoolwidc programs, 
migrant students who fai! to meet their stale's pcrfom1ancc standards have the highest priority lor 
lnslruClional services. 

~1EP :.;ummcr~term ':Hld CXh.'ndcd-timc pro,jeets play an important role in tbe educlltillfi (,f migrnl1t 
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students. Summer projects provide continuity of instruction fo.r: migrant students, who experience a 
deal ofeducational disruption. Over the last decade. 'summer projects have grown faster than the 

'rei;ullif program, and they now serve approximately 60 percent of the number of students served during 
the regular~tenn. The number of summer participants increased from 220,800 in the 1995~96 school year 
to over 283,000 in 1996-97, ' 

Effective coordination at the state level can increase the efficiency and effectiveness of services to 
migrant children. Consortia arrangements designed to reduce administrative costs and increase 
information sharing across states have grown since reauthori7.ltllon. 

• 	 As or August 1998~ the Department had approved cOl1sonium arrangements involving 32 states, 
an increase froUl 15 Sh1.tCS in FY 1995: 

• 	Two years after the elimination of the Migrant Student Records Transfer Sysiem, mo:;t states and 
school districts rely on mail, telephone, and tax to transfer records for migrant students. 

Tille I, ParI D, PreventioJl and IlIten'l!l1titm IJrograt1ls for Children amI Youth IfIlw are Neglected. 
Delinqnel1l, or At Risk ofDropping Out 

The Title I, Part II program is intended to serve neglected and delinquent children and youth, 
often in juvenile and adult correctional facilities. The 1994 reauthorization made several major 
changes 10 the Title 1, Pan D progl'am. One change was il1Cre3.SlOg the number of hours each \.\'cck for 
instructioli to help enable students to meet chaUenging academic standards. The r,,;authorizcd program 
also offered institutions the option ofoperating institutionwide programs, modeled after Title I 
schoolwide programs j to help ensure that students' needs are being met in a coherent and coordinated 
malU1Cr. 

Althougb states report that they arc building facilities' capacity to implement institution wide 
programs, few facilities have implemented them. More than half of the stales provided technical 
assistance on whole school improvement, yct only 9 percent: efN or D facilities are institutiollwide 
programs. Moreover) states and institutions need to work on conceling appropriate data and using it to 
infoml program improvement. Institutions are generally unable to collect comprehensive data on 
students' educational experiences and transition to further education or employment 

LaS! updale April J.I, 21100 ((W]), 
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.Promising Results, Continuing Challenges: 

Final Report oftheNational Assessment of Title I 


Executive Summary (Part 3 vi3) 

OPTIONS FOR FUTURE DIRECfIONS 

Stay the Course: MaintaiJi all Emphasis on Challenging Standard..for All StuaelllJ. 

Gains by students in the nation's highest poverty schools, coupled with evidence that aligning instl'Uction 
with challenging standards can substantially increase student .achievement, point to the need to Slliy the 
course or focusing instruction on challenging standards for all students. Though there has clearly been 
progress in implementing standards at alllevc!s, fun implementation in classrooms across the coumry 
has yet to be accomplished. States, districts, and schools need to continue to implement standards that 
challenge all students to achieve at high levels, and 10 align curriculum) teaching j and asscssmenls with 
those standards. Rcuuthor1:.>..ation should address the continuing challenges that limit Title I's capacity to 
be a stimulu~ and support for better results for our nation's al~risk students. 

Targeted Higll~J>erformallee flCatell-UP" Grants to StrengtlIim lite J/igiJest.Pow:rty Sc/J()(JIs 

The continuing weak performance of the highest~JW"erty schools, those with poverty in excess of 
75 percent, remains as one of America's most pressing educational problems. Although aU Title r 
schools need additional resources and assistance, the highest~poverty schools arc the neediest not only 111 
terms of their populations served, but also in terms of the progress they must make to improve their 
current performance. In these schools, seven out of every ten children are currently achieving below 
even the basic level of reading. 

Reauthorization should· focus on the extraordinary needs of the highest-poverty schools to 
improve teaching and learning for our most at-risk students, ',,"hile holding these schools 
accountnbJe for continuous improvement in student results. If these grams were to target an 
additional $1 J billion, or about IS percent ofcurrent Title I funds, they would be sufficient when 
combined with current Title I funds and a 25 percent local malch to ennb!e the highcsl~povcrty schools 
to: 

• 	 Support:i schoolwlde model program of tbeir choosing that is backed by evaluation evidence of 
effectiveness. Schools could carry out intensive programs aimed at improving early reading as ill 
the Reading Excellence Act program, run a prog:-am to start their middle school students Ihinking 
about college and planning for thei!' futures as in GEAR UP, or it combination of stich approaches. 

• 	 Within three years, achieve a ratio of modern multimcdili computers to studcnts of 5: I, a long­
term national target and a goal that is especially important in high poverty communities where 
children lack the home access to computers available in highcr income areas. 

• 	 Provide a highwquality after-school instructional program for 50 percent of all students, up from 
the current 12 percent. 

• 	 Reduce class sizes in Ihc carly grades to 21 students per ttachel', midway from current levels to 
the long-term national goal of 18 stuacnls, 
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tn turn, 

• 	 Recipient schools would commit to continued progress in improving student outcomes ~lS 
defined through annual outcome and service improvement targets. These would be 
described ill a pcer~reviewed schoolwide plan. Scnools would annually report progress against 
outcome and service performance objectives with the plan and reports. 

• 	 States and districts WQuid need to commit to assisting their highest poverty schools. States 
and districts would work with their schools to identify resources from all sources that could be 
combined 1I)r meaningful, concerted school reform. Districts wouid review their schools' planning 
and implementation and offer peer reviewers to work with the schools on a sustained basi~. They 
wouid also share performance data~ research on effective approaches, and infonmItion across 
~chools engaged in reform. 

• 	 The highcst-povcrt)" schools would also be the highest priority for assi."'iUlce from "II 
federall,: !mpported technical assistance providers. Comprehensive regional assistance tenters 
and other technical assistance providers would place these schDols at the head of the line for 
support, concentrating their efforts where they could do the most goo{L 

These monies would raise the average amoUlH of Title I funds that the highest-povcrty schools Icccivc 
annually by 50 percent to an estimated 5336,000 for each school. These new monies could go out under 
the current formulas to states and districts for their schools with poverty rates of 75 percent or higher. If 
states lack schools in the highest poverty category, they would receive a minimum grant to be spcnt on. 
their mosl impoverished schools, 

The resources \0 support the Targeted High-Performance School Grants could come from increases in 
Title f funding and an Qff~the~top set-aside for these schools in related federal programs such as 21s1 
Century Learning CommunitIes, Reading Excellence Act, Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, GEAR 
UP and Class Size Reduction, A set-aside ofone-third of the FY 2000 monies from these five programs 
for these highest poverty schools would provide about $990 million under the Administrations FY 2000 
budget request. The remainder to bring the total to $1.3 billion could come from channeling the $320 
million proposed increase 1n Title I funding to these new grants, 

Targeting. additional funds to schools \vith high conccntrations of low-income studcms has advant~tges 
ovcr targeting on low performance, First, high-performing, high-poverty schools .should not bc 
[1cnulizcd for their progress. Nor should 10\v.pcrforming schools be rewarded for a lack of effort 
High-performing schools need support, rccognition, and cllcouragement to sustain their gains. In 
addition, targeting funds on (he basis of poveny is cOllsistclit with the process for ailoeating funds 
cum.mtly and would not require a different mechanism. 

Slrellgflu!Il Illstruction 

Progress in using Title I to support improvcd instructional practiccs at the school~levcl remains 
limited by the .continued usc of paraprofessionals who provide jnstruction~particularly in the 
highest-poverty Title J schools. Paraprofessionals in high~povcrty schools tend to have less format 
education than those in low-poverty schools, and they are often assigned to teach-sometimes without a 
teacher prescnt. While many paraprofessionals have invested large amounts of time and effort working 
in Title I schools, and are an important part of the school community) it is imperative that priorities for 
their fierviccs be based solely on the needs ofSludents. Phasing out their use in instruction and 
promoting their usc [IS parent liaisons or in administrative functions should be a prlority, 

' .. 
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Reautborization should also support the establishment of career ladder programs for 
l3,'aF'ro,fe,;si,m:lls, so tbat those desiring to become credentialed would be supported in doing so. 

programs could include what some districts are doing already, based on recent survey data. 

Reauthorization should include resources for the development of ongoing consumer guides 011 

effective practices. Schools are moving toward adopting curriculum and whole schooJ reform models to 
frame their improvemenl efforts. However little independent research has been conducted to cvaluatc the 
efficacy of comprehensive school reform models and better understand the cOlldilio!).'i. under which tbey 
can succeed. The federaJ government should make such research and evaluation of comprehensive 
model programs a priority through systematic study and annual reporting in a consumer guide. To 
ensure the integrity and independence of model appraisal, a quasi-governmental agency might be 
estab!ished to oversee the integrity of the c\'aiuution process and reporting ofresuits, This information 
would enable schools to become hetter-educated consumers in selecting and implemc.nting models most 
likely to fit their circumstances and contribute to impro· ...cd results. 

