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MARKUP REPORT: House Education and the 
Workforce 
House Panel Begins "Title I" 
Reauthorization 

_1HEBU22 

- POLL, TRACK By Molly Peterson 
- EARLYBIROS National Journal News Service 

-DAYBOOK 


. -BACkBEHCH WASHINGTON (Oct. 5, 1999) -- .[NOTE: This is an interim 
- AD $PPTUGHT .FLASH report that will be replaced- with a comprehensive 
-CAMPAIGNS version as soon as it is available.] 
-A.l.MANAC 

- CAPI'Oll S.OURCE. Members of the House Education and the Workforce 
• HOUIN!:. WE.EKLY Committee on Tuesday began work on a massive bill to 


reauthorize the nation's largest federal grant program for 
rilNEWSMiCHWS-) 
disadvantaged elementary and secondary public school 

-SEARCH 
students. 

Sponsors said the "Student Results Act" [H.R. 2] would not 
change the current formulas for allocating so-called Title I 
grants, but would enable schools to make better use of the - funds and require them to be more accountable for student 
achievement. 

"No ionger will we allow low-performing schools to continue 
to fail our children," said Rep. Michael N. Castle, R-Del., 
who chairs the Early Childhood, Youth and Families 
Subcommittee. 

Members spent hours debating amendments to the 
legislation, but were unable to fmish their work by day's end. 
They planned to complete action on the bill Wednesday. 

The. bill would provide a five-year reauthorization for Title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Title I 
channels about $8 billion annually into programs for about 

.,J'" 

10 million disadvantaged students. 

The committee draft of the legislation -- unveiled Tuesday as 
an amendment in the nature ofa substitute by Committee 
Chairman William Goodling, R-Pa. -- is several hundred 
pages in length and includes significant compromises by both 
Republicans and Democrats. . 

Republicans, for example, opted not to include a voucher 
provision that would enable poor students to use public 
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dollars to attend private schools. And Democrats agreed to a 
GOP-favored provision that limits the number of teacher 
aides that can be hired with Title I funds. 

"Both sides gave something and both sides got something in . 
the negotiations," said Rep. Dale Kildee, D-Mich., who 
serves as the subcommittee's ranking member. 

Although Kildee and other Democrats said they generally 
were pleased with the bill and planned to vote in favor of it, 
they still had a few glaring concerns. 

They complained, for example, that a provision to lower the 
threshold for Title I-funded school-wide projects could 
undermine the targeting of Title· I resources to poor areas. 
They also opposed a provision that would require schools to 
try to obtain parental consent before enrolling students with 
limited English proficiency in classes taught in their native 
language. 

Rep. Matthew Martinez, D-Calif., unsuccessfully offered an 
amendment to Goodling's substitute, which would have 
eliminated the parental consent provision. Martinez said the 
provision could limit access to Title I services for students 
with limited English proficiency and place them in . 
"educational limbo. " . 

"I believe they should be treated the same. as all Title I 
students," Martinez said, noting that more than 3.5 million 
such students currently are enrolled in U.S. public schools -­
a50 percent increase since the 1990-1991 school year . 

. But most Republicans opposed Martinez' ~endment, saying 
parents should be able to choose whether to have their 
children educated in their native language or in, English. The 
amendment failed on a 22-25 vote. [Vote 1] 

The committee also rejected an amendment by Rep. Bob 
Schaffer, R-Colo., to eliminate a provision from the bill that 
would require states to set aside 25 percent of new Title I 
funds to provide cash rewards to schools that reduce 
"achievement gaps" between low-performing and high­
performing students. 

Predicting that those funds could add up to hundreds of 
millions of dollars nationwide, Schaffer argued that rewards 

':.";. ~ ,';' ., r···; programs should be left up to local districts using local 
dollars. 

But supporters of the rewards provision said it would give 
schools important incentive to improve student achievement, . 
and Schaffer's amendment failed by a 17-30 vote. [Vote 2] 

Schaffer then offered another amendment that would have 
made the reward program optional for states, but that 
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amendment failed by a 23-25 vote.[Vote 3] 

The panel also defeated, by an 8-40 vote, [Vote 5] a Schaffer 
amendment to eliminate the bill's requirements regarding 
teacher assistants. The bill would freeze the number of 
teacher aides, or "paraprofessionals," that can be hired with 
Title I funds. It also would require, within three years of 
enactment, that all teacher aides hired with Title I funds meet 
certain educational requirements or locally-set performance 
standards. ' 

The committee also rejected, by a 21-26 vote, [Vote 7] an 
amendment by Rep. Chaka Fattah, D-Pa., that would have 
required states to make their funding allocations to local 
school districts more equitable in order to qualify for federal 
Title I funds. ' 

But the committee did approve, by voice vote, an en bloc 
. amendment by Castle and Kildee making several technical 
and substantive changes to Goodling's amendment in the 
nature ofa substitute. ' 

The en bloc amendment would ensure that a progress report 
provision in the bill would pertain only to states, local 
education agencies and schools that receive Title I funds. The 
amendment also would clarify that if a school district is 
unable to obtain parental consent to enroll a child in a 
bilingual education program, the school may provide the 
services to the child after 10 days. 

Committee members expected to vote on Goodling's 
, substitute, and any remaining amendments, during 
, Wednesday's debate. 

Recorded Votes 

House Committee on Education and the Workforce 
Bill: H.R. 2 	 Vote: 1 
Martinez amendment. 
Tally~ 22 Yes, 25 No 2 Not Voting 

Republicans Democrats 

N GOODLING (R-Pa.) Y CLAY tD-Mo.) 

N 	. PETRI (R-Wis.)· Y MILLER (D-Calif.) 

Y KILDEE (D-Mich.) 
" 	 N ROUKEMA (R-N.J.) Y MARTINEZ (D-Calif.) 

N BALLENGER (R-N.C.) Y OWENS (D-N.Y.) 
N BARRETT, BILL (R-Neb.) Y PAYNE (D-N.J.) 
NV BOEHNER (R-Ohio) Y MINK (D-Hawaii) 
N HOEKSTRA (R-Mich.) Y ANDREWS (D-N.J.) 
N MCKEON ( .) Y ROEMER (D-Ind.) 
N CASTLE (R-Del.) Y SCOTT (D-Va.) 
N JOHNSON, SAM (R-Texas) Y WOOLSEY (D-Calif.) 
N TALENT (R-Mo.) NV ROMERO-BARCELO (D-PR) 
N GREENWOOD (R-Pa.. ) Y FATTAH (D-Pa.) 
N GRAHAM (R-S.C.) Y HINOJOSA (D-Texas) 
Y SOUDER (R-Ind.) Y MCCARTHY (D-N.Y.) 
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N MCINTOSH (R-Ind.). Y TIERNEY (O-Mass.) 
N NORWOOO (R-Ga.) Y KINO (O-Wis.) 
N PAUL (R-Texas) Y SANCHEZ (O-Calif.) 
N . SCHAFFER (R-Colo.) Y FORO (O-Tenn.) 
N UPTON (R-Mich.) Y KUCINICH (O-Ohio) 
N OEAL (R-Ga.) Y WU (O-Ore.) 
N HILLEARY (R-Tenn.) Y HOLT .(O-N.J.) 
N EHLERS (R-Mich.) 
N SALMON (R-Ariz.) 
N TANCREOO (R-Colo.) 
N FLETCHER (R-Ky.) 
N OEMINT (R-S.C.) 
N ISAKSON (R-Ga.) 

House Committee on Education and the Workforce 
Bill: H.R. 2 Vote: 2 
Schaffer amendment to strike academic awards 
program. 
Tally: 17 Yes 30 No 2 Not Voting 

Republicans Oemocrats 
N GOOOLING (R-Pa.) N CLAY (O-Mo.) 
Y PETRI (R-Wis.)· N MILLER (O-Calif.) 

N KILOEE (O-Mich.) 
N ROUKEMA (R-N. J. ) N MARTINEZ (O-Calif.) 
N BALLENGER (R-N.C.) Y OWENS (O-N.Y.)· 
Y BARRETT, BILL (R-Neb.) N PAYNE (O-N.J.) 
NV BOEHNER (R-Ohio)N MINK (O-Hawaii) 
Y HOEKSTRA (R-Mich.) N ANOREWS (O-N.J.) 
Y MCKEON (R-Calif'.) N ROEMER (O-Ind.) 
N CASTLE (R-Oel.) Y' SCOTT (O-Va.) 
Y JOHNSON, SAM (R-Texas) N WOOLSEY (O-Calif.) 
Y . TALENT (R-Mo.) NV ROMERO-BARCELO (O-PR) 

N GREENWOOO (R-Pa.) N FATTAH. (O-Pa.) 

N GRAHAM (R-S.C.) N HINOJOSA (O-Texas) 

Y SOUOER (R-Ind.) Y MCCARTHY (O-N.Y.) 

N MCINTOSH (R-Ind.) N TIERNEY (O-Mass.) 

Y NORWOOO (R-Ga.) NKINO (O-Wis.) 

Y PAUL (R-Texas) N SANCHEZ (O-Calif.) 

Y SCHAFFER (R~Colo.) Y FORO (O-Tenn.) 

N UPTON (R-Mich.) N KUCINICH (O-Ohio) 

N OEAL (R-Ga.) N . WU (O-Ore.) 

N HILLEARY (R-Tenn.) N HOLT (O-N.J.) 

N EHLERS (R-Mich.) . 

Y SALMON (R-Ariz.) 

Y TANCREDO (R-,Colo.') 

Y FLETCHER (R-Ky.) 

N OEMINT (R~S.C.) 


N ISAKSON (R-Ga.) 


House Committee on Education and the Workforce 
. Bill: H.R. 2 Vote: 3 
Schaffer amendment on academic rewards program. 
Tally: 23 Yes 25 No, X Not Voting . 

Republicans Oemocrats 
N .GOOOLING (R-Pa.) N CLAY (O-Mo.) 
Y~ PETRI (R-Wis.) N MILLER (O-Calif.) 

N KILOEE (O-Mich.) 
N ROUKEMA (R-N.J.) N MARTINEZ (O-Calif.) 
N BALLENGER (R-N. C.) N OWENS (O..:.N. Y.) 
Y BARRETT, BILL (R-Neb.) N . PAYNE (O"':N.J.) 
Y BOEHNER (R-Ohio) ~ MINK (O-Hawaii) 
Y HOEKSTRA (R-Mich.) N ANOREWS (D-N. J. ) 
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Y MCKEON (R-Calif.) N. ROEMER (O-Ind.) 

N CASTLE (R-Oel.) Y SCOTT (O-Va.) 

Y JOHNSON, SAM (R-Texas) N WOOLSEY (O-Calif.) 

Y TALENT (R-Mo.) NV ROMERO-BARCELO (O-PR) 

N GREENWOOO(R-Pa.) Y FATTAH (O-Pa.) 

Y GRAHAM (R-S.C.) N HINOJOSA (O-Texas) 

Y SOUOER (R-Ind.) N MCCARTHY (O-N.Y.) 

Y MCINTOSH (R-Ind.) N TIERNEY (O-Mass.) 

Y NORWOOO (R-Ga.) N KINO (O-Wis.) 

Y PAUL (R-Texas) N SANCHEZ (O-Calif.) 

Y SCHAFFER (R-Colo.) Y FORO (O-Tenn.) 

Y UPTON (R-Mich. ) N KUCINICH. (O-Ohio) 

Y OEAL (R-Ga.) N WU (O-Ore.) 

Y HILLEARY (R-Tenn.) N HOLT (O-N.J.) 

N EHLERS (R-Mich.) 

Y SALMON (R-Ariz. ) 

Y TANCREOO (R-Colo.) 

Y FLETCHER (R-Ky.) 

Y OEMINT (R-S.C.) 

N ISAKSON (R-Ga.) 


House Committee on Education and the Workforce 

Bill: H.R. 2 	 Vote: 4 

Fattah amendment on state equalization of 

funding. 

Tally: 21 Yes 27 No 1 Not Voting 


Republicans 	 Oemocrats 

N GOOOLING (R-Pa.) 	 Y CLAY. (O-Mo:) 

N PETRI (R-Wis.) 	 Y MILLER (O-Calif.) 

Y KILOEE (O-Mich.) 
N ROUKEMA (R-N.J.) 	 Y MARTINEZ (O-Calif.) 
N BALLENGER (R-N.C.) 	 Y OWENS (O-N.Y.) 
N BARRETT, BILL (R-Neb.) Y PAYNE (O-N.J.) 
N BOEHNER (R-Ohio) 	 YMINK (O-Hawaii) 
N HOEKSTRA (R-Mich.) 'Y ANOREWS (O-N.J.) 
N MCKEON (R-Calif.) 	 Y ROEMER (O-Ind.) 
N CASTLE (R-Oel.) 	 Y SCOTT (O-Va.) 
N JOHNSON, SAM (R-Texas) Y WOOLSEY (O-Calif.) 
N TALENT (R"':Mo:) 	 NV ROMERO-BARCELO (O-PR) 
N GREENWOOO (R-pa.) 	 Y FATTAH (O-Pa.) 
N GRAHAM (R-S.C.) 	 Y HINOJOSA (O-Texas) 
N SOUOER (R-Ind.) 	 Y MCCARTHY (O-N.Y.) 
N 'MCINTOSH (R-Ind.) 	 Y TIERNEY (O-~ass.) 
N NORWOOO (R-Ga.) 	 Y KINO (O-Wis.) 
N PAUL (R-Texas) 	 Y SANCHEZ (O-Calif.) 
N SCHAFFER (R-Colo.) 	 Y FORO (O-Tenn.) 
N UPTON (R-Mich .) 	 Y KUCINICH (O-Ohio) 
N OEAL (R-Ga.) 	 Y WU (O-Ore.) 
N HILLEARY (R-Tenn.) 	 Y HOLT (O-N.J.) 
N EHLERS (R-Mich.) 
N SALMON (R-Ariz.) 
N TANCREOO (R-Colo.) 
N FLETCHER (R-Ky.) 
N OEMINT (R-S.C.) 
N ISAKSON (R-Ga.) 

House Comniittee on Education and the Workforce 
Bill: H.R. 2 	 Vote: 5 
Schaffer amendment on paraprofessionals. 
Tally: 8 Yes 40 No 1 Not Voting 

Republicans 	 Oemocrats 
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N GOODLING (R-Pa.) 	 N CLAY' (D-Mo. ) 
N PETRI (R-Wis.) 	 N MILLER (D-Calif.) 