Strellgthen Parental Juvolvemeuf 

The general dircc,tion of Title I parent involvement policies and -compucts on supporting learning is 
-consistent with research, but options that would strengthen implementation include: 

• 	 Having schools report annually on measurable indicators of thc effectiveness of parent 

involvement, as reflected in their own policies and compacts, 


• 	 Consolidating or coordinating parent involvement provisions across all elementary and secondary 
programs that have them 10 form one uniform parent provision. Such programs include Title I; , 
EVen Start Family Literacy; Education of Migratory Children; Parental Information and Resource 
Centers; lmpact Aid; Education for Home1ess Children and Youth; Magnet Schools; 21 S1 Century 
Community Learning Centers; Indian Education; Technology for Education; and Safc and Drllg­
Free Schools and Communities. 

• 	 Strengthening parent involvement activities In the carly clementUIygmdes in the areas of 
supporting reading and family litemcy and in the middle and high school grades to cncourag\: 
students to take challenging courses. 

FOCIiS Oil AccoliulabiHty 

The usc of school profiles designed to report school resu!tfi and progress has been shown to he a 
powerful tool for accountability and school improvement. However, profiles often do not 
crrectively reach p:ircnts and community members. They tend to be difficult to read, even for the 
well-educated parent. They arc also limited in {heir scope of information, with few school report cards 
preseriting informatioll on teacher quality or student rates of progress. Also schools are limited by a lack 
of comparablc statewide or national information on what they arC ablc to accomplish. The federal 
government should facilitate state and local school dlstric1 (;11011$ to provide coherent, comparative 
information on school progress to their communities. 

The reauthorization should also ensure that accountability provisions Identify schools in need of 
improvement based on the best measures available to states and districts·regardless of whether 
their final assessment systems arc in place. Schools already' identilicd for improvement, shQuld 
remaia so; tim~ should not be lost as a result ofreauthorizalion in identi1ying and reaching schools with 
!he gn:atcst lI1~eds. 

! 
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Reauthorization should address eliminating dua. accountability systems. F~r Title 110 be an 
,m,c(·ivc lever for improvement, it needs to be allgnc.'(i and supportive of the systems states are creating. 

Finally, Congress and tbose responsihle fol' implementing and supporting Title J prog.rams should 
recognize thflt stme and local systems of standards. assessments and accountability arc in flux and 

. arc likely to keep changing over time. Even established systems such as those in Kcntucky and 
Kansas, which were forerunners in the devc!opment of aligned systems of standards and aSSC&iments, 
have revised their efforts to reflect priorities oflhcir state legislatures and b.9_~rds, Tbe law should 
recognize this and offer states and districts the flexibility to continue to imi)[cmcnt nic<.::mrcs of school 
accountability under these conditions. 

SUMMARY 

T/Jis /\'aliollal ;b'j"eSSJ1uml of Title I hos examillcil tIle program ill tlie COlitext ofthe burge()uing 
sumdart/s-bastul reform movemel1l ill .\'liW!.'! alld sc/wo/ districts. Tlumgl, there htls clearly heffl1 
progres.'! ill implementing standards al 01/ leve/s.full implemelllQliOll ill classrmUlIJ {JeroSs the comtlry 
hils j't:.! to he accomplished. The JUt'*' directions proposed for reoutiwriz,miou are desiglled 10 help 
speed III' sttllUlurds il1tplemeJllafiol1, to help all cI,ihirelJ ac/Jieve tIt Iligh Ic)·els. Heallflwriz'miofl 
slWlIltl address tlte continuing ciwlleftgeJ lhal undercut Tille /'.'1 capacity to be. a .wiwulus ami support 
fi~r better results for our natiou's a/~ri.\·k sruden/s. 
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NOTE TO SENIOR QFFICERS 

Attached, for your information, is a copy of the memorandum of 

understanding between the Department and the New American Schools 

Development Corporation and a one~page summary of that agreement. 

~. 
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SYmmary of MemQtandum ot Un~er§t.nding (MOVl B@tween ,he 
Department and the New american Schogls Development corporation 

• 	 The MOO has been prepared to clarify and pro~ote an effective 
working relationship between the Department and the 
Corporation. It reflects the fact that the Oepartment and the 
corporation will have a. close w,orking relationship based on 
their mutual interests in furthering the invention of a,new 
generation of lunerlean scn\:?ols.' ' ' 

• 	 The corporation is a private non-profit corporation privately
managed and operated6 The Department has no authority for 
directin9 or managing the Corporation, and no officer or 
employee of the Department may serve as an incorporato~ 
officer, or director of the corporation. , " 

• 	 At the request of the corporation, the Department will provide 
appropriate advice, public information, and technical 
assistance to help the Corporation carry out its activities. 
Examples of these activities inclUde soliciting assistance and 
participation by business and education leaders in the 
corporation's program: assisting the corporation in devising 
policies, priorities, procedures, and a public information 
planl participating in evaluating proposals submitted to the 
Corporation and projects fUnded by itl and providi~g advice 
and technical assistance to the funded research an~ 
development teams. 

• 	 The Department will coordinate technical assistance to the 
Corporation and the research and development teams by other 
Federal agencies. 

e" The Department may not solicit funds for the Corporation, and 
may not exercise the authority or responsibility for decisions 
ana activities of the Corporation. 

• 	 As directed by the President, the Department will evaluate the 
progress and success of the Corporation's overall program, as 
well as 81~ilar educ.tional reform activities that relate to 
AH1!RlCA 2000. 
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MEMORAlIOO1! OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT ... 

OF EDUCATION AND THE NEW AMERICAN SCHOOLS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION • 


I. PlIEPOSE. 

President Bush. and Secretary of Education Alexander have 
announced AMERICA 2000, a comprehensive, long-term strategy to 
mOVe every community in America toward the national education 
90als adopted by president Bush and the Nation's governors in 
1990. One component of the AMERICA 2000 education strategy is 
the creation of a Ne~ Generation of American Schools to educate 
students to meet the demands of the next century. Those schools 
will be developed in communities that are committed to meeting 
the national educational goals without beinq constrained by 
conventional assumptions Of ~hat a school consists of or how it 
functions. Each New American School will be expected to produce 
extr~ordinary qains in student learning_ One Objective is to 
bring at least 535 such schools into existence by 1996, at least 
one in each congressional district. The Administration has 
submitted legislation to Congress to fund the start-up costs for 
these schools. The longer term goal is to creat~ an environment 
where thousands of such schools are created and thrive. 

In order to assist these efforts and provide essential research 
and development on effective educational approaches· and . 
practices, America~$ business leaders have established the New 
American Schools Development corporation, a nonprofit 
organization incorporated under the laws of Virginia. With funds 
raised in the private sector, the Corporation will award 
contracts 1n 1992 to several research and development teams# 
consistinq of corporations, universities, think tank~ school 
innovators, ~anagement conSUltants, and others. 

The Presi~ent has aske~ his E~QcatiQn Policy Advisory Committee 
and the oepartm~nt of Education to examine the'work o~ these 
research and development teams, as well as similar sohool reform 
efforts, and to report regularly on their progress to him and to 
the American people. 

Based on the very strong mutual interests of the Department of 
Education (Department) and the New ~erican Schools Development 
Corporation (Corporati~n) in furthering the invention of a new 
generation ot American schools -- and the importance of the 
Corporationrs research and development program to that invention 
effort -- it is anticipate~ that the Department and Corporation 
will havo a close workinq relationship and that the Department 
will provide significant technical assistance to the Corporation 
to further its mission. This Memorandum of Understanding has 
been executed to clarify and promote an effective-working 
relationship_ It describes the terms under which the Department 
and the Corporation will cooperate in carrying out the above­
described purposes. 
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II. 1B'1S QF llJ;;l1l1Bmw: PARTICII:aTIQII. 

1* 	 The Corporation is a private non-profit corporation, 
pl'ivately managed and operated. The Department vill 
have no authority for directing or managing the 
Corporation~ No officer or employee of the Department 
vill serve as an incorporator, officer or director of 
the Corporation. All authority and responsibility for 
decisions and activities of the corporation - ­
including but not limited to fundraising, establishing 
policies .and priorities, employment of staff, selecting 
contractors, and awarding contracts -- reside in the 
Corporation, its Board of Directors, and corporate 
officers apPointed by the Bo.rd. 

2. 	 All fundraising activities for the Corporation and its 
research and development projects will be performed by 
the Corporation. Officers and e~ployees of the 
Department may, and intend to, encourage business 
leaders to become involved in and support the 
activities of the Corporation, but they viII not 
solicit funds~ J 

3. 	 The Department will not fund the ~orporation, nor does 
it expect to fund the start-up costs of the research 
and development projects contracted for by the 
Corporation. However, the sponsors of these projects 
may seek funding related to the projects under ' 
Department programs for Which they are eligible, in 
accordance with applicable Oepa~ent procedures. 

4. 	 The Secretary of Education (Secretary) will' appoint one 
or more Department employees to serve as liaison to the 
Corpor.tion. Deputy Secret.ry Kearns, Jeff Martin and 
Craig Pattee are the currently design.ted contacts with 
the Corporati~n. 

5. 	 Excep~ as otherwise Day be agreed upon, the Department 
will bear all costs, including travel, incidental to 
the participation of Department employees in assisting 
the Corporation. 

III. PEPhRIMt[T, ASSISTANCE 10 THE CORPORATION 

1. 	 At the request of the Corporation, the Dep.rtment will 
provide appropriate advice, public info~ation, and 
technical assistance to help the Corporation carry out 
its activities, subject to the limitations in 
paragraphs 11-1 and 11-2 above. 
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2. 