N KILDEE (D-Mich.) 
N ROUKEMA(R-N. J. ) 	 N MARTINEZ (D-Calif.) 
N BALLENGER (R-N.C.) 	 N OWENS (D~N.Y.) 

N BARRETT, BILL (R-Neb.) N PAYNE (D-N.J.) 
N ~OEHNER (R~Ohio) 	 N MINK (D-Hawaii) 
Y HOEKSTRA (R-Mich.) 	 N ANDREWS (D-N.J.) 
N MCKEON (R-Calif.) 	 ,N ROEMER (D-Ind.) 
N CASTLE (R-Del,.) 	 Y SCOTT (D-Va . ) 
N JOHNSON, SAM (R-Texas) N WOOLSEY (D-Calif.) 
N TALEN,T (R-Mo.) 	 NV ROMERO-BARCELO (D-PR) 
N GREENWOOD (R-Pa.) 	 N FATTAH (D~Pa.) 

NGRAHAM (R-S.C.), 	 N HINOJOSA (D-Texas) 
Y SOUDER (R- Ind. ) 	 N MCCARTHY (D-N. Y . ) 
N MCINTOSH (R-Ind.) 	 ,NTIERNEY (D-Mass.) 
N ' NORWOOD (R-Ga.) 	 N KIND (D-Wis.) 
Y PAUL (R-Texas) 	 N SANCHEZ (D-Calif. ) 
Y SCHAFFER (R-Colo.) 	 N FORD (D-Tenn.) 
N UPTON (R-Mich.) 	 N ,KUCINICH (D-Ohio) 
N DEAL (R-Ga.) 	 Y WU (D-Ore.) 
N HILLEARY (R-Tenn.) 	 N HOLT (D-N.J.) 
Y EHLERS (R-Mich.) 
Y SALMON (R-Ariz.) 
Y TANCREDO (R-Colo.) 
N FLETCHER (R-Ky.) 
N DEMINT (R-S.C.) 
N ISAKSON (R-Ga.) 

House Committee on Education and th~ Workforce 
Bill: H.R. 2 	 Vote: 6 

Owens' amendments en bloc. 

Tally: 21 Yes 27 No 1 Not Voting 


Republicans 	 Democrats 

N GOODLING (R-Pa.) 	 Y CLAY (D-Mo.) 

N PETRI (R-Wis.) 	 Y MILLER lD-Calif.) 

Y KILDEE (D-Mich.) 
N ROUKEMA (R-N.J.) 	 Y MARTINEZ (D-Calif.) 
N BALLENGER IR-N.C.) 	 y, OWENS (D-N.Y.) 
N BARRETT, BILL (R-Neb.) Y ~AYNE ID-N.J.) 
N BOEHNER IR-Ohio) 	 YMINK (D-Hawaii) 
N HOEKSTRA IR-Mich.) 	 YANDREWS (D-N.J.) 
N MCKEON IR-Calif.) 	 Y ROEMER (D-Ind.) 
N CASTLE IR-Del.) 	 Y SCOTT ID-Va.) 
N JOHNSON, SAM (R-Texas) Y WOOLSEY' (D-Calif.) 
N TALENT (R-Mo.) 	 NV ROMERO-BARCELO (D-PR) 
N GREENWOOD I R-,Pa. ) , Y FATTAH (D- Pa . ) 
N GRAHAM (R-S.C.) 'y HINOJOSA (D-Texas) 
N SOUDER (R-Ind.) 	 Y MCCARTHY (D-N.Y.) 
N MCINTOSH (R-Ind.) 	 Y TIERNEY ID-Mass.) 
N NORWOOD (R-Ga.) 	 Y' KIND (D-Wis.) 
N PAUL (R-Texas) 	 Y' SANCHEZ (D-Calif.) 
N SCHAFFER (R-Colo.) 	 Y FORD (D-Tenn.) 
N UPTON (R~Mich.) 	 Y KUCINICH (D-Ohio) 
N DEAL (R-Ga.) 	 Y WU (D-Ore.) 
N HILLEARY (R-Tenn.) 	 Y HOLT (D-N.J.) 
N EHLERS (R-Mich.) 
N SALMON (R-Ariz.) 
N TANCREDO (R-Colo.) 
N FLETCHER (R-Ky.) 
N DEMINT (R-S.C.) 
N ISAKSON (R-Ga.) 
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House Committee on Education and the Workforce 
Bill: H.R. 2 Vote:, 7 
Fattah amendment on state equalization of 
funding. 
Tally: 21 Yes 26 No 2 Not Voting 

Republicans Democrats 
N GOODLING (R-Pa.) Y CLAY (O-Mo.) 
N PETRI (R-Wis.) Y MILLER (D-Calif.) 

Y KILDEE (D-Mich.) 
N HOUKEMA (R-N.J.) Y MARTINEZ (O":"Calif.) 
N BALLENGER (R-N.C.) Y OWENS (O-N. Y.) 
N BARRETT, BILL (R-Neb.) Y PAYNE (D-N.J.) 

. N BOEHNER (R-Ohio) . Y MINK (O-Hawaii) 
N HOEKSTRA (R-Mich.) Y ANDREWS (D-N.J.) 
N MCKEON (R-Calif.) Y ROEMER (D-Ind.) 
N CASTLE (R-Oel.) Y SCOTT (D-Va.) 
N JOHNSON, SAM (R-Texas) Y WOOLSEY (D-Calif.) 
N TALENT (R-Mo.) NV ROMERO-BARCELO (D-PR) 
N GREENWOOD (R-Pa.) Y FATTAH (D-Pa.) 
N GRAHAM (R-S.C.) Y HINOJOSA (D-Texas) 
N SOUDER (R-Ind.) Y MCCARTHY (D-N.Y.) 
N· MCINTOSH (R-Ind.) Y TIERNEY (D-Mass.) 
N NORWOOD (R-Ga.) Y KIND (D-Wis.) . 
N PAUL (R-Texas) . Y SANCHEZ (O-Calif.) 
N SCHAFFER (R-Colo.) Y FORD· CD-Tenn.) 
N UPTON (R-Mich.) Y KUCINICH (O-Ohio) 
N DEAL (R-Ga.) Y WU (D-Ore.) 
N HILLEARY (R-Tenn.) Y HOLT. (D-N.J.) 
N EHLERS (R"';Mich.) 
N SALMON (R-Ariz.) 
N TANCREOO (R-Colo.) 
N FLETCHER (R-Ky.) 
N DEMINT (R-S.C.) 
N ISAKSON (R-Ga.) 
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Subject: Fwd: Title I 


Inter:esting LA Times article from Sunday on Title I. Mary Jean LeTendre discusses the upcoming 
efforts to phase out instructional aides and paraprofessionals. 

Andy 

Andrew Rotherham 
Director, 21 st Century Schools Project 
Progressive Policy Institute 
600 Pennsylvania Ave., SE, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20003 
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< Picture> Program has been unable to lift academic level of poor students, 

research shows. 

By RALPH FRAMMOLlNO, Times Staff Writer 


< Picture> < Picture> < Picture> < Picture> 

ADVERTISEMENT 
< Picture> 
< Picture: http://www.universityalliance.com/rsvp/index.asp?Source = LATimes > 
< Picture> 
< I;licture: JobSource> 
< Picture: T > he federal government's largest education grant program, despite 
spending $118 billion over the last three decades, has been unable to meet its 
goal of narrowing the achievement gap between rich and poor students, 
interviews and documents show. 

Title I, which started with idealistic fervor in the 1960s' War on 
Poverty, provides $7.4 billion each year to help one of every five pupils in 
the nation's public schools. 

Recent evaluations by the U.S. Department of Education found that the 
extra computers, tutoring and more than 132,000 classroom positions paid for 
by the massive investment have been "insufficient to close the gap" in reading 
and math performance between poor students and their more affluent peers. 

The program has been "a failure up to now," said Maris A. Vinovskis, a 
University of Michigan education expert who has reviewed independent studies 
assessing the effectiveness of Title I. "The real losers in this are not just 
the taxpayers [but] the kids.... We haven't been able to deliver." 

One reason, experts agree, is that Title I funds are spread too thin 
among the nation's poor students to do much good. And, of the billions of 
dollars allocated each year, most are spent on tutoring and other remedial 
efforts that have produced marginal improvement in test scores. 

Much of the blame for the program's shortcomings has been directed at the 
more than 50,000 school aides anp teacher assistants hired with Title I funds. 
A nationwide movement to replace these "paraprofessionals" with certified 
teachers has sparked controversy and led to considerable anxiety. 

Under increasing pressure to show results, the program now finds itself 
on a collision course with its past--andthe aides are caught in the middle, 
experts ,say. 

"It's a' classic situation where yesterday's reform becomes today's 
obstacle," said Jerome T. Murphy, dean of Harvard University's Graduate School 
of Education, who helped write Title I legislation 34 years ago. 

Title I, which comes before Congress for reauthorization this year, was 
created to tackle perhaps the most daunting task in all of education: to help 
students overcome the inherent barriers that poverty poses to academic 
achievement. 

While no one expects the federal government to eliminate such a' 
:formidable deficit, supporters contend that Title I has become a victim of 
. unrealistic expectations. They credit the program with focusing attention .on 
the needs of low-income students, but they also argue that Title I is no match 
for the challenges presented by poverty and problems such as racial tensions, 

. language barriers, crime, violence and drug use. 

,'\ 
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Title I "can change some services, but it cannot change the lives of 
hundreds of thousands of kids," said Jack Jennings, director of the Center on 
Education Policy in Washington and a former general counsel of the-House Labor 
and Education Committee. ­

A special evaluation report last fall by the Department of Education 
found that the gap between 9-year-olds attending "high-poverty" and "Iow­
poverty" schools either stayed the same or increased from the mid-1980s to the 
mid-1990s. This gap left poor students nearly four grade levels behind 
affluent pupils in reading and t:wo levels behind in math. 

In addition, a separate study commissioned specifically to assess Title I 

coricluded in 1997 that the massive spending has had little effect on the 

achievement gap . 


. The 1997 Education Department report found that Title I failed to make a 

significant dent in the achievement gap from 1991 to 1994 in part because it 

tolerates low academic standards for poor and minority students . 


. Many Title I programs "reinforced low expectations for student 
achievement," the report says. "Students in high-poverty schools were exposed 
to a 'watered-down' and non-challenging curriculum when compared to other 
students.~' 

_ Squandering of Funds on Clerks, Aides Cited 
, Also part of the problem, according to high-ranking education officials 


and other experts, is that schools squander Title I funds on clerical workers 

and classroom aides who lack the expertise to teach poor students the kind of 

high-level skills needed to compete with their more affluent peers. 


, Reformers have seized on these findings and urged the removal of 
. cl?ssroom aides to pay for retraining teachers or to hire new ones. The push 
even comes from the top of the Clinton administration's Education Department. 

"It's pretty significant that half of the instructional staff under Title 

I were paraprofessionals," said Val Plisko, who supervises independent 

evaluations for the Education Department's Planning and Evaluation Service. 

"For children who are most at risk, you want the best-educated, the most 

knowledgeable, the most effective teachers." 


Mary Jean LeTendre, a top federal education official who oversees Title I 
and other programs for disadvantaged students, said that in some cases 
employment of Title I aides has amounted to "a jobs program for members of the 
community." She added, "I am one who believes that this program needs to be 
focused on the needs of the kids." 

LeTendre vowed in a recent interview to "work with every ounce of my 

energy" to shift Title I spending from aides to more qualified teachers. She 

added that federal officials are considering whether to eventually limit or 

prohibit the use of Title I funds to hire teacher aides. 


Unfavorable j=latios of Aides to Teachers 
In California, the latest available figures indicate that the ratio of 


aides to teachers paid for by Title I funds is 4 to 1. At Los Angeles Unified, 

the nation's second-largest school district, the ratio is about 7 to 1. And 

most of the instructors on the district's Title I payroll rarely teach; 

instead they serve as program coordinators at their individual schools, 

officials said. 


The winds of change already are being felt at LAUSD, where all but two of 

30 schools facing a takeover by the superintendent's office for .dismal student 

performance are considered Title I schools. In all, 465 of 641 LAUSD schools 

have student populations that are predominantly poor. 




Supt. Ruben Zacarias recently ordered the spending of $10 million in 
Title I funds for extra tutoring at the district's lowest-performing schools. " 
In an interview, Zacarias added that he may dip further into those federal 
funds to pay for other student intervention programs as well as teacher 
training--moves that he said might spell "crunch time" for teacher aides. 

"If the priorities mean that we're going to have to reduce our ... 
aides, then we're going to have to bite that bullet," he said. 

At Pacoima Elementary, one of the 30 schools on Zacarias' list for 
academic probation, Principal Lawrence D. Gonzales is already tasting the 
gunpowder. 

In a bid to kick-start student scores languishing in the bottom 25% of 
the LAUSD, Gonzales is investing $100,000 of the school's $800,000 Title I 
allotment into an intensive reading program for each of Pacoima's 70 
classrooms. Some of the money comes from reductions in Title I classroom aides 
through attrition, said Gonzales. 

"We have to put up or shut up," he said . 
•But the retrenchment has been slow and difficult. Not only are LAUSD . 

aides unionized, they are among the most visible and popular features of a 
Title I program that has become deeply embedded in some neighborhoods as a 
source of steady employment that increased the presence of adults in schools. 

The Title I aides, who work for significantly lower wages than teachers, 
are widely used in classrooms to work one-on-one or with small groups of 
students to reinforce lessons. They also se1920361760nonnative students. 

Mary Castro has been on the Title I payroll as an aide for 22 years, the 
last 11 at James A. Garfield High School in East Los Angeles. The soft-spoken 
great-grandmother works seven hours a day shelving books, shushing students in 
the library and preparing due-date notices. 

Castro is one of 6,540 part-time paraprofessionals whose employment 
consumes nearly 40% of LAUSD's Title I budget this year. By comparison, 21 % of 
the district's Title I funds are spent on instructors and teacher training. 
The remaining expenditures include instructional materials and support staff, 
such as school psychologists. 

As part of its $1 .1-million annual allotment in Title I funds, Garfield 
employs 22 aides--all but five work in classrooms, budget figures show. 

Since her job isn't directly related to classroom instruction, Castro may 
be a prime candidate for dismissal. At 62, Castro is not volunteering to quit 
her $1 0.84-an-hour position. 

"It's not easy to say I'd get another job, because I'm old," she said. 
Nor is anyone likely to force her out at Garfield, which is facing 

administrative takeover due to dismal academic performance. Alex Fuentes, 
Garfield's Title I coordinator, said that downsizing would put him in a bind, 
even in cases of non-classroom aides like Castro. 

"She's providing services--maybe not the services when she was young, but 
I'm not getting any complaints," said Fuentes .."What do you say to someone 
like that? 'Oh, Mary, it's time for you to go out to pasture'?" 

Question at Heart of Rehabilitation" Effort 
Indeed, that question--with all its personal and policy implications--is 

at the heart of the latest push to rehabilitate Title I. 
Considered the keystone of the War on Poverty, Title I was fashioned 

during the country's civil rights struggle by President Lyndon B. Johnson, who 
muscled it through Congress in a breathtaking 89 days as part of a sweeping 
school aid bill. 

"I will never do anything" in my entire life, now or in the future, that 



exci~es me more or benefits the nation I serve more," said Johnson, a former 
teacher, after he signed Title I into law in 1965 in Jront of a one-room 
schoolhouse in Texas. 

The program was predicated on an academic truism: Family income is 
closely linked to educational success. 

Johnson hoped to make up for the disadvantages of poverty by providing a 
jolt .of federal dollars earmarked for extra tutoring and other add-on programs 
targeted at low-income students. 

In a symbolic gesture, Johnson set the initial Title I appropriation at 
$1 billion. The program has since grown to seven times that size . 

.Title I currently pays an average of $685 per poor child as defined by , 
the U.S. Census, but its spending formula has been so politicized that the 
act'ual amounts vary widely among states. California, home of the largest 
concentration of impoverished students, receives only $573 per pupil--an 
amount that is less than the funding provided to 49 other states and 
territories. 

The money flows from Washington to 46,OOO--or nearly half--of the 
nation's schools. It is intended for students who are considered educationally 
"at risk." In California, such students are identified as children from 
welfare families or children who qualify for free or reduced-priced lunches. 

, The .ultimate decision on how to spend the money, however, remains with 
each school. Across the country, school administrators have invested Title I 
dollars in "pull-out" programs, in' which low-income students are taken out of 
their regular classes for 30-minute tutoring sessions each day that 
incorporate new materials and computers. 

And they've hired more than 50,000 school and classroom aides. Typically, 
the aides were parents or activists from surrounding neighborhoods. They 
monitored lunchrooms, ran off dittos on the mimeograph, put up bulletin 
boards. 

Teacher aides have had the biggest effect in the classroom, working 
individually with poor students to reinforce lessons. This is particularly 
true in elementary schools, where the aides have become fixtures. 

As a condition of employment, more than 5,000 classroom "teaching aides" 
in Los Angeles are required to enroll in college courses or degree programs to 
become certified educators, said Margaret A. Jones, LAUSD director of 
specially funded programs. 

"I've seen some teaching assistants who are better thlm some of the 
teachers we have," Jones said, scoffing at the movemel)t by critics to replace 
aides. 

An additional 1,500 resource aides are not required to enroll in college 
courses, but some are still used in classrooms and contend they do a good job. 

Sharon Watanabe has outlasted three principals and all but a few teachers 
as a $12.26-an-hour Title I aide for the last 19 years at Hoover Street 
~Iementary School, near downtown Los Angeles. 

"I think I make a big difference in the classroom with the children 
because I've seen it," said Watanabe, who works three hours each morning. "In 
~he beginning of the year, some [students] wouldn't speak in English. Now they 
come up to me and make a conversation with me. II . 

Few have challenged such claims, especially during the 1970s and early 
1980s, when test scores among minority students--who receive the bulk of Title 
I services--began catching up, narrowing the achievement gap by about a third. 
But in the mid-1980s, scores for minority students stalled and the gap 
widened. Critics, particularly political conservatives, have heaped blame on 
Title I ever since. 



"It's a waste," Chester E. Finn Jr., former assistant secretary of 

Education under President Reagan, said in a recent interview. "It's 

accomplishing nothing other than the expenditure of money." 


Finn noted that the program remains popular in Washington because Title I 

funds go to most congressional districts. "The fiercest fights in Congress are 

not over whether it accomplishes anything but over the distribution formula 

for the money." 


Complaints by Black Parents Are Described 
,Even longtime advocates such as Phyllis McClure, a former NAACP Legal 


Defense and Education Fund monitor who kept a watchful eye on Title I 

compliance, now raise questions about the efficacy of the program. McClure 

recalled hearing complaints from black parents that the program was relegating 

their children to a second-class education. 


, "When black parents were taking their kids out of Title I because ... 

they weren't getting the regular math, they were getting something low-level . 

. . 'I changed my mind," said McClure, who six years ago led a federal task 

force to assess Title I.' "This program isn't working as' it was intended to 

work." 


, In 1993, the Education Department released preliminary results of an 
ongoing, comprehensive study that measured Title I's effect on 40,000 students 
and the achievement gap. The study found that Title I assistance "did not 
compensate for the initial deficiencies of the disadvantaged students." It 
also pointed out that the lowest-achieving poor students often received 

. instruction from Title I aides. 
Some Title I advocates complain that aides are scapegoats for a program 


that, at last count, contributed only 2 cents of every local, state and 

federal dollar spent on public education. Title I accounts for 42% of every 

federal dollar spent on education from kindergarten through high school. 


Congress made sweeping changes in its 1994 reauthorization of Title I, 

requiring that students in the program be held to the same academic standards 

as other children. It also required for the first time that aides have at 

least a high school diploma. 


LeTendre, the department's director of Title I, said she was "incensed" 

that Congress set such a minimal requirement for aides who often help instruct 

students. She said surveys show that only 13% of the Title I aides hold 

college degrees. 


And while she applauded efforts that encouraged Title I aides to get 

their teaching degrees, she said it was an "absolute must" that more certified· 

instructors be hired with program money. 


A new comprehensive assessment of these reforms will not be finished 

until the spring; early indications are that the number of aides nationwide is 

declining. 


But the cutbacks have not come easily. 

After much coaxing and coalition-building, school officials in Pueblo, 


Colo., laid off 62 aides this summer, said Paul Ruiz, partner of the Education 

.	Trust, a Washington nonprofit group that helped broker the change. Most of 
those receiving pink slips were Latino "moms and dads, some of whom worked as 
teacher aides for 10, 15 years," he said. 

The money saved from the dismissal of school aides will be redirected 

,into professional training for teachers, Ruiz said. 


Education Trust abandoned a similar effort in Hartford, Conn., Ruiz said, 

'where local officials could not muster the "political will." 




.The Gap 
The achievement gap between students attending high-poverty and low­

poverty schools ahs remained the same or grown bigger since the late 1980s, 
standardized tests show. Poorer students lag behind their better-off peers by 
four grade levels in reading and two in math in 1996. 

'Reading Scores (1988 through 1996) 
Affluent 
Impoverished 
Math Scores (1988 through 1996) 
Affluent 

, Impoverished 
, Note: Scores are from the National Assessment of Education Progress tests 

and reach 10 point difference between scores represents roughly one grade 
level. 

, Source: U.S. Dept. of Education 

Copyright 1999 Los Angeles Times. All Rights Reserved 

< Picture> Search the archives of the Los Angeles Times for similar stories 
about: 

Message Sent To: 

bhunter @ aasa.org 
joan huffer @ daschle.senate.gov 
jsack @ epe.org 
Gina.Mahony @ mail.house.gov 
public-ed-afege @ msn.com 
Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP 
rothstei @ oxy.edu 
dav3e @ virginia.edu 

http:virginia.edu
http:mail.house.gov
http:daschle.senate.gov
http:aasa.org








TITLE I AT MIDSTREAM: 

THE FIGHT TO, 

IMPROVE SCHOOLS 

FOR POOR KIDS 
.Corrine M. Yu and William L Taylor, Editors 
Dianne M. Piche, Project Director 
with the assistance of 
Phyllis McClure 
Stephanie Schmelz 

.. Executive Summary 

- Conclusion 
- Findings and Recommendations 

Report of the Citizens" Commission on Civil Rights 
Fall 1998 



Copyright <01998 by Citizens' Commission on Civil Rights 

Design by Rock Creek Publishing Group, Inc. 
Cover Photography by Rick Reinhard 

All rights reserved. Reproduction of this publication, in whole or part, is permitted With 

proper citation. 

Copyright C1998 by Citizens' Commission on Civil Rights 

2000 M Street, NW 
.. Suite 400 

Washington, DC 20036 

(202) 659-5565 

www.eccr.org 


Internet: citizens@cccr.org 


Published by Citizens' Commission on Civil Rights 


mailto:citizens@cccr.org
http:www.eccr.org


ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

Many people contributed to the creation of this report. Corrine M. Yu, Director and Counsel 
of the Citizens' Commission, is the Commission's Title I project administrator. Dianne M. 
Piche directs the project ,and was the principal investigator and author of this report. ' 
Phyllis M. McClure and Stephanie Schmelz assisted in the writing of this report and made 
other important contributions to this project. William L. Taylor, Vice Chair of the 
Commission, helped write and edit the report and provided overall guidance for the project. 
Brian Borrayo, Lauren Altes, and Tomika Little provided valuable administrative support 
to the Commission and to the authors and editors during the preparation of this report. The 
Commission also expresses its thanks and appreciation to Kathy Downey for her assistance 
and advice in connection with this project. 

The Commission ,is also grateful to Rock Creek Publishing Group, Inc. for their graphic 
design, and to Rick Reinhard for his photo. 

This work would not have been possible without the financial support of. the Spencer 
Foundation, the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation, the John D. and Catherine T. 
MacArthur Foundation, and the Annenberg Foundation. 



-.,.'-: 

FOREWORD 
The Citizens' Commission on Civil Rights is a bipartisan organization established in 1982 
to monitor the civil rights policies and practices of the federal government and to seek ways 
to accelerate progress in the area of civil rights. 

The Commission gratefully acknowledges the support of the Spencer Foundation, the Edna 
McConnell Clark Foundation, the John D. and CatheriD.e T. MacArthur Foundation, and the 
Annenberg Foundation for this study . 

......... 

. .>k:;:~!~;.:;; ... 



MEMBERS OF THE 

CITIZENS' COMMISSION ON CIVil RIGHTS 


Chairman 

Arthur S. Flemming* 


Chairman, Save Our Security Coalition 

Chairman, Healthright 


Former Secretary, Department of Health, Education and Welfare 

Former Chairman, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights 


Vice Chair 

William L. Taylor 


Attorney, Washington, DC 
Former StaffDirector, US. Commission on Civil Rights 

David R Barclay 
Barclay Consulting Group 

Pacoima, CA 


Bi.reh Bayh 
Bayh, Conn.aU{/hton., Fensterheim & 

Malone, P.C, . 

Washington, DC 


Former US. Senator from Indiana 
Former Chairman, Senate 
. Subcommittee on the Constitution 

William H. Brown., m 
Schn.a.der; Harrison., Segal & Lewis, 

Philadelphi4. PA 


Former Chairman, Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission 

Frimkie Freeman 
Whitfield. Montgomery & Staples, 

P.C., . 

St. Louis, MO 


Former Member. US. Commission 
on Civil Rights . 

Former Inspector-General" 
.Community ServicesAdministrat:iml 

Erwin N. Griswold'" 
Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue., 
Washington, DC 

Former Solicitor General of the 
United States 

Former Member, U.s. C"oliimission 
on Civil Rights 

Augustus F. Hawkins 
WaShington., D.C 
FormerUS.Rep~ntative 

. from California 
Former Chairman, House 

Education and Labor Committee 

Members 

Aileen C. Hernandez 

Aileen C. Heman.dez Associates, 

San Francisco, CA 


Former Member, Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission 

Father Theodore M. Hesburgh 
President Emeritus, 

Notre Dame Un.ilJersity, 

South Bend, IN 


Former Chairman, US. Commission 
on Civil Rights 

William H. Hudnut 
The Urban Land Institute, 

Washington., DC . 


Former Mayor, City of Indianapolis 

Ray Marshall 
The LBJ School ofPublic Affairs. 

University ofTe:x:a.s, 

Austin, TX 


Former Seaetary. Department ofLabar 

William M. Marutarii 
PhiladelphU:l. PA 

Former Judge, Court of Common 
Pleas of Pennsylvania 

Member. Commission on Wartime 
Relocation and Internment 
ofCivi!ians 

George V. McGowan 
Baltirrwre Gas & Electric Co., 
Baltimore, MD 

Eleanor Holmes Norton 
Congresswoman, 
District ofColumbia 

Former Chair, Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission 

Blandina Cardinas Ramirez 
Southwest Texas State UnilJersity, 

San Marcos, TX 


Former Member, US. Civil Rights 
. Commission 

Elliot L. Richardson 

Milbank, Tweed, Hadley & McCloy, 

Washington, DC 


Former Attorney General of the 
United States 

Rabbi Murray Saltzman 
Senior Rabbi, Baltimore 
Hebrew Congregation (retired), 
Baltimore, MD 

Former Member. U.S. Complission 
on Civil Rights 

Harold R. Tyler 
Patterson, Belknap, Webb & Tyler; 
New York, NY 

Former Deputy Attorney General 
of the United States 

Former Assistant Attorney General 
for Civil Rights 

Former Judge, U.s. District Court, 
Southern District of New York 

Roger W'dkins 
George Mason. Unwersity, 
Fairfax, VA 
. Former Assistant Attorney Oeneral 

for Legislative Affairs 
Former Director, Community 

Relations Service. Department 
ofJustice 

Director and Counsel 

ConineM. Yu 




INTRODUCTION, 
FINDINGS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

N ear1y a balf-century after the Supreme Court's landmark decision ~ Brown v. BOard· 
of Education, our Nation still has not secured for our least-advantaged children the 

educational opportunities that Brown held were necessary to redress discrimination. While 
significant numbers of our children have benefitted from desegregation, from the enforce­

. ment of other civil rights laws in education, from federal assistance to disadvantaged chil­
dren, and from federal programs such as Head Start, the barriers to obtaining a good edu­
cation faced by the minority poor remain imposing. 

The greatest barriers are those facing children who live in concentrated poverty, 
. a condition that disproportionately affects 

All rc.i............. u.s. tm.M":-::~ black, Latino and other minority children. 
Children who attend high-poverty schools 
are often taught by underqualified teachers 
and generally have less access than others 
to needed resources and .services such as 
preschool, early reading programs, counsel­
ing, smaller class sizes, and professional 
development for their teachers. High-pover­
ty schools are also beset by low standards 
and low expectations for their students. As 

a result of su~ barriers, these children often perform at low levels and are not reaching 
their academic potential . 