3. 

4. 


'The Department will coordinate technical assistance to 
the Corporation provided by other Federal agencies 
and requests by the Corporation for that technical 
assistance .. 

At 	the request· of the ~orporationl and as the 
Department deems appropriate, the Department .ill 
assign Department ~~ployees to assist the 
Corporation. Examples of activities that may be 
performed by Department employees include - ­

o 	 to ,assist in recruiting' business and education 
leaders to 'participate in the Corporation: 

o' 	to solicit assistance from educators to the 
Corporation, in developing and implementing its 
proqram: 

o 	 to assist in devising policies and priorities and in 
formulating ill reques.t for proposals and procedures 
for ~eviewing_them; 

o 	 to assist in developing and implementing a public 
information plan for disseminating information about 
the .CorporQtion·s program to bUsiness and education 
leaders and the publicI 

o 	 to participate in the evaluation of proposals 
submitted to the Corporation: 

o 	 to participate in monitoring and eva1uatjnq the 
success of' funded projects; and 

o 	 'in coordination with the corporation, to provide 
advice, technical as~istance, and public information 
to the funded research and development t&ams to 
assist them in addressing their objectives~ 

As indicated in paragraph 11-1 above, each of the 
functions performed by Department, employees will be of 
an advisory or assistanc~. ~ature: all decisionmaking 
vill reside in the Corporation and will be exercised by 
the corporation's Soard or officers~ 

In.ceordanee withseetion 419 of the Department of 
Education Organization Act, the Secretary may permit 
research."nd development teams funded by the 
Corporation'to use real property or facilities under 
the custody and control of the Department, including 
facilities made available for the Department's use by 
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any agency or instrumentality of the United States, any 
State or political subdivision thereof, or any foreign 
qove~ent .. 

III. 

As directed by the President, the Department viII evaluate the 
progress and success of the Corporation's overall program, as 
well as s::'~ilar educational reform activities that relate to 
AMERICA 2000 •. The evaluation may be carried out directly. by the 
Department Or through one or more contracts. The Corporation 
will cooperate in the evaluation and require research and 
development·te~s that it funds, as a condition of their 
contracts, to cooperate in the evaluation. The Department will 
advise the President and the public on the results of its 
evaluation. 

IV. AUTHORITY 

This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into pursuant to 
Sections 102, 41S t 419, and 422 of the Department of Education 
Organization Act and Sections-405 and 426 of the,General 
Education Provisions Act (20 U.S.C. 3402, 3475, 3479, 3482, 
1221e, 1231c). 

< 
AHERlCAl! SCHOOLS !'OR THE UNITED STATES 

R!'ORATION DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION' 

~~ C:,J;-::.
David T. Kearns 
Deputy.Secretary.

Group of Education 



Partnership for Family Involvement 

1. Describe tbe program. Please emphasize its creative and novel elements. What is 
the innovation? 

The Partnership for Family involvement in Education challenges communities to find 
common ground and 10 build partnerships. Family-school, community, husiness. and 
faith-based organizations work together to increase farnlly involvement and fO improve 
schools, Most organizations are created to adv~te narrow interests, however the 
Partnership encourages groups to form alliances. Since its launch in 1994, over 6,500 
partncring organizations have pledged to implement effective family involvement 
practices using resources and research provided by the L'. S. Department ofEducation. 

Slates, corporations, unions, non-profits, iQcal schools, and" faith communities have 
joined. Diverse partners include major national entities such as federal agencies, Boys 
and Girls Clubs, National PTA, IBM, AT&T, National Tennis, as wCtllls individual 
schools, churches, nlllscums, and cultu~al alliances. Organizations arc currently working 
together on issues such as expanding after~school programs, improving reading, 
increasing father involvement. preparing teachers to involve falllilies, supporting family­
friendjy business practices,'and preparing guidelines for faith communities 10 support 
children's learning. 

Mobilizing interest, energy. and expertise is the key element of the Partnership's success. 
Across the country~ the Partnership has convened meetings, directed research, developed 
partnership guides. hosted teleconferences, provided a newsletter and website, and 
extended technical assistance. Drawing leaders from a broad rtmgc ofperspectives and 
diverse ethnic, regional and income backgrounds. Partnership meetings address issues, 
provide materials, and offer opportunities for networking. 

Results {)f such meetings reflect partners' needs and s.trengthen their efforts, 
Busines:i/education discussions led to the development of strategic templates that 
encourage family-friendly workplace policies in focal businesses, Community/re1igious 
groups organized multiple partners to provide after·school programs, mentors, and 
reading efforts. Famlly/school groups. launched a Teacher Preparation CD for Family 
Involvement. 

Region;;lj coneems generate national products. A Baltimore conference led to a national 
teleconference spotlighting the need for increased father's involvement in education. 
Religious leaders in Partnership summits contributed to a guidebook for faith 
communities promoting f,unity involvement in public schools, A San Francisco 
partner~;hip meeting launched a nation-wide technical assistance effort to provide local 
employers with partnership building tools. 

These e:[forts have given the U,S. Department of Education the opportunity to collaoorate 
with partners on the development ofcustomer focused materials and activities and to 
make resources available in far larger quantities to strengthen family involvement and 
community connection. 



Partnership for Family Involvement 

2. What problem(s) does yonr innovative program address? 

Thirty years of research show that family involvement in children's 1earning increases 
student achievement. However. parent involvement declines as children progress through 
school. Teachers are uncertain how to involve parents. Time conflicts confront working 
parents. Father's involvement is often minimal. Culture and Janguage may separate 
parents and school. . 

Iv1any panmts say they would be willing to spend more lime on homework and school 
learning activities with their children if teachers gave them more guidance. Teachers 
need techniques for communicating with families. The Partnership has addressed this 
issue by engaging teacher organizations and parent group!'! to develop strategies that 
improve two-way communication between home and SCiloot 

Working parents must juggle demands of home, work. and children. Businesses need to 
rccogni7..e family involvement as critical. The Partnership works with business 
organizations to implement effective family-friendly practices, Employers have joined 
community groups to support afterschoolleaming opportunities, providing children of 
working parents extended learning and safety after school. 

Fathers make an important contribution. Children perfonn better in school when their 
fathers are involved. Yet, the grovvth of single parent families and the absence of a 
welcoming school environment Emit father participation,' To address this challenge, a 
national teleconference and toolkit for father involvement has been developed, 

Culture and language bmriers limit mutual understanding between teachers and parents. 
The Partnership identifies schools with effective programs and materials that utilize 
translation and knowledge of diversity to acbieve results, Community organizations and 
faith-based groups in the Partnership help schools overcome many Qfthcse challenges. 



Partnership for Family Involvement 

3. 	 Cite the best verifiable evidence of tbe most significant achievements of the 
program. 

The Partnership has transfonned the question of family involvement from "Why" to 
"How?" U.S, Secretary of Education Richard W, Riley has cited the work ofthe 
Partnership as the "core" ofahe department President Clinton launched the Partnership's 
recent puhlication on faIth communities supporting children's learning, Improving 
America's Schools conference reported that "Strategies for Involving Families" has been 
the best attended session. 

Requests for publications represent another measure of achievement Scvel1ty~two 

percent of the 6,500,000 top ten requested department publications in 1998-9 focused on a 
parent audience. Before the Partnership began X materials were requested. Parents, 
eoneemed about school readiness. college preparation, and afierschool programs, arc 
eager to be infonned and involved. 

The Partnership responds to memoercQncems, Baltimore family/school partners called 
for more focus on father's involvement in education, As a result, the Partnership 
presented a national teleconference "Fathers Matter!" and an effective practices guide. A 
full studio audience and more than 300 dov{nlink sites its iHustrated national appeal. 

Partnership steering groups provide leadership, Business leaders were key in developing 
"The Corporate Imperative" and featured the guide at the San Francisco conference ofthe 
Conference Board, The Partnership bf()ught together teacher and parent organizations to 
jointly develop the teacher-parent involvement multi~medi,a toolkit. Religious leaderS 
representing seventy~five percent oforganized religions shaped one statement on "Faith 
Communities Joining to Support Children's Learning: Good Jdeas," 



Partnership for Family Involvement 

4. Who nre the current and potential beneficiaries ofyour program? \Vbat are the 
direct and indirect benefits to citizci,S? 

Familic!;, schools, businesscs, communities, and faith organizations benefit from joining 
the Partnership, Partners have access to free materials. guidebooks. website, newsletters, 
and regional meetings, They share ideas. replicate best proctices, network with hundreds 
of other partners and contribute to the website and monthly n{"'WslcHcr. 

Families use the Partnership to develop effective strategies for involvement in their 
children's education, benefit from family-friendly policies in businesses. and receive 
help frorn edUC;ltOrs. Family-friendly policies help employers attract potential 
employees, 

Communities learn about afterscnoollcaming, mentoring, reading, and school readiness 
through partnership. Using community buildings and religious' institutions call help 
childreniearn to high standards and keep kids safe. The collaboration of secular and . 
religious community groups promotes the positive values ofan educated community, 

Schools benefit from Partnership materials, guidebooks, and toolkits that encourage 
family participation, afierschool.leaming, and tips for overcoming cultural b:micrs. 
Religious and secular community groups maximize their resources for creating and 
implementing famiJy involvement programs. such as afterschoolleaming and men10ring 
programs. 