.­·8--­.­.--­

Through the passage of the Title I program. funded under the Elementary and Seconda.ty 
EducationAct (ESEA), Congress provided a powerful tool for accomplishing all ofthese goals. 

. In 1994, the most recent reauthorization ofthe three decade-old law, Congress 
substantially overhauled the Title I program to shift; the focus from remedial education to 
high standards md higher achievement. These reforms called for raising academic stan­
dards; building the capacity of schools; adopting tests that fairly and accurately measure 
what children knoW; assuring accountability by school officials; and ensuring the inclusion 
of all children, especially those with limited English proficiency and disabilities. 

However, the new law, while potent, is not self-executing. Whether disadvan­
taged children wID reap its benefits depends largely on the extent to which officials at every 
level carry out their respective obligations. But, while the success of reform efforts clearly 
depends on what happens in states, local districts, and individual schools, the ground rules 
under which these entities act are crucial. The wellspring ofequality ofopportunity in edu­
cation has always ~en the national government, responding to the unmet needs of .&ninori­



, ,'. 
';. 
. . 

ties and other disadvantaged children through the Fourteenth Amendment, the modern 
civil rights statutes, and aid to education laws. That is why, in the view of the Citizens' 
Commission on Civil Rights, the education policy decisions to be made at the national level 
over the next few years are critical. . 

Much rides on the effectiveness ofTitle 1, the largest federal program, in stim­
ulating and contributing to efforts to reform public education. In this report, part ofa larg_ 
er study that will include an examination ofTitle I implementatiOn in selected districts and 
schools, we assess the extent to which the policies and enforcement practices of the U.S. 
Department ofEducation have fulfilled - or in some cases, thwarted - the promiSe of the 
new law with respect to our poorest children. Our study is organized around five broad sets 
ofquestions germane to whether the 1994 Title I reforms are having their intended impact 
on improving the achievement of disadvantaged children; . 

• 	 Are high standards being set for all children? 
• 	 Is the attainment of these standards being measured with assessments of stu­

dent achievement that are ~ accurate, and shared. with parents and the public? 
• 	 Are school districts and schools that receive Title I dollars held accountable 

, for maJring substantial and continuous improvements in student performance? 
• 	 Do states, districts, and schools ensure that teachers have the capacity (Le., 

the knowledge, training, and resources) they need to provide all students with 
the opportunity to achieve at high levels? 

• 	 Is there evidence that the reforms can work, Le, examples of successful 
schools, districts, and states maJring progress toward achieving higher standards? 

More specifically, there is wide variance in the degree to which states have com­
plied with the requirements of the new Title L From our review ofstate plans and other per­
tinent material, the Citizens' COmmission concludes that a number ofstates have embraced 
the principles that all students should be expected to meet high standards and that all those 
who operate public schools should be held accountable for achieving this goal Other states 
embrace th~se principles in general, but have not applied them to benefit economically dis­
advantaged students. Still other states have yet to adopt standards-based reform. 

The federal government's failure to take the actions needed to implement and 
enforce the new Title I has also retarded educational progress. The Clinton Administration 
~.rtain1y deserves credit for its steadfast support for public schools and for ~g public 
attention to the need for educational improvement. With respect to Title 1, the U.S. 
Department ofEducation ("the Department") has taken some positive action to further the 
specific purposes of the new law, providing general information and guidance about its 
aims, prodding states to upgrade their procedures for identifying schools in need of 
improvement, and recommending to Congress greater targeting offunds to poor areas. But· 
the Department has shrunk from furnishing clear messages to state and local education 
agencies on any issue that might prove controversial. 
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Most significantly, the I>.~partment has failed to implement or has misinter­
preted key provisions of the law that are designed to equalize learning oPPOrtunities 
between poor and non-poor children: 

• 	 Contrary to the law, the Department has limited the requirement ofstandards 
and assessments for Title I purposes to two subjects - reading and mathe­
matics - even when stat,es have standards and assessments in other subjects. 

• 	 Contrary to the law, which requires states to adopt uniform standards, the 
Department has permitted states to accept differing local standards without 
any effective means for assuring that all children will be called upon to meet 
high standards. Similarly, the Department has permitted states to use differ­
ing local assessments, again without any effective assurances ofcomparability . 

.• 	 Ignoring the law, the Department has failed to insist that states reveal how .". ~~" .... I 
". 	':<. 

they will assist local districts and schools in achieving the capacity to help stu­
dents meet high standards. As a result, few states have made a substantial 
commitment to helping low-income districts acquire the resources to improve 
teaching, increase learning time, or meet other requirements of the law. __ 

Cumulatively, these defaults and misinterpretations of the law by the 
Department have served to undermine a central objective of the new Title I: to eliminate 
the dual system that prevails inAmerican education and that consigns poor children, children 
of color, and children with special needs to schools and programs with lower expectations, 
lower standards, fewer resources, and fewer opportunities than those enjoyed by the great 

. majority ofadvantaged children. 

Progress has been further retarded because the Department has failed: 


• 	 to adopt, in a timely way, criteria for determining whether states have 
demonstrated their content standards meet the requirements ofthe laW; 

• 	 to insist on timely adoption by states ofperformance standards for gauging pro­
ficiency, and to reject plans lacking even an approved process for developing 
performance standards, with the result that as ofthe summer of1998, thirty­
one states and Puerto Rico had no standards or process for developing them; . 

• 	 to explicate the statutory requirement that children be assessed in the language 
. most likely to yield accurate information about their knowledge and skills; 

• 	 to require states to measure separately the annual yearly progress ofpoor chil­
dren and children with limited English proficiency so that the requirements of 
the law cannot be met solely by the gains ofmore advantaged children; 

• 	 to insist on proCesses for assuring that children with disabilities will receive 
accommodations and will only be excluded from assessment in rare cixcnmstances; 

• 	 to make clear to states and local education agencies that Title I assessments 
are not to be used for high stakes purposes; and 

• 	to place sufficient emphasis on the importance of improving teacQing through 
thoughtful programs ofprofessional development. 

Despite these multiple failures of the Department ofEducation to implement the 
new Title I, there is every reason to believe that the program can be successful in the future. 

r~~~~.SE~~.i 
The experience of several states and districts in raising standards, in adopting new learn­
ing strategies, in fashioning more useful assessment tools, and in creating practical 
accountability systems, has already yielded positive'results in the improved"8cb.ievement of 
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disadvantaged children. In these places, Title I dollars are helping to C3rtY out well-con_ 
ceived reforms. Prospects for further gai..ls will be enhanced by modest improvements in 
the statute, a commitment by the Clinton Administration to implement the law, and a will- . 
ingness to enforce its requirements where violations occur. . 

In criticizing the Department, the Citizens' Commission does not suggest in any 
way that state and local officials have done their part to effectuate the purposes of the law. 
Indeed, the Citizens' Commission's review of state plans suggests that for all their rhetoric 
about education reform, many· state oBicials have failed to heed the call of the new law to 
ensure that poor and minority children reap the benefits of standards-based reform. 
Moreover, after gladly accepting the changes in the law devolving significant resPonsibility 
from the federal to state governments with respect to ensuring improved outcomes, the states' 
behavior suggests that many may not be up to the bard work such responsibility entails. 

Nor should Congress' role in holding back progress be under-emphasized. 

5fl'.tll~••~~.{,
With new calls in Congress to cOnvert Title I into a '"block grant" to states, and 

to siphon off substantial portions of the appropriation for experiments like .voucher pro­
grams for private schools, the stakes for the future ofpublic education have risen. While it 
is certainly possible for some schools to improve without Title I, we believe there will be lit­

, ,,' tle hope for many high-poverty schools without the strong intervention, support, and 
accountability measures contemplated in the federal law. 

Accordingly, the Citizens' Commission recommends that Congress ratify the 
principles of standards-based reform contained in the 1994 amendments by reauthorizing 
the. Title I Act for at least five more years•. Congress should also take the following addi­
tional steps to improve the capacity of schools and school districts in areas ofconcentrated 
poverty to meet the challenge of helping all their students reach high standards: 

• 	 Enact programs, appropriate funds, and encourage corporate and state educa­
tion leaders, so as to attract the most able people to teach in high-poverty areas. 

• 	 Improve the skills of the teachers .through enhanced opportun,itieS for profes­
sional development. . 

• 	 Direct more resources to schools with high concentrations of poverty. . 

The Citizens' Commission also recommends that the President and the 
Secretary of Education announce the resolve of the Administration to implement and 
enforce Title I to secure its prima:ry purpose - eqnalizing the learning opportunities avail­
able to poor and non-poor children. To that end, they should direct federal officials to take 
the following steps: 

• 	 Ensure that states hold all children to the same high standards and use the 
same assessment tools to measure their progress. 

• 	 Ensure that states and school districts make a broad and challenging curricu­
lum available to all children. 

• 	 Insist that states carry out the statutory mandate to set forth a program for 
assisting local districts and schools in achieving the capacity to help students 
meet high standards. 

• 	 Insist that children with limited proficiency in English and children with 
disabilities be served i.tl Title I programs and.be included in assessments with 
needed accommodations . 

..r.r C· Ensure that states provide meaningful remedies for children who are trapped 
"7' in failing schools or school systems. 
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• . insist that the governors and other state and local education leaders act on 

FEDERAL AID. TO 
EDUCATION: 

THE CONTINUING 
NEED AND THE 

VARYING RESPONSE 

. their rhetoric, and uphold the letter and spirit of the law. 

It would be unwise to overestimate the likely impact ofstandards-based reform 
on our public schools. The history of public education is littered with reforms that were 
offered as panaceas, yet failed to achieve their promise. But there are also sp-ong reasons 
not to abandon, in midstream, initiatives like the new Title I that give evidence of succeed­
ing. No other set of proposals is truer to the unique American vision of common schools 
where all children are offered the means to achieve their full potential. For those who 
believe in what all children can achieve, this is a time to speak for their futures . 

.~1;~~~~~~~l~%irf~~11~iiijjf~n~.i 

Conditions of inequality include: 

• 	 concentrated poverty, which depresses achievement ofall students in schools 
where at least half of the students are eligible for subsidized lunch, and serio 
ously depresses test scores when more than 75% ofstudents live in low­
income households; 

• 	 unequal resource distribution, which prevents many high-poverty school dis. 
tricts from funding such vital services as preschool programs, early reading 
programs, reduced class size, counseling, parental involvement programs, and 
professional development; 

• 	 low standtirds and low expectations, which are reflected in watered-down cur­
ricula in high-poverty schools; 

• 	 underqualified and inexperienced teachers who cannot cope with the complex 
educational needs of their students; . 

• 	 practices such as tracldng and retention in grade, which persist despite evi­
. dence that they have very limited educational utility and otten have harmfUl 
consequences. 

Although public education is a largely a state and local conce.r:n, the Fourteenth 
Amendment calls upon the federal government to assure equality of opportunity in public 
education. Other provisions ofthe Constitution, such as those ca1J.ing for a common defense 
and promoting the general welfare, establish a national interest in a strong educational sys­
tem. The national interest in education has been manifested for the past three decades pri­
marily through the civil rights laws' and through Title 1, an $8 billion program that now 
serVes nearly 10.5 million students in some 50,000 schoo1s~.Significantly: 

• 	. Title I is one of the largest early-education programs in the nation. 
• 	 Title I employs more than 189,000 teachers, reading specialists, instructional 

assistants, school nurses, counselors, and social workers. 
• 	 Title I serves more children with limited English proficienq than the federal 

bilingual assistance program. 

While the federal share of educational expenditures is small Oess than 7%}, 
Title I has helped to narrow the gap in education revenue that exists between high- and 
low-income areas because of inequities in state school financing systems. 

There is also evidence that the program has been effective in teaching basic 
skills, and in ameliorating, to a degree, the persistent achievement gaps betWeen white and 
minority students. During the 1970s and 19805, black: and Latino studentaJ made encour­
aging educational progress, with gains that closed almost half the gap between their levels 
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of achievement and those of white students. Without the Title I program, these achieve. 
ment gaps likely would ha~e been grea~~. 

. Nevertheless, the academic progress of poor children bas been limited. 
Evidence drawn from schools operating under the old law (then called Chapter 1) showed 
that the law was not fully effective because: (a) it was designed to teach only basic, not 
advanced, skills; (b) it was based on and ratified low expectations of poor and minority 
youngsters; and (c) it isolated these youngsters from the mainstream by pulling them out 
of the classroom for remediation. 

In 1988, a new quality focus was added to the program. For the first time, the 
law required recipients to demonstrate that Chapter 1 programs would support instruction 

.. in advanced as well as basic skills. Nonetheless, as several evaluations of the program 
found, many recipients simply ignored the new requirement. 

_ In 1994, Congress completely overhauled the law in the Improving America's 
Schools Act (the IASA). reauthorizing Chapter 1 (now Title I), and other ESEA programs, 
for a five-year period. . 

TIfE OLD nne 'vs. THE CURRENT TITlE I 

Old Trde I: 	 Current Trde f: ------------------------ : ..; .:..:.­
Different standards for different Same high standards for all children 
groups of children 

lower expectations for poor and Same high expectations for all 
minority children . children 

-Oumbed-down- curricula for Same challenging curricula for . 
Chapter 1children all children 

-Basic skills· tests that compare Higher level tests that measure 
students to each other. not to any students' progress toward standards 
objective standards 

.	Tracking. along with separate, Rich instruction and support in 
puU-out instructions away from the the classroom; extra help after 
regular classroom and classmates school hours 

Uttle training for teachers and aides Investment in high.quality staff 
development for teachers and aides 

~'betailed accounting for dollars Accountability for results 

Successful schools lose money; Recognition for successful schools: 
failing schools continue to fail , help-then corrective action-for 

schools that continue to fail 

Taken together, the 1994 amendments amount to a major agenda for education 
reform that can benefit poor and minority children. Title I now requires that states and 
school districts receiving funds: 

• 	 Set high standards that all students, including low-income and limited· 
English proficient students, must meet in all subjects. 
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• Develop new assessments that measure the progress of students, schools, 
and school districts in meeting high standards. 

• 	 Hold school districts and individual·schools accountable tOr showing continuous 
improvements in student performance, until all students achieve at high levels; 

• 	 Target resources to schools and districts with the highest concentrations of 
children from low-income families. 

• 	 Encourage schoolwide improvements in schools where more than half the 
children are from low-income families. 

• 	 Ensure that e~ble schools and districts have the capacity to teach to high 
standards, including adequate professional development, and, where nec­
. essary, the provision of extra resources to needy schools, 

STANDARDS ".., he standards and expectations set for students in high-poverty schools, as well as for those 
1. assigned to lower tracks ofother schools, are lower than those set for other students. 