Ch.ildren are the ultimate beneficiaries of the program. With the entire community 
working to increase fami1y involvement, the outcomes for children are afterschool 
learning, workforce preparation, mentoring, high standards and supportive parents. 
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PartnerShip for Family Involvement 

S. How replicable is the prognm or aspects therNf? \Vhnt obstacles might others 
enCOuni\!r? 

The Partnership has designed all of its: material and products for replication in the 
community. Partners replicate the strategies presented in the Partnership's guidebooks, 
toolkits, and publications, in their own communities. For example, businesses utilize the 
strategies in the Partnership's business guidebooks to implement family-friendly policies. 
Kational teacher organizations promote the use ofteacher/parcnt communication 
strategic:; at the local level. The kits provide templates, overheads, ar.c research for 
partners to frame their own meetings with other organizations. 

Regional meetings and technical assistance workshops provIde opportunities for partners 
to share best practices and effective family involvement strategies. Partners attending 
meetings in San Francisco, Atlanta. Washington, DC. Chicago, New York, and Boston. 
shared their exemplary models and absorbed those ofother partners, Through this unique 
forum, partners can share their mistakes and obstacJes as welt as their success. 

Challenges oftechnology, geography, legality, and culture must be addressed. Providing 
materials to partners withQut access to the internet is important. Rural as well as 
urban/suburban models must be included. Legal conc..:..ns regarding the separation of 
church and state must be considered, Strategies addressing the needs ofvanous cultures 
must be presented to meet the needs ofdiverse families. Successful leaders need energy. 
diplomacy. and vision to forge relationships with new partners. Despite these challenges, 
partnerships can multiply opportunities for success. 
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The Study cf Opportunities for and Barriers to 

Family Involvement in Education 


PRELIMINARY RESULTS 


A Survey Sponsored by the Partnership for Family Involvement in Education, 

\ the U.S. Department of Education; and tbe GTE Foundation 


Conducted by the National Opinion Research Center at The University of Chicago 
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OVERVIEW 


The Study of Opportunities for and Barriers to Family Involvement in Education is sponsored by the Partnership for 
Family Involvement in Education, the GTE Foundation, and the U.S. Department of Education. Through a ten­
minute telephone interview, the study asks parents of elementary and middle school' students to report on several 
dimensions of their involvement in their child.ren's education, including: 

• 	 How parents feel about their opportunities to be involved in their children's schooling 
• 	 How schools encourage parental involvement in students' learning 
• 	 What additional educational resources parents value, for example, infonnation on college going and the 

use of after-school programs to enhance learning 
• 	 How and what schools communicate to parents about students' learning, for example, the use of 

technology in learning and communicating with families 
• 	 What employers do to support parental involvement in schooling. 

Study participants are drawn from the 1996 General Social Survey, which constructed a nationally representative 
sample of households to study social indicators in the United States in the Spring of 1996. Each participant was 
asked to discuss the schooling experiences of one child during the 1996-1997 school year. That child was randomly 
selected from all of the children enrolled in grades one through eight in a regular school and for whom the 
participant was a primary caretaker. The preliminary results presented here rellect infonnation collected from 
approximately two-thirds of parents identified by the earlier survey. Because interviewed parents resemble the full 
sample on key demographic characteristics, the results below are likely to become more precise as additional 
interviews are completed, but may not change dramaiically. The study is being conducted by the National Opinion 
Research Center at The University of Chicago. 

, Elementary school denotes grades one through four, middle school grades five through eight. , 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

New Parent Survey Ull Findings on Family Involvement In Education: 

Parents Say Schools Try to Keep Them Involved, But Much More Work Is Needed, 


Preliminary lindings from a new parent survey on family involvement in education were released today by the 
: Partnership for Family Involvement in Education, the U.S. Department of Education, and the GTE Foundation. 

The survey was conducted to develop a better understanding of family involvement in education -- an issue that 
many educational researchers, teachers, parents, and corporate leaders say is the most important ingredient in a 
good education. 

Parents of elementary and middle school students were asked about many aspects of their involvement in their 
children's education and about how their school keeps them involved. Key survey lindings include: 

• 	 Parents think schools see tbem as important partners In helping their children learn, and tbere is 
plenty of good news about fa;.lily involvement. 88% ofparents report that their children's schools treat 
them as important partners in encouraging their children to learn. 86% say teachers generally listen to what 
parents have to say, 66% say teachers give their child homework assignments that are designed for the 
family to do together at least once a month, and 62% ofparents say teachers regularly communicate with 
them about their children's progress. 

• 	 But, an overwhelming majority of parents believe that they and tbeir children's teacbers should learn 
more about how they can be effectively involved in their cbild's education. 79% ofparents report thai 
they want to learn more about how to be involved in their children's learning. 77% believe teachers could 
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learn more about involving them in their children's learning. 

• 	 According to parents, elementary schools appear to do beller ill key aspects of family involvement 
than do middle schoois. Parenls ofclementary school students report schools do better in the following 
areas than reported by parents of middle school students:'explaining to parents what students should be able 
to know and do in each subject (62% of elementary school parents say the school did very well, as opposed 
to 45% in middle school); inviting parents to observe classes in session (41 % ofelementary school parents 
say they have becn invited many times, as opposed to 27% in'middle school); discussing with parents a 
summer reading list for children (57% ofelementary school parents, as opposed to 41% in middle sehool); 
and inviting parents to participate in sehool committees or councils more than once or twice (61% of 
elem~ntary school parents, as opposed to 46% in middle school). 

• 	 For many, new technologies remain an untapped resource for schools to commnnicate with parents. 
Only 12% of parents reported that the school makes available information through its web site on the 
internet on school activ4ties, homework assignments, or student progress. 11% said the school made 
available information through e-mail, and 21% said the school made available information through voice 
mail. . 

• 	 Most parents are either not involved - or would like to be more involved - in decisions affecting the 
academic life of the school. Only 13% of parents say they have a lot of input into what subjects are 
taught, II % say they have a lot of input into how the school budget is spent, and less than 5% say they have 
a lot of input into teacher hiring and promotion . . 

• 	 A third of parents said they signed agreements with teacbers abont bow each would support a child's 
learning. 37% signed an agreement with teaehers about supporting learning in the classroom. 32% signed 
an agreement about how to support learning at home. 
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SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS 
. 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR AND BARRIERS TO FAMILY INVOLVEMENT IN EDUCATION 

• 	 Good News! Parents think sebool staff see them as important partners in helping their children learn. 
Eighty·eight percenl of parents report Ihal their children's schools trcalthem as important partners in encouraging 
their children to learn. . 

• 	 But! Schools still need to work harder in meeting parents needs. While schools do many things to involve 
parents in the sChooling process, fewer than half ofall parents had been formally asked by schools about what 
assistance they might need to be more involved in their children's learning. 

• 	 And! Parents are eager to increase their involvement in their children's education and believe teachers 
should have more training in working with families. Seventy-nine percent of parents interviewed report that 
they want to learn more about how to be involved in their children's learning. Almost 77 percent believed teachers 
could learn more in involving parents in their children's learning. 

• 	 Some schools seek to engage parents as partners in their children learning by Signing learning agreements. 
Only 37 percent ofparents and teachers signed an agreement about how they would support learning in the 
classroom; 32 percent signed an agreement for supporting learning at home. 

• 	 The new technologies are not widespread as tools for schools to communicate with parents. Seventy·six 
percent of parents reported that their schools used two or more Ie<:hnologies to communicate with parents--usually 
newsletters and telephone calls. Schools are now beginning to explore the additional opportunities for interaction 
afforded by voicemail (21 percent), web sites (12 percent), and electronic mail (II percent). 

• 	 There is a gap between schools letting parents understand what their child should know academically and 
showing them what constitutes successful work at their child's grade. While 54 percent ofparents' said the 
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school let them know what their child should know and be able to do in each subject, a full 62 percent of parents 
said they 'rere either not provided with samples of successful studcnt work Of were provided with samples "just 
okay." 

• 	 Parents express II strong demand for after-sehool programs: 82 percent ofparents have a child who attends an 
after-school prOb'Tam or would like their child to attend an after schoo! program. 

• 	 Computer classes, art and music courses, and community service rank high as activities for after school 
programs. Of these parents (who enroll or would like to enroll their child in an after-school program), 96 percent. 
feel that their child would benefit from an after-school program that included computer technology classes aod 92 
percent reel that their child would benefit from arts, music and cultural after-school activities. Among middle 
school parents, 91 percent favor aner·school community service or volunteer opportunities for their children. 

• 	 Parents want to be partners but an; not integrally involved in deeisions affecting the academic life of a 
school. Over 66 percent of parents have no input into teacher hiring and promotion and 25 percent are involved 
some but believe they should have more say; 56 percent have no input into the amount of time allocated to subjects 
and 33 percent say they have some say but believe they should have more; 40 percent have no input into the 
subjects being taught and 44 percent say they have some but believe they should have more; and 38 percent have 
n~· input into how the school budget is spent and 46 percent say they have some but believe they should have more. 
Parents are most involved in setting school discipline practices, not academic policies (77 percent some or a lot). 