PoOl; African American and Latino students are less likely to be enrolled in college preparatory 
courses, and may be "tracked" or steered away from more rigorous courses such as Algebra. 

" SIucI..u SIDing II "!Iuic' LM I1t HigIIor 01'1 t9!14 NAEi' TIlE U118AN EI'fECf " SlJJdams Sa.lriniIlI1 "!l.uio:' LM "HigIIor 01'1 !9!14 NAB' 
~-----....--.......-~-. ---.. 1110 ".!lIII••• ­ .--­.--­ IIIO.jiI.­0 .....-­ 0 .....-­IIE ....­
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Moreover, in Ii number ofurban schools systems, students year after year fall:further and fur­
ther behind. The longer the students remain in the system, the greater the achievement gap. 

, 

TBELAW 
Responding to pervasive evidence of low standards and expectations, Congress rewrote the 
Title I statute to require an entirely new approach. First and foremost. to receive Title I 
funds, states are required by Jaw to demonstrate to the Department that they have adopt­
ed challenging academic standards. Foll~ on the heels ofstandards, states are ~ 
to develop or adopt new assessments to measure attainment of the standards. Finally, 

__ states are required to establish systems, based largely on the results of these assessments, 
·-·~for holding schools and school districts accountable for meeting the standards... 

The standard-setting provisions ofTitle I requires each state to develop by the 
1997·98 school year: 

• 	 Content Standards spelling out what the state believes all children should 
know and be able to do in each subject; and 

• 	 Performance Standards desc::ribing the different levels ofproficiency that 
students demonstrate (usually on a stand.ardized test) with respect to the 
knowledge and skills set forth in the content standards. Title I requires that 
states desc::ribeat least three levels ofperformance: -advanced: "proficient," 
and -partially proficient." r 
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TBEREALlTY 
But the new law's commitment to high-standards for all children soon hit a roadblock in 
implementation. Shortly after President Clinton signed the Improving America's Schools 
Act of 1994 ......: a law that was largely the brainchild of his Administration - the 1994 
midterm elections shifted the balance of power in Congress. The new Republican majority 
in Congress began promoting a variety of legisJative initiatives to diminish the federal role 
in domestic programs. 

;:~!IlIiil:~llj 

The new Jaw's intent was to transform Title· I from a remedial reading and 

math program into one ~t assisted schools serving poor children to improve the achieve- . 
ment of students in a broad range of challenging academic content. The Department took 
a different view. In proposed and final regulations, the Department limited the require­
ment of standards and assessments for Title I purposes to two subjects ~ reading and 
mathematics - even when states had Standards and assessments in other subjects. 

This narrow view threatens to undermine efforts to bring high standards, and 
aligned curricuium and instruction in subjects like science and social studies, to high-poverty 
schools; Experience demonstrates that when subjects are not counted in the accountability 
equation, their teaching is neglected. Several advocates and civil rights organizations have 
warned the Department that its policy will send a message that wblle these subjects are 
important to more aftluent children, reading and mathematics are good enough for the poor. 

In another breakwith the letter and spirit ofthe new Jaw, which requires states 
to adopt uniform standards, the Department decided to permit states to accept differing 
local standards~ without .any effective means for ensuring that all children would be called 
upon to meet high standards. The enduring message. of the Department's non-regulatory 

. policy guidance on this subject is that states are free to allow dual standards, thereby allow­

ing districts with high proportions of poor and under-achieving students to expect less of 

their students. . 


How states described to the Department their pJans to comply with the stan­

dards requirements is revealing. The Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 permits 

states, for the first time, to file a ·consolidated state plan" containing their plaD.s for all fed­

eral programs (with a few exceptioD.s), includingTitle I. -The Department approved all state 

plans by the statutory deadline (July 1, 1996). But it determined that only five pJans (for 

Arizona, Kansas, Minnesota, New York, and South Carolina) could be fully approved. as hav­

ing'met all the statutory requirements. For the great majority of states, the Department 

found some deficiency in need ofcorrection, with respect to Title I.or other programs in the 

p~ Forty-six state plans therefore received "con~tiona1· approv~ and were required to 

take corrective action. . 


As of January 1998, forty-three states had content standards in mathematics, 

and forty-two states had content standards in English language arts. The remainjng states 

either had no content standards or had not completed work on them. 


There was little consistency in what states included in their plans, and in most 

cases, the Department had no idea whether the standards referred to in plans 

complied with the Jaw. Complicating matters was the fact thitt wblle states are required by 

Jaw to demonstrate that they have adopted challenging standSrds, the statute prohibits the 

federal government from requiring states to submit their actual.standards for review. 

Although the Department eventually published guidance setting forth some criteria for 

acceptable evidence of challenging standards, it came too late to be useful ~ the plan 

approval process. . 
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Furthermore, the requiI:ement to include performance standards was often 
overlooked in the plan review process. Ultimately, the Department approved many state 
plans that lacked the required description either of performance standards or the process 

.. 	 the state would use to develop them, in some cases, even after the Department's own peer 
reviewers had noted these deficiencies. 

Recognizing a need to rectifY this situation, in June 1997, nearly one year'after 
It had approved state plans, the Department sent identical letters to a majority of states 
requesting them to submit evidence that performance standards had been developed. Also 
in this letter, the Department finally clarified that: 

• performance standards were to be aligned wIth the state's content standards; 
• 	 performance standards were to describe at least three levels of performance 

(advanced, proficient, and partially proficient); and 
• 	 cut scores on transitional assessments (e.g., percentiles on norm-referenced 

tests) likely would not satisfy Title rs requirements in that they would not 
normally be aligned wIth a state's content standards. 

By the end of October 1997 (the beginning of the 1997-1998 school year), the 
Department's Standards and Assessments Team reported to the acting Under Secref:a.ty 
that only seventeen states had met the statute's requirements for developing content and 
performance standards. The Department solicited and granted requests for waivers of the 
performance standards deadline for nineteen states. More recently, as of July 20, 1998, the 
Department had approved twenty states' (the seventeen noted above, plus three more) and 

,Puerto Rico's strategies and timetables for the development of performance standards. 
Thirty-one states were still wIthout an approved process for developing performance stan· 
dards~ Despite the Citizens' Commission's requests, the Department has declined to pro­
vide the underlying documentation upon wmch these approvals were based. 

ASSESSMENTS P rior to 1994, norm-referenced, standardized tests ofbasic reading and math skills were 
widely used by school districts to select chlldren to participate in what was then known 

as the Chapter 1 program and to evaluate the program's effectiveness, among other' pur­
poses. In the years leadiDg up to the 1994 reauthorization of Chapter lIl'itle I. howevex:, 
these tests ~re criticized on grounds that: ' . 

• 	 they provided only limited information on student attainment because they 
measured only achievement ofbasic, not advanced skills; 

• 	 the results were reported in ways that simply compared test-takers wi.th each ' 
other, rather than reflecting the progress they had made in learning what 
they should know; 

• the results were used, in effect, to reward schools that continUed to fail to 
,------:-----------------., educate children because Chapter 1 school eligibil· 

11 11 • .. 11 
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ity rules made low,achievement a major factor in 
allocating funds; and 
• the tests "dumbed down" instruction and stood in 
the way ofhigh standards. 

The new asse;ments called for by Title I 
are far different from what has previously been 
used to measure student learning. For one thlng, 
the assessments will measure what a student 
knows against a standard that specifies what he or 
she is expected to know, rather than comparing one 
student against another on a beU.shaged curve. For 
anotheJ; the standards will themselves often call for 
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students to demonstrate knowledge and skills needed to 'live and work in a much more 
complex societY. Thus, the forms of these' new assessments are expected to be rich and var~ 
ied, relying less on multiple~oice, ·fill~in-the-bubble." items, and incorporating stu­
dent writing, constructed responses, portfolios, and other measures of students' ability to 
solve problems and demonstrate understanding ofcomplex subject matter. Finally. in a sig­
nificant break from past practice, assessments should include important core subjects 
beyond reading and mathematics, such as social studies imd science. . 

These new forms of assessment are an essential element of the new law's 
theme of standards-based reform. Without an accurate means of measuring what students 
know and can do, responsible school authorities have no way of gauging whether students 
are reaching high standards. And without such an accurate gauge, schools and school dis­
tricts cannot be held accountable for results. Accurate assessment tools, then, are the glue 
that holds the reform effort together. 

THE LAW 
The new Title I requires states, by the 2000-01 school year, to adopt and use new assessments 
aligned with the high academic standards the law also mandates. During a transitional perl­
od, while new assessments are being developed and piloted, states are required to continue to 
test students for Title I accountability purposes. This grace period enables them: (a) to devel­
op the high content and performance standards required by the law; (b) based·on those stan­
dards, to make the necessary changes in their CUrricula; and (c) to develop and refine a more 

'. advanced and sophisticated assessment system than that which most states currently have. 
While states are required to employ assessments during the transitional peri­

od that metiure "complex skills and challenging subject matter,". the statute attaches few 
other requirements to Title I transitional assessments. 

Final Title I assessments, however, must meet the following requirements: 

• 	 Alignment with State Standards and Reforms. Title I aSsessments must 
be aligned with the state's own content and performance standards. Ifa state 
already measures the perfon:na.nce of all students in reading, mathematics or 
other subjects, it must use the same state assessments for Title I p~oses. 

• 	 Grade Levels Assessed. The testS are to be administered at least once in 
grades 3-5, in gradeS 6--8, and in grades 9-12. 

• 	 Individual Student Scores. Tests must provide individual scores or 
reports of student progress. . 

• 	 Inclusion ofLi.mited-EngIish Proficient, Disabled, and Mobile Students. 
All students must be included in Title I assessments, without exception. 

Limited-English proficient (LEP) students must be assessed to 
the extent practicable, in.the language and form most likely to yield accurate 
and reliable information about what such students know and can do, to deter­
mine such students' mastery of skills in subjects other than English. 
Appropriate accommodations are also required, such as extra time, ~wing 
the use ofa dictionary, or providing simplified directions. Title I places a 
duty on states to provide linguistically appropriate assessments, and if such 
assessments are not available, to make every effort to develop such assess­
ments. The Department's Office of Bilingual Education and Minority 
Languages Affairs is required to assist states in locating appropriate assess­

. ment D,leasures in nee4ed languages. . '. 
Disabled students must receive reasonable adaptations and 

accommodations so that their achievement can be measured relative to state 
standards. These accommodations may include extended time, modified pre­
sentation of the test (e.g., in Braille), clarified test dii:ections, use of assistive 
devices, or a change in the setting of the test. 

Mobile students who change schools during the school year also 
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must be included in Title I assessments ifthey remiUn in the school district.­
Their scores will not count in. the accountability equation for any individual 
school they have attended. but will count for purposes 9fgauging the progress 
of the district as a whole. 

• 	 Disaggregation. Test results must be disaggregated by gender, by each 
major racial and ethnic group, by English proficiency status, by migrant sta. 
tus, by students with disabilities as compared to nondisabled students, and 
by economically disadvantaged students as compared to students who are not 
economically disadvantaged. States are charged with enabling results to be 
disaggregated within the state as a whole, within each school district, and 
within every school. 

• 	 Uses of Title IAssessments. Assessments must be used for the purposes 
for which they are valid and reliable according to professional psychometric 
standards. Therefore. using the assessments as a major criterion for high. 
stakes decisions for individuals (e.g., promotion or graduation) will lie inap. 
propriate in many cases. unless the test is validated for that purpose. 

• 	 Local Assessments. School districts are allowed to supplement statewide 
Title I assessments with additional measures, provided they are not used as a 
substitute for final statewide assessments, or to thwart the purposes ofa 
statewide accountability system. For example, districts may wish to assess 
students in grades or subjects not included in the state assessment system, or 
for student diagnostic purposes. ' " 

TBEREALlTY 

For example, the Department did not require states to spell out their plans for full inclu­
sion of LEP and disabled students in the assessments. including their p1.ai:1.s for appropri. 
ate modifications and accommodations. Nor did the Department require states to describe 

. how they would provide for the disaggregation ofassessment results by race, gend~ pover­
ty status, English proficiency status, and other categories spelled out in the law. 

. Moreover, the Department did not provide sufficient direction to its peer 
reviewers and staff members charged with reviewing and recommending approval or dis­
approval of these plans. As a result ofall of these failures, along with a general reluctance 
to engage in controversy with states, many plans were approved Without the Department. 

. even pointing out, much less requiring correction ot: their legal deficiencies. 
The Department's guidance on transitional assessments was alSo problematic. 

That guidance stated that.transitional assessments must: 

• 	 cover mathematics and readingllanguage arts, but not other subjeCts (even if 
the state has standards in, or currently tests. additional subjects); 

• 	 assess the performance of complex skills and challenging subject matter; 
• 	 be administered at some time during grades 3-5, grades 6-9, and grades 

10-12. and include all children in the grades assessed. 

But the Department fell short of requiring other important safeguards and 
protections. opining in the guidance that "transitional assessments do not need to meet the 
other assessment requirements ofTitle I that apply to final assessments." As a result, Title I 
assessments during the transitional period often resemble those used under the old 
Chapter 1. The use of traditional, coDUilercially-published tests - the very tests Congress 

. sought to have replaced in the 1994 amendments - remains widespread today. 
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Indeed, one advocacy organization recently found that in two-thirds of states, 
assessments were being used to impede genuine education reform because they: 

• 	 provide information on a too-limited range of student learning in 
each important subject area; 

• 	 continue to focus too much on measuring rote learning; and 
• 	 use a smgle test as a mandatory hurdle. 

The inclusion ofLEP and disabled students in transitional assessments was a 
question on which the Department's guidance was conspicuously silent. Consequently, 
many states have not explicitly assured the Department they will include such students in 
transitional assessments. 

As with content standards, the Department departed from the text and aims of 
the assessment requirements of the new law, and acquiesced to demands from certain 
states that they be permitted to rely on a patchwork quilt ofloeal assessments rather than 
strong statewide measures of student achievement. Between the fall of 1994 through 
issuance of final guidance on the subject in the spring of 1997, the Department consistent­
ly held (in drafts of regulations and guidance; other written communications, and in pUblic 
meetings) that, contrary to the law, statewide assessments were not required. 

The Department's final Guidance on Standards,' Assessments and 
AcCountability. issued in March, 1997 gave states the following options: .' 

• 	 Adopt uniform statewide assessments, which would become the only basis 
for defining adequate yearly progress. 