• 	 Parents want information on college-going. Of the 84 percent ofparents who were employed at some time 
. during the last school year, 30 percent had employers who provide information about ways to pay for their children 

to attend college or receive other education aller high school. Seventy-nine percent of working parents reported 
that having this service was important to them. 
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Families involved in education: 

How do parents feel about their involvement in their children's education? 


, Elementary School All Middle School 
Parents Parents Parents 

Parents 'who want to learn more about how 
to be involved in their children's learning. 8179 77. 

Parents who want to be more involved at 
their children "! sehool. 73 73 73 

Parents who think their children's teachers 
could learn more aoom involving parents in 7577 78 
their children's learning. 

• 	 Parents in the Family Involvement Study are eager to increase their involvement in their children's education: 
79 percent of parents interviewed report that they want to learn more about how to be involved in their 
children's learning. Seventy-seven percent of parents also think that their children's teachers could learn 
more about involving parenls in their children's learning. . 
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Involving Parents in the Schooling Process: 

What are schools doing to bring parents in'! 


(Percent of palet1\S reporting that their schools take the following steps 10 involve parents:) 

E1CUlcntC'!f), S.;hool+ Middle School- Parents 
Parents 

Treat parents as partners in students' learning 

An Parents 

8788 89 

Ask parents how 'Lo encourage involvement Informally . ...... 63 
Formally ........ 46 

Informally .. " ... 
Formally. . . . . . . .. 

----------- ­

67 
46 

Infonnally '.,.," 
Formally ......... 

59 
47 

Enable paren1s to reach children at school 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- ­

90 91 90 

Schedule meetings off ofn:gular business hours 78 8~ 73 

Try 10 involve both parents whclheror not they live 
in the same household 

62 62 . 61 

56 

Discuss a summer reading list with parents 

Offer after hours call-in times 57 59 

57 41 . 

Requi~e parents to sign dnldren's hoftlet\lotk each 

50 

4740 32 
night 

Provide child crul'J' during parent-teacher 28 32 23 
conferences 

Provide a pJace for parents to meet 2628 30 
.

• Eighty-eight pL'fCcnt of parents report that their children's schools treat them as important partners In 

encouraging their children to learn. While schools do many things to involve parents in the schooling 
process, fewer than half of all parents had been formally asked by schools about what assistance they might 
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- - - - - - - - ------

----------- - - - - - - - - - - ------

------------ - - - - - - - - - - ------

:.. 

-. -- d tob- ----- - -_ ...-Ived in their children 's I--- _..... 
, 

Teachers and Parents 'Joining Together 
(Percent of parents reporting that) 

All Parents Elementary School Middle School 
. Parents Parents 


Teachers require parents to sign children's 
 4740 32 

homework each night 

, 


Parents and teachers signed an agreement to 37 38 37 

support in-class learning 


Parents and teachers signed an agreement to 32 33 31 

support learning at home 


• 	 Parents and teachers are joining together to recognize that everyone must support learning wherever it takes 
place - in the classroom or in the home. The 1996-1997 school year began with 37 percent ofparents signing 
agreements with their children's teachers to support in-class learning, Thirty-two percent ofparents signed 
agreements with teachers to support at-home learning. (n-class learning meets at-home learning when parents 
review their children's homework each night as part of a nightly requirement to sign assignments. 
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Information from the school: -
How are schools communicating with parents? 

{Percent of parenls whose schools use the fol1owiog ways to excha.nge infonnatioo with parents:} 
---- -

Ali 
Parents 

- - ---­

Elementary School 
Parents 

Middle School 
Parents 

Newsletter \ 76 RO 71 

Telephone Calls to Parents 70 - 71 69 

Voicemail 21 17 26 

Community Cable Television 20 20 20 

Web Site 

-Electronic Mail 
-

12 

II 

13 

11 

II 

II 

• Seventy-six percent of parents reported that their schools used two or more technologies to communicate with 
parents, While newsletters and 
telephone calls are the most 
common ways for schools 10 

exchange information with 
parents, schools are now 
beginning to explore the 
additional opportunities for 
interaction afforded by 
voieemail, web sites and 
electronic mail. 

How Schools Communicate 
-... -...-.------.~~-----. 
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and Options! What information do parents have access tQ? 

All Parents Elementary School I Middle School Parents 
Parents 

Wha. are schools .ening parents abou.? I (Puunt (Pf'rcf'nt of {Percent {Pertentof (Petttnt (Pu«nl uf 
w..... remaining who!.c remaining who.. ff:maining 

Khoobdld pnent1who schools did parents who schools did parents who 
\ 	 I .yuyweW would Uke to '",try well' would like to 'very weU' would like to 

In sharlng:~ knu", more:) 1n sharing:) know 1Tl!)n!:) in s 

How students are expected to behave 69 25 71 79 67 80J 
What students should know and he able to do 54 	 62 45 94 

Examples of successful work done by students 38 44 31 

Infonnation about educational options for future 29 8787 tmml:l:~RI~ 29 
high schOt)1 students 


(Perc:ent of 
 (J>l!tt~ht (Percent oJ (percent (Pen::mlof (Pcrt'eTll!low are employers helping to inform parents? 
employrd whose mosl C1l1ployed whose most employed whose rnosc(84 percC'fl1 of study participants were enrploYl"d lit rome point 

parents whopuents who rece'ntJob retmljob reeentjobJmmllSwboduring the $ehool year, Of them:) 

Employer-provided infonnalion aboul way' 10 pay 79 30I 82 28 76 32 


for f!~~!~~i_~~ _~chool ~~~!~?!l 
 '"_ 

I 

• 	 Sixty-nine percent ofparents rated their schools as doing 'very well' in letting parents know how students are 
expected to behave in the classroom. Fewer (56 percent) gave the same 'very well' rating about how well 
schools let parents know what children should know and be able to do at their grade level in each subject. 
Less satisfied parents are more interested in learning more about achievement goals than about discipline 
issues. As with achievement goals, the demand from middle school parents (87 percent) to know about 
educational options for future high school students greally outstripped the supply of middle schools who 
communicate these options 'very well' (29 percent). 
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Beyood the school day and the school year 
(Pen::ent ofall parents who;) 

All Parents Elementary School Middle School I 
Parents Parents 

! 

Have a child in an after-school program , 35 32 39 

Pay fees for an after-school program 18 19 17 
. 

Are interested in free after-school programs 79 77 82 
-------­ -

Would pay a fee for an after-school program 74 73 76 

Have a child in a school-based summer 18 20 16 
program 

Paid for a school-based summer program 10 10 10 
.. 

Are interested in a free school-based 70 69 71 
summer program 

Would pay a fec for a school-based summer 74 71 77 
program 

- - - -- ­ -------_... - - - --- ­

• Parents express a strong demand for after-school programs: 82 percent of parents have a child who attends an 
after-school program or would like their child to attend an after school program. 
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: After-School Activities: What do parents want? 

(Percen! ofparents with children in aner~school programs or who W(tuld like their children to attend an after-school program reporting that 


their child would benefit fTom:) 


. 

, 
I 

\ 

Computer technology classes 

Arts, music and cultural programs 

Supervised recreational activities 

Community service or volunteer 
opportunities 

Basic skills enrichment or tutoring 

Parents Who Waut 
or Use Arter-

School Programs 

96 
. 

92 

86 

84 

73 

Ekmentary School I Middle School 
Parents 

96 

94 

86 

77 , 

72 

Parents 

96 


89 


86 


91 " 

74 
• 	 or these parents (who enroll Or would like to enroll their child in an after-school program), 96 percent feel 

that their child would benefit from an after-school program that included computer technology classes and 92 
percent feel that their child 
would benefit from arts, music 
and cultural after-school After-School Activities 
activities. Among middle 
school parents, 91 percent 

100 
·c•favor after-school community 
.!: 80service or volunteer 


opportunities for their "I 50 


children. '0 40 

~ 

•8 20 

0. (} _.­ T~~.-~'~~~~~T"-~~I~~-~~rln9 
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,21ST CENTURViCOMMUNITV LEARNING CENT 

One way businesses can 'lelp make ,:he after-school hours safer for our children 
and the community is to ::;r;nect with pro9~ams that provide extended 
teaming opportunities, 

CORPORATE 
INVOLVEMENT 
IN EDUCATION 

The V(l5t majority of America's schools are 
safe places. Two decadt~ of ccmprei'!e;'\$ive 
research support this conclusion. While 
the recent tragedies across the countlY 
may create the impre$sion that violence 
is pervasive, such incidents at school are 
extremel.y rare. Nonetheless, we must 
address the violence that does exist and 
find better ways to ensure that all our 
children have safe, OIderly school 
environments' In-wh;c~l to learn ,n,I'mTIw --1.. ,--, 

A healthy er:vlronment conducive to 
tearoi!19 and limited in distraction tan be 
estabtished through a cooperative effort 
among schoo is, parents, busi:-esses and 
communities, Many (:ommunities are 
finding practical ways to provide children 
with the safe and disciplined conditions 
they need and expect to find in a school. 
'",.noting smaller schools-which research 

shown sigrificantiy i"',creases 
achievement and decreases the number 
of behavioral problem!;, partiwlarly among 
disadvantaged studei.ts-and creating 
after-school programs that k~p children 
productive ana off the streets llre just 
two of the ways that help foster 
children's seccess. 