• 	 Adopt a mixed state and local assessment system, under which states 
could decide how much weight to accord state and local assessment results in 
defining adequate yearly progress. States could also exempt individual school 
districts from participating in state assessments and allow them instead to 
use their own assessments if the state determined those local assessments 
met state standards. 

• 	 Adopt a system of purely local assessments, allowing districts complete 
latitude to set their own standards and develop their own assessments, 
provided that the state bAd ,criteria against which the local measures could 
be evaluated. 

The Citizens' Commission's examination of the state plans ,submitted to the Department 

, confirmed the seriousness of the Department's retreat on this issue, in that many of the 


state plans approved by the Department do not appear to comply with the law. 
The Department's actions with respect to LEP students also fell short of the 

mark. The Citizens' Commission found that the Department's policy guidance with respect , 
to assessing LEP students, while not fully addressing the issue, provides some useful assis­
tance to recipients, such as requiring results of final assessments to be disaggregated by 
LEP status; and stating that standards, curriculum and assessments should be culturally 
inclusive. But the Department's guidance mysteriousiy stopped short of an affirmative 
statement regarding the unambiguous legal requirement that LEP children must be 
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assessed in content areas other than English. The Department further failed to explicate 
fully the statutory requirement that LEP students must be assessed, "to the extent practi­
cable, in the language and form most likely to yield accurate and reliable information" 
about their knowledge and skills with respect to the content. The Citizens' Commission'~ 
review of state plans approved by the Department revealed that most states did not come 
close to meeting the statutory requirements for inclusion of LEP students, with appropri­
ate accommodations, in the state's proposed assessments. 

Like LEP students, students with disabilities who attend Title I schools must 
be considered eligible for Title I services on the same basis as any other students, and must 
be included in Title I assessments.. The Department's guidance with respect to disabled 
students made clear that: 

• 	 disabled students must be included in Title I assessments because they are 
e~cted to meet the same high standards as other students; . 

• 	 "appropriate accommodations" must be provided to disabled students "when 
necessary to ,enable [their] participation in the assessments'"; and 

• 	 only the small number ofchildren whose severe "physical or cognitive limita­
tions prevents them from participating mean,ingfully in exactly the same 
assessments as other students, even with .. ~ appropriate accommodations," 
may be exempted from the statewide assessment, but even those children's 
"educational progress" should be measured through -appropriate" alternative 
measures. 

. The Citizens' Coclmission's review of state plans revealed that. many state 
plans made no mention ofincluding disabled students.in state assessments. In states that 
.didmake some provision for inclusion, the inclusion policy was oft:en ~e or unclear. 

Such disaggregated test results enable local educators, parents. state policymakers, and 
civil rights and child advocacy groups to judge the extent to which all students in the state, 
and in individual districts and schools, are achieving in relation to the standards in acade­
mic content areas. Provisions requiring disaggregation· were not recommended by the 
Clinton Administration; they were added later by the House of Representatives, at the 
request of members of the Black and Hispanic caucuses and .civil rights organiZations, and 
eventually wep! approved by the Senate. 

. The Department, however, declined to·require any disaggregation during 
the transition period. As.to final assessments, the Department's guidance simply reiter­
ates the statutory language • 

. _.~ Finally, to the Citizens' Commission's knowledge, the Department has engaged 
in little serious discourse with· states, and with its own Office for Civil rughts, 'in an effort 
to guard against the inappropriate use ofTitle I assessments. It is axiomatic among test- -' 
ing experts that tests should not be used for purposes for which they were not designed. It 
is equally clear that Title I tests are designed to hold school officials accountable and not 
to impose consequences on students. . 

Nonetheless, some states are now usiiig, or considering using, their assess~ 
. ments to make educational decisions about students. Many of these decisions, which 

include withholding high school diplomas, retention in grade, and tracking or placement in 
low-level classes, may be harmful if not outright discriminatory. Moreover, using tests for 
high stakes purposes raises a host of issues about .whether students have adequate oppor­
tuni~ to learn and whether there is equity in the distribution of resources. 
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ACCOUNTABILITY 


, ... 

F or years, school officials have not expected high.poverty schools to produce results _ 
and therefore they have not. Despite widespread lip service to the proposition that "all 

children can learn," high-poverty schoois persistently have failed, and continue to fail, to 
reach even the most basic levels of proficiency on national achievement meaSures. For 
years, the old law contributed to schools' failure by codifying low expectations for students 
and schools participating in the program. 

Until 1988, the law, then known as Chapter 1. required accountability only for 
finances, not for student achievement. In a significant break with the past, the 1988 
amendments to Chapter 1 introduced the concept of accountability for student outcomes for 
the first time in the history of the program by requiring review, evaluation, and improve­
ment in student achievement. 
. But this first attempt at accountability had only modest success, largely 

because states set the outcome standards for Chapter 1 schools too low and there were few, 
if any, consequences for failing to meet these standards. Further, the Chapter 1 law 
retained a perverse incentive for schools to maintain low test scores: school eligibility was 
detennined on the basis of low achievement, not student poverty levels. Thus.a school that 
actually was successful in raising test scores risked losing its federal funds.. 

TBELAW 
The new Title I law, as reauthorized in 1994, contains stronger requirements for both sChool 
and district accountability. When carried out in conjunction' with other Title I requirements 

. for enhanced capacity-building in participating schools, and for fair, accurate assessments, 
these accountability measures provide incentives to help failing schools, and, ifthose incen-

SCHOOL AND DISTRICT ACCOUNTABIUTY:nMEUNE OF THE ''''PROVEMENT PROCESS 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 
(1995-96) (1996-97) (1997-98) (1998-991 (1999-2000) (2000-01) 

Schools Technical =:> Required => =:> 

already in assistance corrective 
program & optional' => actions for =:> => 
improvement corrective schools still 
for 2 conse­ actions =:> not making => . => 
cutive years adeq~te 

prior to '95-96 progress 
school yr 

All other Failure to => Identification =:> Required 
schools make of school. corrective 

adequate => .Technical =:> actions for 
progress assistance & . schools still 

~~.~.. =:> optional corr­
ective actions 

=> not making 
adequate 
progress 

Districts failure => Identification => =:> Required 
to make of school. corrective 

adequate => Technical => => actions for 
progress 'assistance & schools still 

=:> optional corr-. =:> =:> not making 
ective actions adequate 

progress 

Source: us. Dttpartmt:ntaf~ Ti.tIiI I.&fAPoliq GuiJcut.ccStalldanlt,~atr.tl~83 tMan:h 1!J91]. 
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11...._·.,;· tivesdo not succeed. call for coxnctiv~~ction. 
Under the new Title I, states must develop and implement comprehensive sys­

tems of accountability for all Title I schools. These accountability. systems must be based 
on state standards, and assessments aligned with those standards. During the transition 
period (1995-2000), states must identify failing districts, and each district must identify 
failing Title I schools. States and districts must then take concrete steps to improve these 
identified districts and schools. This transition period is at least as important as the peri­
od to follow, when states have final accountability systems in place. For many children 
served in this program, the final accountability system will be installed too late for them to 
reap any benefits; for these children, only improvement measures taken during the transi­
tion period will matter. 

Final accountability systems must be fully implemented by the 2000-01 school 
year at the latest. While the law ailows each state to design its own system, aligned with 
its own state standards, assessments and reform efforts, the following key elements must 
be included to ensure a viable accountability system and meaningful school improvements: 
(a) adequate yearly progress; (b) public engagement; (c) identification and help for schools 
in need of improvement; (d) corrective action; and (e) requirements for·state plans. . 

The key to an effective accountability system is a determination, and public 
statement, of the gains expected of students, schools, and school districts. Using both its 
performance standards and its final assessment, each state must devise its 'own definition, 
within the parameters set by federal law, of what constitutes "adequate yearly progress" 
(AYP) for schools and school districts receiving Title I funds. The law requires that AYP be 
defined in a manner that: 

• 	 "result[s] in continuous and substantial, yearly improvement" ofeach Title I 
district and school "su:fficient to achieve the goal of all children served under 
... [Title n, meeting the State's proficient and advanced levels ofperformance, 
particularly economically disadvantaged and·Iimited-English proficient chil­
dren;"and 

• 	 "links progress primarily to performance on ... (state] assessments ... while 
permitting progress to be established in part through the use ofother mea­
sures," such as dropout, retention and attendance rates. 

To be "sufficient to achieve" the goal of moving all, or virtually all, participat­
ing students to the proficient and advanced levels of performance within some reasonable 
time period means that the definition ofAYP will need to require different rates ofprogress 
for different students. For exampie:a rate of progress that applies equally to all students 
will not enable poor and LEP students to narrow or close the achievement gap between 
themselves and their more economically·advantaged,English-speakingpeers. To be "sub­

. stantia1," the amount ofexpected progress should be much more than minimal To be "con­
tinuous," schools should make progress toward increasing the proportion of their students 

-:-'-:·-who are achieving at higher levels and decreasing the proportion of students who are 
achieving at lower levels. In addition, the law contemplates that the requirements ofAYP 
will be satisfied only ifa district or school makes such progress for disadvantaged and lim­
ited-English proficient students as well as for the student body as a whole. 

. Title I requires that all schools have accurate information available about how 
the school as a whole and children in particular grades, subjects, and demographic groups, 
are performing. Results of annual reviews by states of districts' performance, and by dis· 
tricts of schools' performance, as well as disaggregated assessment results, must be dis­
seminated to the districts, teachers, other ~ parents, students, and the community. 

Based on the definition of AYP, and using the publicly available results of 
assessments and other measures, Title I requires districts to identify schools in need of 
improvement, and states to identify districts in need ofimprovement. The new law requires 

: districts to then provide capacity-building assistance to schools in need of""tmprovement. 
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Similarly, states must provide districts identified f~t.improvement with extensive help and 
assistance. Title I also mandates additional professional development for schools identified 
as in need of improvement. 

Additional remedial measures, termed "corrective actions,- are required When 
schools or districts, despite intervention, continue to fail. These actions, which must be COn­
sistent with state law, may include: . 

• 	 withholding funds; 
• 	 revoking a school's authority to operate a schoolwide program; 
• 	 decreasing decisionmaking authority at the school level; 
• 	 making alternative governance arrangements, such as the creation ofa public 

charter school or. appointing a ~eiver ~r tru~ in, cases ofdistrictwide failure; 
• 	 reconstituting the school or district staff; 
• 	 authorizing students to transfer to other public schools within the district, or 

ifnecessary, to transfer between districts, and covering those students' trans­
portation costs; or 

• 'abOlishing or redistricting a school district. 

The law also requires each state to spell out its core accountability provisions 
in the state plan reviewed by the Department. Each state plan must: 

• 	 contain a definition of adequate yearly progress for schools and districts that 
meets the requirements of federal law; and 

• 	 provide a description of any transitional accountability measures to be used, 
including transitional assessments and plans to hold schools accountable for 
the results of those assessments. 

TBEREALITY 
In the Citizens' Commission's view, given the new law's emphasis on inclusion, the most 
important consideration in reviewing states' Title I accountability proposals should be 
whether progress will be expected for all children, or for just some children, and whether 
the progress will be achieved in a timely way. Recognjzing the need for monitoring 
progress, the Department, in its instructions on preparing state plans, outlined non-bind­
ing criteria asking: 

• 	 how the state would review the progress each year of each school district 
receiving Title I funds in order to ascertain the progress ofTitle I schools 
toward achieving the state's student ,performance standards; and 

• 	 what criteria should be used to identify districts that are deemed not to be 
makjng adequate progress. 

:--o._To its credit, the Department made accountability' a priority in considering proposed state 
plans. Failure to desCribe sufficient measures to identify schools and districts for improve­
ment during the transition period was the number one reason many states received only con­
ditional approval of the Title I component of their plans. In addition, the Department has 

, worked closely with state education officials and technical experts to craft sound account· 
ability measures and has issued helpful guidance spelling out the requirements of the ~w. 
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Specifically, these deficient components of state accountability systems: 

• 	 indicate that in many cases, the state had failed to develop in approved plans a 
credible strategy for holding schools accountable and for taking corrective action 
against chronically under-performing schools during the transition period; 

• 	 permit school districts to set their own definitions of how much progress will 
be acceptable, rather than adhering to a high, statewide measure. Uniform 
accountability systems are required by the law and are needed to assure fun­
damental fairness in meting out rewards and sanctions. In addition, uniform 
accountability is needed in the face of significant locally-based pressure in 
many school systems (particularly high-poverty, low-achieving districts) to 
move slowly and to dilute performance standards; 

• 	 contain few or no provisions and safeguards to ensure LEP and poor children 
also make adequate progress toward achieving the standards. For example, 
despite statutory language, neither early drafts ofthe Department's policy 
guidance nor its plan approval criteria required states to spe'cifically include 
poor and LEP students in their definitions ofAYP; 

• 	 set a single, absolute cut-off point for adequate progress instead of requiring 
continuous improvement, thereby permitting schools to continue to fail to 
adequately educate the many Title I children who score below the cut-ofi; 

• 	 require rates of progress that are so low that many children will not be 
expected to reach proficiency, and fewer ~ will attain advanc¢ skills, with­
in a reasonable time; 

• 	 provide no description or explanation of the criteria for identifying school sys­
tems in need ofimprovement;· and 

• 	 are so vague that it is difficult to determine how states will apply them or 
what they would accomplish. 

Given that most state plans provide little or no guidance for identifying 
districts in need of improvement, it is not surprising that few states have, in fact, 
completed the identification process_ A prel.i.m.i.D.ary review of states' initial Title I 
performance reports for the 1996-97 school year shows the following: 

• 	 Many states have not yet identified districts needing improvement, including 
Alaska; Colorado, District of Columbia, Indiana, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode 
Island.. South Carolina.. and South Dakota.. Some ofthese states are still 
in the process of identifying schools in need of improvement and cannot iden­
tify districts witil that process is complete. Others reported that they would 
not begin the identification process until the 1997-98 school yeat:. 

• 	 Some states, including California, Georgia, New Hampshire, New 
Mexico, Vennont, and Washington, left blank the portion of the report 
requesting the number of districts identified for improvement. For these 
states, it is ~clear whether their identification process is incomplete, or 
whether they concluded that no. district needs improvement. 

• 	 Several states, such as Alabama, Florida, Maryland.. North Carolina, 
Utah, and West Vu-ginia, concluded that none of their districts should be 
identified for improvement. ' 

..- For those states which., as the law requires. have identified districts in need of 
improvement, Title I requires states to give those districts technical assiStance. 
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, We note, however, tl;l.at after state plans bad been approved, and following draft 
guidance permitting a local optiC?n, the Department did issue final guidance indicating that 
the state must define adequate yearly progress. Nevertheless, the damage had been done. 