The 21st Century ,Community Learning Centers program was established 

to award grants to rural 2nd inner-dty pubU:;; schools. or (0050"11;) of such 

schools, to enable them to ptan. implement. or expand projects that benefit 

the educational.,health, ,sociaLservice, c.!ltural and recreational needs oLthe__ .. ~. , 

community. Akey component in the effort to keep -children safe and learning:, 

these school-based centers can provide drug-free, supervised, and cost~ 


effective after-school, weekenc or S:JDmer havens for children, youth, and 

their families. 


By enabling schools to stay open tonger, the 21st Century Community learning 

Centers program establishes a safe place fo!' do;ng homeWQrk, intensive 

mentoring in basic skills, drug and violence prevention counseling, and 

academic enrichment activities. Te<hnology education programs. services for 

children with disabilities, and instructional and performance pragrams in the 

arts are also vitat activit'e:; that augment student development. Because 

Community learning Centers prov1de a variety of activities, the'grants are 

designed to promote partnerships among a variety of groups, such as 

schools, faMilies, bU$ir,e~$es, anc community organizations, which plan 

and implement the programs. 


"Hill)' fife ajh!r-sr:hoo! /)ingram.\' so imjJarlaut? 

3:00 lUll., flud neil!lt:r should their :~clw()L\'. If 

U.S, Secretary of (ctu::-a:ioil Richat:J w~ Rile¥ 



21st Century Communir: 
Learning Centers Partnership 

Businesses can partner with local schools and work 
with them to apply for Department of Education 
funding for after-school programs. 

21st Century (ammu'nity learning Center grants are 
targeted to high-need rural and urban cDmmunities. 

...~_lhese grants.are.designed to.promQtaa,!l)Ua~pve. 
effort between puhlic schoo!s, non~pwfit agencies, 
organizations, businesses, educational entities, and . 
recreational.. cultural and other community groups. 

The activities supported by the 21st Century 
Community teaming Centers program should of'fur 
significantly e>:panded teaming opportunities for 
children and youth in a given community. as well 
as contribute te· reducing drug use and violence. 
Other activities may include: 

• 	 literacy education programs; 

• 	 Children's day-care servic:es; 

• 	 Summer and weekend school programs 
in conjunction with recreational 
programs; 

• 	 Integrated education. health. social 
service, recreational. or cultural 
programs; 

• 	 TeLecommunications and technology 
education programs for individuals of 
aU ag~$; and 

• 	 Employment counseling, training. and 
placement 5elvi(es for individuals with 
disabilities. 
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Tbe u.s. Department of Education has a number o.f initiatives designed 
to encourage the partidpation of buj,iriesses in education programs that 
use technology and help America's schools bridge the digital divide. 

Technology Innovation Challenge Grants 
'The Technology In;'1ovation Challenge Grant Program serves as a catalyst fur 
positive change in schools. CraUe"lge Grant communities work to integQte 

• """-"-""'.- "_ .• ";-' '; .. ','~,. '·w '''''__ ....."""0 -,. " • ~~ 

new technologIes mto state or local educatlOn ~mprovement efforts that have 
been stimulated by a growing nabonal commitment to. raise education standard$.. 
Effective use of new technologies in these, communities will contribute t() 
improved student acr.ievernent in reading, wri.ting, science, mathematics, 
history, the arts and other discipUnes. Each project wilt support effective 
training for teachers and,promot~ greater parent and community involvement 
in education. 

Community Tec:.nology Centers (CTCs) 
Although the number of Americans (onrlHted to the nati()n's information , .,
infrastructure is searing. a digital divide still exists, and in many cases, is 
actually widenIng over. time. Promoting technological equity. Community 
Technology Centers pwv'ide access to information technology ilnd related 
learning services to children and adults who would not otherwise nave such 
access, CTC!> incorporate te(.':noI09Y to enrance educational activities in 
economically distressed areas, particularly in rural and urban communities, 
In addition to condl.>cting a variety of technology-oriented projects. individuals 
can take advantage of valuable res()u~ces availab:e for obtaining job skills. 
and learning about employment opportunities. 

W/f:ch nolog)' is one parI (~lfl annIJrel/(m.si1Ji~ quality 

learning ltxjJerima: thai, at it,." "(Jet), fore, involT}(tS 

lilt: mncf!/JI (:f Ii!(fching Ilfu/lle to lltinlt arid to 

contiuue to warn IhnmgllOllt tlunr lifl:lime... so (hal 

fhl!)' ron bent![it from. dwngft. If , " 

U,S, Secretary of Ed,,(at'~.Hi RithM(' W, RileyL-____~~____________~________________ 1., 
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TechnolQgy-thE~ V/c;r[d W;;je Web, e~ 
commerce, computer-aided design, word 
processing, data processing, elect(on\c 
transfers-has become an engine of our 
economic growth and has fundamentally 
changed the ways we learn, how we do 
busines-s, and the skills students in Amenca 
neet! to flourish in the world of work, 
Sustaining profi:.!: in the new economy of 
te<hnowgical50phisticati<ln and increased 
g·tow:. competition m"eans thatbwsinesses'~ 
need highly skilled and we:U~educated 
woric:ers. Buslnes$cs are now major 
stakeholders in the educational success 
of OUf children. 

States, communities, bUsinesses. families 
and teachers need to ensure that every 
classroom in America is helping students 
connect to the information age through 
high~quality computers, creative software, 
and weU~trained teachers, Businc>se>­
Large and small-need to. be able to 
depend upon a hinhly educated. 
technologically literate work:fofce. By 
investing today it; (I'Jr children's education, ' 
bus!ness~ are investing 1n the)r long­
term success. 

http:Ed,,(at'~.Hi


Learning Anytime Anywhere 
Partnerships (LAAPI 
Many Americans want to improve their skills so they can 
compete for high~wage jobs. but nnd it difficult to 
participate in truditional on-campus instruction and 
coursework, New techno~ogies such as the Internet make 
it possilKe to provide access to learning anytime, anywhere. 
Such distance learning opportunities make it signifkantty 
easier for Americans who live in remote rural areas, have 
it disability, or have competinlJ family and work demands,---.-.... .,.,.- ,--"",,-" --" .....- ",........ ' .. - ""~-.-,--. 


to have access to ,individuatlzed, up-tn-date. affordable, 
education and training. This partnership program witt 
support shared efforts b}l colleges, universities, businesses; . 
cummunity organizations, Of_other entities to detive( 
quality postsecondary education. Such partnerships 
stimutate resource sharing. reduce' program duplication, 
and promote economies of scale' which benefit the 
entire communIty. 

This initIative awards grants to partnerships involving 
two or more institutions of higher education, community 
organizations, b'lsinesses,. and other public and private 
agencies and is designed to help students in underserved 
geographic areas who have limited access. to a trnditi(mal 
college campus setting. LAAP grants may be us.ed 
to develop: 

• 	 Model programs and software that witt make. 
distance learning possible; 

• 	 Innovati~ online student support services 
such as job placement academic counseting. 
'and library servic~$: . 

• 	 New institutional polides and practices that 
go beyond merely putting more courses 
online, but truly deliver programs that are 
self-paced alternatives to traditional 
semes.ter scheduling; and 

• 	 Methods af OJ-sse.ssing the quality and sw::cess 
of the new distance learning programs by 
(hafting skills and competencies achieved 
by students, as well as retention and 
completion rates. 
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Teachers are the most basic educational 
resource that communities provide for 
their children. Plans to increase student 
learning to improve re~qing .skills. to 
integrate technology into schools. and to 
reach high standards will succeed only 
when we focus on the quality of instruction 
in all our classrooms. Meeting the 
challenges of today's classrooms requires 
that teachers know and do more than ever

--.-'.-."." ~,.~., ~bi~fo~e.:~·Th~~ef~re, they, ~~;d··t;-b~ '~-;ll:' 
prepared and supported throughout their 
careers. 

Businesses need teachers to prepare 
,children for the ~ew economy marked by 
technological sophistication and increased 
global competition. Businesses need 
teachers to help children develop the 
high-level skills they need to be successful 
information technology workers. By 
investi~g today in children's education 
and thei~ teachers' preparation, businesses 
are investing in their own long-term 
success. 

eac er's'" ,,,,:~i ..' ., ,¥ , ',' . ,. '. -", ' . 
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Businesses interested in assisting with teacher preparation and quality 
training programs should consider partnership opport.:!!:oities with two 
of the Department's grant programs. 

The Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants 
This initiative consists of three separate competitive programs: 

". - Partnership Grants are'five~year-grallts that provide"funds·to.partnerships-· =. 
among teacher preparation institutions, schools of arts and sciences, and 
local school districts in high-need areas. The partners work to strengthen 

. teacher education th'rough activities such as: holding teacher education 
programs accountable, improving prospective teachers' knowledge of academic 
content, ensuring that teachers are well-prepared for the realities of the 
classroom, and preparing teachers to use technology and to work effectively 
with diverse students. 

State Grants are three-year programs that ell'"0urage states to improve the 
quality of their teaching force through activities such as: strengthening their 
teacher certification standards, implementing reforms that hold institutions 
of higher education accountable, establishing or streng~hening alternative 
pathways into teaching, and recruiting new high-quality teachers for high­
need areas. 