CAPACIIT·BUlLDING U nder Chapter I, many high.poverty schools lacked the capacity to provide an adequate 
education. In states with inequitable school financing systems, schc;lols in poor areas 

often did not have the means to provide basic educational semces that would have made a 
difference for disadvantaged students - services such as preschool and other early child. 
hood programs, all.day kindergartei:t, reading programs in the early grades, small classes, 
and trained teachers. The Chapter 1 allocation often did not even come clo:;e to ,mitigating 
the spending gap between such schools and the state's wen·funded suburban and other 
more advantaged schools. In addition, few educators seriously believed that the average of, 
twenty to twenty.fiveminutes per day of instruction' typically provided in a Chapter 1 pull­
out program could begin to compensate for the deficiencies often found in schools' regular 
programs. Without improved capacity" many questioned the, ability of Chapter 1 to work 
any significant improvement in educational outcomes, 

.., The Commission on Chapter 1, an independent commission created to, recom­
mend improvements in the Chapter 1 program, and other advocates' called on Congress to 
include a comprehensive package'of'''help and capacity-bUilding" measures in the 1994 
reauthorization. Their specific recommendations included: 

• 	 a set-aside of 10%-20% ofeach school's allocation for professional development; 
• 	 an enhanced state role in developing school capacity; , 
• 	 bonuses for teachers certified by the National Board for Professional Teaching 

Standards who teach in high-poverty schools; and . 
• 	 "opportunity to learn- sta.ndards to ensure schools had the resources needed 

to enable students to master new, higher academic standards. These 
resources would include up-to.date books and technology, a challenging rather 
than a "dumbed-dowu- curriculum, instructional strategies that worked with 
children ofdiverse backgrounds, teachers who were certified in their field, 
and reasonable class sizes. 

~""~. THE LAW 

A number of important proposals to equalize learning conditio~ in poor and non-poor 
schools did not survive the reauthorization Pl'l,lCess.' For example, Congress ultimately 
rejected proposals to include "opportunity to" learn" standards in Title L Nonetheless, the 
new Title I law does contain, for the first time, three sets ofprovisions which, ifcarried out, 
should bring about real improvemElnts in the quality ofeducation provided in many partic­
ipating schools. These are: an explicit state duty to,help build school capacity; provisions 
for professional development; and state support for schoolwide programs and schools. in 
need of improvement.· 

Title I now requires each state, ih its plan to the Department, to describe: 

"(A) how the State educational agency wil!.help each local educational 
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agency and school affected by the State plan .develop the capacity ~o comply 
with each of the requirements of ... this title [relating to school improve­
ment, components of schoolwide programs, and components of targeted assis­
tance programs,1 that is applicable to such agency or school; and 
(B) such other factors the State deems appropriate to provide students an 
opportunity to achieve the knowledge and skills described in the challenging 
content standards adopted by the State,-

SCHOOlWiDE CAPACITY REQUIREMENTS 
The breadth of states' capacity·building responsibilities is illustrated by how they must help focal educational 
agencies comply with schoolwide program requirements. Under ESEA § 1114(bl. schoolwide program components 
include. but are not limited to: 

• -effective instructional strategies ... that •.. increase the amount and quality of learning time. such as provid­
ing an extended school year and before- and after-school and summer programs and opportunities, and .help pro­
vide ari enriched and accelerated curriculum-; . 

. 	 . . " . . . 

. • strategies that "address the needs of all children in the school ... which may include.•. counseling, pupil ser­
vices. and mentoring services; •• , college and career awareness and preparation. , • job placement serVices. and 
.innovative teaching methods which may include applied learning and team teaching strategies·;.. . 
• ·Plnstruction by highly qualified professional staff"; 

• ·professional development for teachers and aides. and, where appropriate, pupil services personnel. parents, 
principals, and other staff to enable all children in the school to meet the State's student performance standards·; 

• -fpllans for assisting preschool children in the transition from early childhood programs, such as Head Start. 

Even Start. or aState-run preschool program. to local elementary school programs·; and 


• ·[alctivities to ensure that students who experience difficulty mastering any of the standards required •.• during 
. the cOurse of the school year shall be proVided with effective. timely. additional assistance... • . 

All Title I s~ls must now dedicate sufficient resources to the '"high quality" '. 
professional development needed "'to enable all cbild.reIl to meet the State's stu.dent perfor- . 
mance standards: For all Title I schools, the new law requires professional development: 

• 	 to be "d.esignedby princi.pals, teachers, and other school staff'" in participating 
schools; 

• 	 to support district-wide arid: schoolwide Title I plans; 
• 	 to be aligned with State content standards and focused on improving achieve­

ment;and 
• 	 to address racial and gen<ler bias in instruction. 

Title n (formerly the Dwight D. Eisenhower Professional Development 
Program) provides an additional funding stream for professional development, part of 
which is targeted to Title I schools. In addition, the new law requires schools identified as 
needing improvement to devote the equivalent of 10% oftheir Title I allocation, over a two­
year period, to professional development activities. These activities should be part of the 
school's improvement plan and should focus on helping the staff improve student perfor­
mance on Title I assessments. 

Finally, Title I calls on each state to establish • a statewide system ofintensive 
and sustained support and improvemen~ for Title I schools. The state support system must 
include ·school support teams,- a model distingUished school, and a corps ofdistinguished 
educators. This system may be funded at least partially with Title I funds; including funds 
specifically appropriated for school improvement. 

. In establishing and adminiStering such systems, states musi pay particular 
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attention to schoolwide programs and schools identified as needing improvement. States 
must make available, upon request, technical assistance needed by any school or school dis­
trict that is failing to meet state performance goals. With respect to schoolwide programs, 

. such assistance has taken on particular importance given Congress' decision in 1994 to 
lower the poverty threshold for eligibility from a 75% to 50% school poverty rate, thereby 
significantly increasing the number ofschools eligible to use their Title I funds on a school­
wide basis. 

THE REALITY 
All Title I grant recipients have a legal responsibility to build school capacity. Yet the 
Department has chosen to minimize this capacity-building requirement by providing little 
or no explanation of this responsibility. Both the draft regulations circulated during the 
negotiated rule making process, and the final regulations promulgated in July, 1995, repeat­
ed statutory requirements that state plans describe how the state would help each school 
district develop the capacity to comply with relevant portions of the law, but provided no 
additional direction to recipients. Nor did the Department choose to include any specific 
mention of the capacity-building requirement in its guidance on standards, assessments, 
and accountability, or in any other section of ..the. Title I guidance. Moreover:, the 
Department chose nQt to make compliance with the Capacity-building provision a condition 
for approval of states' plans (and hence, the continued flow ofTitle I dollars- to the states) 
although it could have, and should have, done so. 

In short, despite explicit statutory language, and despite commenters' recom­
mendations on proposed plan criteria, the Department failed to request that states describe 
specifically how they would comply with the capacity-building provision in the plans they 
submitted to the Department for approval in 1996. More specifically, the instructions did 
not ask states to explain how they proposed to enable Title I schools and districts to carry 
out their new duties under sections of the law dealing with schoolwide programs and tar­
geted assistance programs. Sim.ilarly, the Department never asked its peer reviewers to 
check the proposed plans for specific evidence ofcompliance with the capacity-building pro­
vision before the reviewers made their recommendations to Department staff regarding 
approvaL Ultimately, the Department never asked, nor was it told, whether states had any 
real intention of taking the steps needed to ensure that their Title I schools were able to 

\ implement the rigorous requirements ofthe new law with respect to what actually goes on 
in the classrooms ofTitle I schools. 

With respect to the second area addressed by the new Jaw's capacity measUres, 
the Department has been a strong proponent of professional development, but has never 

. advised states that it will enforce the relevant Title I provisions, nor has it required the 
states to enforce these provisions.. 

States did not specmcally discuss the professional development set-aside for 
schools in need of improvement. Even fewer appear to have implemented this critical pro­
vision -:- partly because few states have in fact identified which schools and districts need 
improvement. Not all the news is gloomy, however. A number ofstates, in their plans, rec­
ognized the need to provide professional development opportunities in high-poverty schools. 
The key question here is whether these paper plans will be put into practice. That ques,,: 
tion, which only time can answer, will need to be addressed in connection with the next 
reauthorization. .. 

The most encouraging sign with respect to the capacity provisions in Title I is 
that most states have been willing to heed the call of the new law to help.improve schools 
in a more Systematic way by establishing state-organized and financed school support 
teams and related programs operating out of the state education departments. TJ?e 
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Department's clearest guidance both to the field and to its.own peer reviewers on capacity 
issues was on the topic of state support teams. The result was that many states plans clearly 
described the creation, composition, and role of school support teams. 

In a recent survey, the Council of ChiefState School Officers (CSSSO) found: 

• 	 Nearly 70% of the states had statewide systems ofschool support in opera­
tion. The remaining states either were starting up systems or still planning 
them. 

• 	 Almost 2/3 ofstates used, or planned to use, distinguished educators. 
• 	 The majority of states provided training for support team members or other 

service providers. 
• 	 Seventeen states had integrated their Title I-mandated support systems with 

other support structures to some degree. ' 

Unfortunately, very few.states, in the Commission's analysis of the CCssO 
report, are actually using this provision - and attendant funding - to provide the ,kind of 
staff development that is needed in failing schools. For instance, many states appear to 
focus their efforts on one-day "on-site visits" to schools, on one-shot deal workshops, and on 
helping schools to write their Title I plans. Moreover, as CCSSO acknowledged, the 
resources available under Title I have been insufficient to provide for the "high level of 
resources needed for an effective system.!' 

States have been undercut in their efforts to develop school support systems by 
the refusal ofCongress to appropriate sufficient resources. Congress appropriated no funds 
for states to use for school improvement in the 1997-98 school year. Rather, states were 
forced to divert funds from their general Title I allocations for school improvement activities. 

Despite deficiencies, a number ofstates did articulate a strategy for sustained help 
and capacity-building for theirmost troubled schools and for the provision ofthe sort ofintensive, 
hands-on professional development most experts believe is needed to turn around such schools. 

A potentially positive development is Congress' 1997 appropriation of$145 mil­
lion for the Comprehensive School Reform Demon.stration Program. The program's purpose 
is to provide financial incentives for schools to implement comprehensive school reform 
designs based upon reliable research and effective practices. Begin.niiig in July, 1998. the 
U.S. Department ofEducation is allocating funds to states, which in tarn will award at least 
$ 50,000 per school fo implement reforms~ It is expected that the program will fund reform. 
in approximately 2,500 schools nationwide. Thus, the program could be a significant fund­
ing source for capacity-building in Title I schoolS. 

A s part ofTitle rs exchange ofgreater flexibility for increased accountability, Congress 
included -Waiver" provisions in the, recent amendments to the Elementary and 

secOndary Education Act (ESEA), the statute that funds the Title I program. Now, for the 
first time in more than thirty years of federal education law, grant recipients may be 
relieved of the duty to comply With ESEAprovisions that are deemed to impede improve­
ment and reform. Specifically, the ESEA waiver authority grants the Secretary of 
Education the power to waive for up to three years "any statutory or regulatory require­
ment of this Act:' for any state, school district, or school which receives funds under an 
ESEA program. The ESEA, however. does not permit several key requirements to be 
waived. including: civil rights; health or safety; parental participation; allocation or 
distribution of funds to grant recipients; use of federal funds to supplement, not supplant, 
non-federal funds; prohibition on a state considering federal grants in determining school 
districts' eligibility for state aid; maintenance ofeffort; comparability of services; equitable 
participation of private school students; certain provisions relating to charter schools; and 
prohibitions on the use of funds for religious worship or instruction. . 

The Citizens' Commission analyzed publicly-available data slid reports as of 
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December 31,1997, the midpoint ofthe authorization period, in order to determine whether 
the waiver provisions, and the Department's implementation of them, have supported or 

, undermined the core objective of the law: to improve educational outcomes for children in 
schools with high concentrations of poverty. The majority of waiver requests during the 
period studied by the Citizens' Commission relatedto section 1113, which requires districts 
to serve their highest poverty s~ools with a specified minimum allocation. The requests 
usually reflected districts' desire to serve more schools and more students, despite new 
restrictions on eligibility. In particular, many districts sought waivers to continue Chapter 1 
programs in schools now ineligible under the amended Title I. 

OVERVIew OF WAIVER REQUESTS 

Year I Granted I Denied ,lReturnedl # Pending 'Unknown Total' 
Received ' Withdrawn 

1994 a 0 0 0 

' 11995 100 12 75 0 

- 1996 ' ·46 21 86 0 154 

,1997 82 8 43 12 3 ' 148,. 
.

Total 229 41 204 12 5 491 
, SOUI'CII:~'Corrun.ilr.ion Anal~i. ofM<Jtui.Gl from u.s. DtepartrMnt ofEdut:utu1l&. 

TYPES OF WAIVER REQUESTS 

Year Eligibilityl Schoolwide Fiscal Prof. Dev. Standards' Other (<5 
Targeting Programs (§1120Al (§ 2206) Deadline req. per §I 
I§ 1113) I§ 1114) 14501) (§ 1111) 

1994 1(100%) , 0 " 0 0 0 

1995' ' 152(81%) 8('4%) . 7 (4%) 5(3%) 0 16 (8%) 

1996 n(50%) 37(24%) 18 (12%) 6 (4%) 0 16 (10%) 

1997 43(29%) 61 (41%) 4(3%) 3(2%1 28(19%) 9{6%) 

Total 273 (56%) 106(21%) 29 (6%,- 14 (3%) 28 (6%1 41 (8%) 

&u.rt:ti: CitizDu' Cotnminion Analym ofMab!t'i.tIl from. u.s. ~ ofEdw:ntUm. 

The Citizens' Commission, fowid the ,Department generally made reasonable 
c:ase-by-ease waiver determinations, and required applicants to demonstrate that the needs 
of higher poverty schools would be adequately addressed. Out of 273 requests for waivers 
of section 1113, the ,Department granted 135. Others were returned or withdrawn for a 

""'",variety of reasons. Most of these waivers were given to schools close to the statute's eligi­
bility threshold, which had ~eJD.onstrated a commitment to academic improvement. The fis­
cal impact of theSe waivers,while important to the districts involved, appeared relatively 
minor within the larger scheme ofTitle I, in part because the affected districts usually were 
small, and the ,waivers otten 'involved only one or two schools. Thus, in the Citizens' 

, Commission's judgment, these waivers did not seriously undermine the statute's intent to 
target aid to poor children. . ' 
. - As states and school d.istricts began to implement the new law, they realized 
that waivers could be, used for mOre than maintaining the ,status quo. Three important 
areas in which waivers have helped states and school districts to implt~'rnent significant 
reform are: adloolwide programs; professional development; and pilot programs. 