Teacher Recruitment Grants are three-year grants that support state and 
local efforts to recruit highly qualified teachers to reduce shortages in high­
need areas. The grants highlight teacher preparation and recruitment of 
individuals who will meet the specific needs of the community. 

l'EveJ'y communil)' slwuld have a (aiented fInd 

dedicated teacher in eve})' classroom. f\Ve ham:l 

an enormous ojJjJOrtunil)'jor ensuring teacher 

quality wldl into Lite 21st century, if we n:cruit 

j)romising people into teaching and give them the 

highest qualit), lJrejJaration and training," 

U.S. SecretJIJI of Education Richard W. Riley 
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Preparing Tomorrow's Teachers 
to Use Technology Initiative 

Preparing future teachers to use techoology effectively 
to improve learnIng is a major chaUenge facing our 
nation's schoots of education. If our inforrnaticm 
technology investments are to payoff in improved 
education, these future tei!chers must be technology·­
proficient educators who know how to use these 

rnodel'fl-.leamfng,-t'Oots to'hellTstudentsiTlcet-high ..... - ~-, 

standards. 10 meet this urgent l1eed for t&hnologyw 
proficient teachers. the p'repariog Tomorrow's Teachers 
to Use Techno[og:1 Initiative supports partnership" 
programs that help future teachtm(ieach 21st: century 
students. 

Preparing Tomorrow's Teachers to Use Technology 
Partnership (Pm) Grants. These grants support 
capacity-building i3t teacher preparation instituti(ms 
to ensure that tom(mow's teachers can integrate 
technology effectively into the curriculum: This 
initiative indudes two types of partnership grants: 
implementation and catalyst grants. 

" 
Implementation grants provide two years of support 
to partnerships that are implem1!mtiflg full~scale 
program improvements 1n the preparation of 
technology profidenu:ducaw(s, 

Catalyst grants provide two years of support to 
national, regional, and statewide consortia that have 
the expertise and resources to s;timuta~, larGe-s.caie 
improvements. in the development and/or certification 
of tec':no[ogy prorcient. ed.:.cators. 
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Tuday, there is (ul unprecedented 

movement toward accountability in <lur 

education 5Y!'tern. Ali 50 states have put 

in place their own challenging oC3aernic 

standards for students and are now 

implementing assessments linked to those 

standardS. Ensuring that these standards 

reach every classroom aoo that all students 

'meet11igtvexpectations'require al! 

Sf;akeholders-frnm teachers and parents 

"t!J business and community leaders-to 

be involved at the local level and take 

responsibility fur student perform.ance 

and the quality of education America's 

children receive, 

More than at any time in our nation's 

history, the businl!SS community depends 

on a highly educated workforce. It is 

critical for employers to be able to have 

confidence in a high school olp-Ioma as 

evidence that graduates are prepared with 

the requisite skiUs and are able to fYleet 

the challenges Qf r.ompeting in the 

information age. By investing In our 

children's education and helping students 

reach high standards, businesses are 

invest'ng in t",ejr own [on9~terrr, success, 

\REACHING HIGH STANDARDS 

Businesses can join schools in helping students to nleet new standards by 
continuing to set high expectations for all children and providing the resoon:es 
necessary to er'lsure that all children haV€' the opportunity to achieve at high 
levels. States and schoo! districts must align curricula, textbooks, instructional 
methOds, and professional development with the new standards, Extended 
learning opportUl1ities mJst be provided to stucents who are falling or at 
risk of faHing to meet the standards. Teachers must be given the time and 
traini'rtg toprepa'fe~iheir' cu~rkutum and instruction 'iij""tle'fpsfu(fei)(s' meet' .. 
the tougher requirements. 

Passing students along in school when they are unprepared or retainin~ them 
wtthout addressin!: :heir needs denies studetlts access to oppor::unities at 
the rn:xt level of schooling, in postse<:ondary education, and in the workplace. 
Both policies send a meS5ilge to s:udents that little is expected from them 
and that they do not warrarlt the time and effort it would take to help them 
he successfol in school. Setting high standards and providing the resourCes 
that ensure they will be met communicates to aU students that they have 
worth and ar~ valuable to our nat1on's future. Reaching high standards lsn'~ 
easy; that's why busim'!ss involvement ¥'1th educators and parents is 3 

necessary lng redient for $I,.:ccess. 

IIJ TliUS£! to be/i{!Vc {hat our cliililren aren It smart 

enough or OUf edUC~JIOn (lam 'I gOOlI enough, J 

n:fuse to "emf our cliildmn out into Ike most 

fOJlljH?tilivc iuternational er.onoJll), in worM hl~"lm)' 

wit/ullil Ihe (!d !u:alioll (he), will need to s u r:a!t!(lJin" 

themselves and/or (JW' countJ)" tVe must ncvergn 

baCH to lhe days when standards were too low, 

uuciem; ornonf!xistf!"ul.1Vevcr. fi 
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Strategies for Helping 
Students Meet High Standards 

Businesses car. advocate and sup-port comprehensive 
approaches to helping students meet high standards. 
by providing waders hip, resources, and Sl1pport on 
the state and local level to: 

• Set dear objectives for students to mm . 
perionnance.standaais.at key grades; 

• Identify student needs early in order 
to apply appropriate instructional 
strategies;.

• 	Empbasize early childhood literacy; 

• Focus on providing high-quality 
curriculum. instruction, and professional 
development that deepens teachers' 
content knowledge; 

• Provide summer school for students who 
are not meeting high standards; 

• Extend learning time through before-­
and after-school programs, tutoring. 
and partnerships with cultural groups 
in the community; 

• Develop transitional and dropout 
prevention programs for middle and 
high schoot students; and, 

• 	 Hold schools accountable by publicly 
reporting school performance, rewarding 

.. school improvement, and intervening. 
in tow-performing schools. 

Anolher strategy is to involye your business in 
helpir;g tc cnange the whole school environment to 
meet tl:e high standards. The U.S. Deparl'nent of 
Educatlon provide) resources for local schools that 
are involved in this effort, inctuding grants to reduce 
dass size in the early grades, to implement reforms 
based on innovatiw! mode!.s, to create smaUer learn;ng 
commu:--ities, and to :,u;>port the development of 
charter 5(1. 0015. 

http:perionnance.standaais.at
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Sustaining profits I" the new economy 
with its technological sophistication and 
increased global competiUon means that 
businesses n!:ed highly skilled and wel~­
educated workers, making bus-inesses major 
stakeholders in the educational success 
or our chitdren. Preparing children in 
Ar:renca fo, coUege-academically and 
nnancialtY-l1$ welt as encouraging aU 
Children to aim for a coltege degree wiU 
help ensure that the kno...~te-!Ige workers 
busin€sses need wm be available to them 
over this next centufy. 

Recent studie!; from the U.S. Department 
of Education show that students who take 
academkally demanding coursework in 
high school afC more likely to go on to 
college, succeed and earn more in the 
workforce. regardless of their nnandal 
status, race. or gender. However, 
disadvantaged students often are not 
aware of the critical need to take rigorous 
academic c{)urscs to prepare for college, 
Him algebra in middle school or chemistry, 
physics. and trigonometry jn high schooL 
Of of the availabitity of financial aid to 
pay for college. Moreover, high-achieving 
stodents from low-lm:ome fammes are 
five times as likely not to attend college 
as those high-achieving students from 
hlgh·income families. By investing today 
in all child~en's prepararlo:1 for coUege, 
businesses are investing in their ;ong~ 
term success, 

Oni? avenue for corporate involvement in coUege preparation is through t~,e 
Department's Think College Earty Qlmpaign. Businesses (an partner 'n GEAR 
UP grant:; with schools to leverage th~ir education efforts in the community. 

GEAR UP (G~ini~g Earty Awareness and Readiness fo~ Undergraduate Pr09rams) 
grants arc designed to help children who are d:sadvantagoo pmpare themselves 
to go to collt~ge and meet the chaUenges they will encounter working· in the 
21st <entury. ' . 

GEAR UP is based on the experience of existing programs that haVe demonstrated 
their success and have helped raise expectations to ensure that ,all children 
am we~l prepared for <:o~lege. This competitive grant program, administered 

. by the US Oepar:tiet:lf EdLcatior), sUj::ports early college preparation aTid 
awareness actw,~ie$ at both the loca! and the state ieveis, These gral1ts 
support programs that begin eady and foliow entire grades of students over 
time; challenge aU students to have high expectations; involve parents; 
provide mentQring, tut::'il1g, and information abo\..t (oUeg{!; and often provide 
scholarships for s:lJden~ with need. 

"WitlwU! efjiJrL\·lilw GI<:All Ul~ mflfl)'yml1'1! 

j)(;OjJ/l1 ([Jut t/udrIamilil.'s wouldn't /.tarN! ilw 

in/ormation 10 l)rejHlf(! (l g(WW /)Iall­

atadlUrti{.alty oudfinancially-for rludr 

fut un:. 'l1u:iif mmttr realize colkgt: f:(}uld 

be (f real /los"ibility, U 

u.s. 5t>(letil:~ (If Education Richard W. RUei/ 



Partnering with Schools 

for Funding 

Businesses with an interest in helping prepare childfen 
and increase th!: college-going rates among low-income 
youth may consider partnering with local schools to 
~elp them apply for Department of Education fundl'1g. 
Thls initiative awards multi-year grants to localty designed: 
parlnerships between colleges and low-income middlE< 
schools, plus at least two other ;>Jrtners-such as 

""--community OIganilBtions, businesses, religious groups, 
s~ate education 'agencies. parent groups, or non-profits. 
To be most effective, partnerships will leverage resources 
to promote the following pro~n strategies: 

• 	 Informing students and parents about 
college options and flnandal aid, induding 
providing students with a 21st Century 
Scholar Certificate - an early notification 
of their eligibility for financial aid; 

• 	 Promoting rigorous academic coursework 
based on coUtge entrance requirements; 

• 	 Working with a whole grade-level of 
students in order to raise expectations for 
aU students; and 

• 	 Starting with sixth- or seventh-grade 
students and continuing through high school 
graduation with comprehensive services, 
including mentoting, tutoring, counseling, 
.and other ,activities such as after-school 
programs, summer academic and enrichment 
programs, and college visits. 

Another way ousinesses carl SlIiJPOft greater college 
preparation is to help expand Advanced Placement 
opportunities fur alt students through the US. Department 
of Education's Advanced Placerrent Incentive Program, 
This program provides schools with additional resources 
for teacher training programs and on-line course 
developrne~t, 
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Maintaining Amenca's. position in an 
internationally competitive economy 
means tnat aU stude::.t!;. need to build 
strong :.kills in mathematics. Success in 
math 1$ no: only essential for roUege and 
the promising careers of this flew century, 
but it is also critical fur teaching way;;. of 
thinking: that apply in every wmkpla(e 
worldwide. Yet, far too many students 

_.. 	 struggle with math and are not achieving 
to the desired !t~ls' that will sPark'wc'c5 
in higher edUcation and beyond, In fael. 
on internation<;! math assessment'>, US.. 
nigh 5choot senior.; scored amoJ"o9 tre 
lowest of the 21 participating nations 
and were outperformed by nearly all of 
America's top e::onomic competitors, 

It is critical that America address this 
challenge today to ensure that tomorrow's 
graduates are academically prepared to 
guide the flatioll to continued prosperity. 
By committing time and res.ources to 
improving math education, businesses 
can create substantial momentum to help 
students build world-class competencies 
that will lead to a highly skiUed and well­
educated workforce. 

One opportunIty for corporate involvement is with America Counts, a 
multifaceted Oepartment of EdL.cation initiative with six s.trategic goals that 
use federal resources to support improved student achievement in mathematics: 

• 	 Equip teachers to teach challenging mathematics through high­
quality preparation and ongoing professional growth. 

• 	 Provide personal attention and additional learning time for 
studentS': ..... - -' . ­

• 	 Support hi9h-qual!~y research to inform best practices of 
mathematics teaching and tearning. 

• 	 Build public understanding of the mathematics today's students 
must master. 

• 	 Encourage a challenging and engaging curriculum for aU students 
based on rigorous standards. 

• 	 Promote the coordinated and effective use of federal, state, 
and local resources. 

I'A slmlent wlw is no/. taught the jJOwn1irt4 mea.ning, 

aud u}(Jgir. ojmathematics and science is a student 

who is denied Ihe o/J/JOrtu nil5 ofbw(uier Ican/ing 

and extJlo}"{I{ion. whose dremns go unJ1l{[itiefl. and 

Wilos(!julure SHcafSS is !il-uib:d. /I 

~ u. s. ~:'etary 01 [dlJ(lItiol' Richard W. Riley. 



Math Initiatives 
Businesses looking for ways to support high~quality 
math teaching rna lea~nlng in their com'1lunities fllight 

._~tso consider working an any of the initiatives: below. 

Figure This!: Math Challenges for Families 
The goat of this initiative, jointly funded by the 
Department of Education .and the t.ational Science 
Foundation, :$ to encourage parents and other caregivers 
to become more involved in their children's mathematics 

·learn1ng, Th!: Cha:.ten-ges provide fun -and engagit"Jg 
examples of the wortd-class mathematics that students 
should be doing in middle school and they are available 
online at htt;:;:/,'wwwJigtaethis.org, Busines~es can 

support this, initiative by becoming a Figure This! 
corporate sponsor and assisting with the distribution 
of the Chatlerges thfOL:gn local newspapers, product 
packaging, other Web Sites, public semce advertising, 
and company newsletters. 

Mather",stics Tutoring and Me-ntoling 
8usinesses can e'3tabtish or support a mathematics 
tutoring program that provides students with the 
personal attention and additiDnalleamlng opportunities 
necessa')l for building strong mathemat:cal 
underStanding, Companies can allow emptoyees to 
serve as tutors or mentors at neighborin9 schools or 
they (an partner 'Nith toea! coUeges and universities 
operating math tutoring and mentoring programs with 
federal Work-Study dollars, 

The NationaL Commission on Mathematics and Science 
Teaching for the 21st Century 
This commission, chaired by former astronaut and 
Senator John Gtenn, is creating an action strategy to 
:mprove the quality of instructIon in K~12 math and 
science classrooms. Joining Senator Glenn is a di~rse 
and talentcc gmup of 32 individuals chosen for their 
broad expertise and abi!ity, inclu-ding Craig Barrett. 
~pre$ldent and CEO of Intel Corporation, and Edward 
Rust Jr., chairman and CEO of State Farm Insurance 
Company. You may access the onli'le discussion ~c-fUrn 
at http://www.ed.gov/amerirarounts/glenn/index.html 
and provide feedback to assist the rommissi{ln in its 
effort to improve math and science education, 

http://www.ed.gov/amerirarounts/glenn/index.html
http:htt;:;:/,'wwwJigtaethis.org
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Reading is the foundation of all other 
skitls essential fur learning. Unfortunately, 
the National Assessment of Educational 
Progress reports that 68 percent of fourth­
grader.s in hi9h~p;)verty schools and 38 
percent of fourth-graders o'Jeralt (ead 
betow the Basic achievement level. Clearly, 
a significant number of chHdren afe not 
reaching the; r reading potential. Reading 
wen by the third grade is the essential 
first step toward reaching chal/enging 
acadern;c standards in aU subjects. 

To succeed in the new global economy 
businesses need highly skilled and well­
educated workers. Tnat is why it is criticai 
that aU children master reading. the most 
fundamental skiU, and achieve academic 
success. By invest; ng today in early 
childhood literacy pHlgrams, businesses 
are investing in theif own long-term 
success. 

Businesses can participate in many ways in the America Reads Challenge, a 
national grassroots campaign challenging every Arr.erican to help our children 
team to read. This initiative recognizes the critical importance of an early 
and successful start in language development and is designed to act as a 
catalyst for coml1'unity involvement in pmmoting reading achievement. 
Providing children with the appropriate language development experiences 
in the early years sets the stage for reading success in later years.". . . . . 
Ensuring that chUdren learn to read well rests not Ottly in the hands of 
parent~, caregivers and. teachers, but ent\re communities as well. By raUying 
around our children to assist them in learning to read, we heQi ensure their 
overall .succ.ess. Educators, libranans, college students, and community 
volunteers are joining with private sector partners from many different 
industries ranging from small businesses to multinationai corpGrations. Tilis 
ground swell of support is reshaping Our view of the reading challenge. 
Every parent, c<uegiver, teacher and citizen has a crudal role to play to spark 
dramatic improvement in n~adin9. 

H\:\1i": must 'U,mrh together to g'iTJI.' children the 

individual aU(;nlion anti sufl/JOrl (Iu)' nn::d 10 

UUlStl:f1Wu/iUf!, part) ,\{} thaI tlury can then sncO?cd 

i11 ,<,:rlioo/ (l tid heyond. II 

. 
0.5. Secreta!') of Edoclltion fF{'lilfd_'_'.__,'.:."::.'________.J 



Reading Challenge 
Businesses with an interest in supporting reading efforts 
may consider allowing employees to seM; as reacing 

. tutors and mentol'!:,-~"d working in partnership with 
schools and universities to provide support to children 
for developing theiT reading skitls. 

The America Reads ChaUenge stresses the importance 
of communities coming together to em.ure that all 
chi~dren read wE~ll. In order·.to promote this critica~ 
effort America Reads: offers: 

III 	 Free resources for businesses. parents. cbildcare 
providers, educators, tutors, community groups, 
and aU corpf)rate dnzens: 

iii 	Guidance and checklists on what businesses can 
do and activities for adults: to keep children 
reading after school and during the summer; and 

III 	 At:cess to an extensive network of potential 
partner.;; and a body of research to help a business 
start, improvt~r or contribute to it literacy program. 

Businesses may also playa role in literacy by: 

GI 	 Helping create or expand tutoring programs for 
chitdr~n and families in cooperation with local 
colleges and universities. This can involve 
providing space in your office buHding for the 
program's opl~rations, providing transportation 
for children and/or tutors, funding supplies or 
tutor training, and encouraging your employees 
to volunteer as tutors. 

I!I 	Providing opportunities for employees to tearn 
more about helping their own children with 
language devetopment and reading skills by 
holding brown-bag seminars, distributing free 
activity materials, and providing literacy training 
for ernpl(lyces needing to improve their own 
literacy skills. 

m Supplying books. videos, consultants. and other 
resources to child care centers, community 
organizations, and schools and rebuilding or 
refurbishing schooll1braries so that they become 
the center of the school's literacy activities. 

rn 	 Helping to buHd coalitions to coordinate literacy 
efforts in the jlrivate sector and establishing 
relationships with local schools to determine 
where your help is needed most. 

http:order�.to