, In addition, a small but significant number of requests involved districts seek­
ing eligibility w"'aivers for schools participating in desegregation plans, in order to preserve 
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Title I services for minority students, ;ho absent a waiver, v.:ould lose that assistance when 
they transferred to a desegregated school. 

With waivers, as in other areas, the Department got off to a troubling start by 
promot:iQg flexibility while mininiizing accountability. And while the Department prepared 
preliminary waiver guidance in January, 1995, it did not complete final guidance until 
August, 1996. In the meantime, guidance came in the form of responses to waiver requests 
--- which, while helpful to the individual applicant, did not clarify issues for the broader 
public. Not surprisingly, therefore, it took some time for states and school districts to sub­
mit proposals for innovative reform. Instead, most early waivers sought to maintain the 
status quo for one to three years, particularly with respect to school eligibility. Only grad­
ually did applicants realize how waivers could increase their ability to use Title I dollars to 
leverage change. States and local districts thus began to seek --- and were granted ___ 
waivers for progressive purposes such as innovative schoolwide reform projects or distribu­
tion of professional development funds to, areas ofgreatest need. 

and many of those that did apply for waivers need not have done so; the high percentage of 
requests returned by the Department indicates that many applicants had not carefully read 
the law and thus had not realize<! the degree of flexibility within the amended Title 1. 

. However, there is still the very real possibility that the low number of waiver 
requests reflects, in part, the fact that many school officials either do not fully comprehend 
their obligations under Title I, or do not take them seriously. Such a possibility is made 
more real by the Department's emphasis on flexibility rather than. on accountability in its 
guidance, past laxity in enforcement, and its interpretations of the law which suggest, 

. among other things, that weak standards and assessments are permissible. 
Waivers, on their face, still are of some concerp. In the wrong hands, such as 

those of an administration not dedicated to insisting that reforms meet the needs of poor 
children, waivers could be used to undermine the intent underlyingTitle L But, to date, the 
process has been administered fairly and the waivers do not apPear to have contravened 
the purpose ofthe law. 

GOOO NEWS Although most parents and educators profess the belief that can cb.ildren can learn," until 
recently, there have been few 1arge-scale examples of success£Ul high-poverty schools. 

Now, after operating for three years under Title 1, and assisted by initiatives catalyzed by Goals 
~.•~ 2000, the New American Schools program, and state reform efforts, the number ofschool suc­

cess stories is steadily increasing. Numerous school improvement programs have begun to 
"scale up: bringing reform· to ,hundreds, rather than just a handful of'schools. Entire districts 
are beginning to implement reforms based on research about effective schooling for disadvan­
taged students. Significantly, there is now evidence that these heightened reform efforts are 
improving achievement district-wide, rather than just for individual isolated schools. 
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result of aggressive, district-wide reforms. With strong community support, and even 
stronger leadership, these districts have oxercome numerous barriers to student achievement. 

For example, in San Antonio, over a five-year period, the number of low-per_ 
forming schools bas declined from forty to six. Student achievement, especially among 
poor and minority stttdents, has improved across all grades and subjects. San Antonio is 
part of the Texas reform effort that has produced gains in many systems. Key elements of 
the San Antonio reform effort include: 

• 	 dedicated teachers and supportive parents; 
• 	 the state's accountability system; 
• 	 a focus on whole school change; 
• 	 compr.ehensive, ongoing use of data to drive planning and instruction and 

monitor resUlts; and 
• 	 the use of New American Schools design models such as Roots and Wings and 

Expeditionary Learning, or the use ofother approaches that contained a 
strong research base, sound professional development, a bilingual component, 
and had achieved prior success with urban minority children. 
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In Philadelphia, a rigorous reform program incorporating many Title I features 
-'~liaS resulted in city-wide gains in student achievement in a system where the great majority 

of children are poor. Philadelphia's key reform efforts include: 

I • adoption of its own content standards in the absence of state ~dards; 
• increased professional development (funded partly with Title I funds); 
• establishment of sm.a1llearning communities; 
• 	 support programs such as full-day kindergarten, after-school programs, teXt­

books and materials in major subjects, more technology, support for English­
language learners, and services for students with disabilities; 

• 	 an increase in the number of teachers who are certified; and 
• 	 use ofan accountability system, known as the Professional Responsibility 

Index, that the school board devised to measure school progress toward the 
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twelve-year goal (a composite ofstudent test scores, student and teacher 
attendance, promotion rates for elementary and middle schools, and persis­
tence rates for high schools). 

In Memphis, the entire district has embraced school reform. In 1997-98, near­
ly half of its schools had implemented school wide reform, and beginning this year, all 
Memphis schools must adopt an approved redesign model. Schools that have been 
redesigned along lines contemplated by Title I have produced substantial gains in achieve­
ment, and the proportion of students taking college preparatory courses in math has 

. increased from 41% to 66% over a four-year period. Key elements of the Memphis reform 
movement include the following: 

• 	 decentralized district management; 
• 	 increased communication between individual schools and the central office 

and the creation·ofsite-based decisionmaking councils at each school; 
• 	 increased budget authority for principals; 
• 	 increased accountability for schools; 
• 	 new academic content standards written with the advice of teachers, parents, 

community members, business and civic leaders, local university professors, 
and national experts; . 

• 	 an assessment system that uses such measures as the TCAP (the standard­
ized statewide student assessment), grades and portfolios; and 

• 	 the implementation of New American Schools designs, such as Roots and 
Wmgs and Accelerated Schools. 

Memphis: TYAAS Cumulative Percent of Norm Mean (CPNI 
t% of national (expected) gains lUBine") r-------.., 
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These success stories are still· the exception, but they need not be. Their 
-"'... 	 reforms and results can be replicated when a community, spurred by sufficient political wi.IL 

strong leadership from school and government officials, teacher support, and financing, 
commits itselfto change. Title I, by providing critical funding and key reform cOncepts, can 
be a lever for educational reform that makes a difference in students' lives. 
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CONCLUSION 

While debate continues about the general health ofAmerican public education, almost 
all knowledgeable people agree that schooling for poor children is in a crisis state. 

Many poor children, particularly children of color, live and attend school in ci.rcumsta.nces 
of concentrated poverty. In these high-poverty schools they are often taught by underquaI~ 
ified teachers and they generally have less access to needed resources and services such as 
preschool, early reading programs, counseling, smaller class sizes, and professional devel­
opment for their teachers. . 

In addition, poor children with special needs, such as students with disabilities 
and those with limited proficiency in English, find these needs unaddressed in public 
schools. And the standards and expectations set for economically disadvantaged children, 
both those in high-poverty schools and those assigned to the lower tracks of other schools, 
are far lower than those set for other students. " 

As a result,many disadvantaged youngsters are performing Poorly in school 
and are emerging without the knowledge and skills that would enable them to be produc­
tive and participating citizens in American society. . " . 

The difficulty is that many have not been given the opportunity, and that in 
some ways the progress that has already been made is the enemy offuture progress. Thus, 
the easing"of racial discrimination in housing has meant opportunities for some, but has 
increased stratification by income and increased the poVerty ofschools for those left behind. " 
So too, the breakthroughs in employment opportunities, in business, and the professions 
have diminished the captive talent pool of women and minorities that once statred the 
teaching profession, making it harder to attract and retain good teachers in inner-city 
schools. And the economic and technological advances made in recent years have created a 

"demand for a better educated and more highly skilled work force. The development ofbasic 
skills, which long had been the objective of federal education assiStance to disadvantaged 
youngsters, is no longer adequate to meet"theneeds of a post-industrial economy. 

A recognition ofthese changed circumstances helped fuel a determination in 
__,..,1994 by education advocates, the Clinton Administration; and Congress to overhaui Title I 
" 	 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the tb.ree-decade old program of federal 

assista:nce to state and local agencies for disadvantaged children. While that program had 
made modest contributions to the advancement ofpoor and minority students, it was widely 
recognized that it was inadequate to the needs of the time. "Indeed, in ratifying a two-tiered 
system ofeducation., in sanctioning pulling children out of regular classes for remediation., in 
failing to focus on the need to upgrade whole schools and school systems, thepre-1994 Title I 
program bad in many ways become an inipediment to progress. "" 

The 1994 effort succeeded in establishing a new national charter for education 
reform. Premised on a finding that educational success should be expected of all children., 
the new law called on the states to set high standards for all and to fashion new tools for 
determining whether the .8~dards were being met. Most important, the law evinced a 
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willingness by the federal governmer;~.to forego prescriptive regulation, in e..'Cchange for a 
commitment by states, school districts; i.md individual schools to be held accountable for the 
progress of children. 

This study, the first installment of the Citizens' Commission's review ofwhat 
.has transpired since Congress enacted the 1994 reforms, is a good news/bad news report; 

f~~~~~~~=~~S;~~~~':!

~:3;rieeds:dthas 8lsoadVOca¥inereasedfuri. '. ·of.Title.I and other key progr!UIl3 to :meet' '. 
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Moreover, several states and a number of urban districts have engaged in major 

reform and are ,able to report significant progress for poor children. States such as Kentucky, 
Maryland, and Texas had begun to put the structures of standards-based reform in place 
even before the 1994 amendments and have been able to use the precepts and resources pro­
vided by Title I to :make further progress. City districts, such as Philadelphia, San Antonio, 
and Memphis, have implemented learDingstrategies that'work for poor children and pro­
fessional development programs have arm teachers with the capability and will to make real 
change. The results suggest that progress need not be limited to a handful ofschools led by 
dynamic and charismatic principals, but can be replicated more generally. . 

That fallure has been manifested by a refusal to·insist that 'states comply with fundamen­
tal provisions of the law, notably the requirement that a siDgle'set of high standards be 
established for all the children in astate. In the Administration's readiness to countenance 
differing standards and expectations for children - one set. for children in :more afiluent 
suburbs and another for poor children in inner cities - there are disturbing echoes of the 
old racially dual systems ofeducation that the Supreme Court addressed in Brown u. Board 
ofEducation., and ofthe two-tiered system ofadvanced versus basic education that the 1994 
Title I reforms were designed to eliminate. . 

The Administration's rationalization for its passivity is that education is pri­
marily a state and local function and that the appropriate fedeiaI role is to provide finan­
cial and technical assistance. It is true that much of the impetus for education reform has 
come from the states and from local education leaders. But it is equally true .that without 
the active participation of the national government the benefits of reform Win never reach 
the children who are worst off in this society. . In resurrecting the old rhetoric of· "states' 
rights" and "local control", the Clinton ·Administration. ignores the crimes against African 
Americans that were committed in the name ofstates' rights and the constitutional role of 
the national government as guarantor ofequal protection that emerged frOm the Civil War. 

--~.~ 	 In pleading federal powerlessness, the ltiaders of the Department of Education ignore the 
courageous role their predecessors played in using the civil rights laws to help end school 
segregation, in assuring that funds designed to provide oppc>rtunities for poor children were 
used for their intended purpose and, later, in gaining access to educational opportunities for 
female and disabled students. Most of all, the Administration closes its eyes to continued 
inequities and barrie~ that states foster or tolerate, which are devastating to the educa· 
tional opportunities ofpoor children. 

The political rationale for the Administration's retreat was the election of a . 
• Republican Congress soon after the enactment of the Title I reforms in 1994.. In the 

Administration's view, for it to insist that states carry out the obligations that Congress 
placed on it in 1994 would be to invite the current Congress to repeal the law. The fears of 
the·Administration are not without foundation. Some Republican legislators are proposing 
that federal grants to education be in the form ofblock: grants that would diminish the fed· 
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eral role ~er, and others are seeking to carve out a major portion ofaid to public schools 
for vouchers fostering private education. 

But these ideas have not yet-gathered broad acceptance, and it is far from clear 
that, for those who are opposed to them, the most effective strategy is. to Water down Com­
peting initiatives that promise educational improvement. Moreover, the central elements of 
standards-based reform are not "'Democratic v. Republican" or "liberal v. conservative" ideas. 
High standards for all children is a goal that is generally embraced, and holding schools and 
school systems accountable for producing academic progress is a strategy espoused by con­
servative business leaders as well as liberal academicians. It may well be that an 
Administration prepared to make its case for reform and for the limited but critically impor­
tant role of the national govemment wouid gather broader support than it apparently 
expects. Few people anticipated in advance the coalescence ofviews that led to passage and 
effective enforcement of equal educational opportunity laws and policies in the 19605. 

It would be unwise to overestimate the likely impact ofst:mdards-based reform 
on public education. The history of public education is littered with reforms offered as 
panaceas that failed to achieve their promise. But there are also strong reasons not to 
abandon in midstream an initiative that gives evidence of succeeding. 

'~~~~i'i_~f~~~!i~i~ 

The debate that begins next year OVer the reauthorization ofTitle I and compet­

ing proposals will have an important and potentially decisive impact on the future course of 
American public education. The Citizens' Commission offers this report andrecommenda­
tions in the hope that they will add information and perspective to the debate. This is a time 
for those who believe in what all c:hildren can achieve to speak for their futures. 

" 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

THE CITIZENS' COMMISSION MAKES gram that now seroes nearly 10.5 millum 
THE FOllOWING FINDINGS; students in some 50,000 schools. Although 

the federal share of educational expendi­
FINDINGS 	 1. THE MOST URGENT NEED IN EDUCATION tures is small (less that seven percent), this 

The 17Wst urgent need in American education aid has helped to narrow the gap in educa­
today is to re17Wt1e the barriers to opportunity tion revenue that exists between high·and 
that now face poor children, particularly chao low-income areas because of inequities in 
dren of color; children with disabaities, and state school financing systems. 
chadren with limited proficiency in English. 

, . 	 The greatest obstacles are those facing chao 3. THE IMPACT OF THE OLD TITLE I 
ann woo liue in concentrated pouerty, a con· During the 19705 and 19805, black and 
dition that disproportionately affects black, Latino students made encouraging educa­
Latino, and other mincrity children. Children tional progress, with gains that closed 
who attend high·poverty schools are often almost half the gap between their levels of 
taught by underqualified teachers and gener­ achievement and those of wbite students. 
ally have less access than others to needed There is evidence that the Title I program, 
resources and services such as preschool, along' with school desegregation, Head 
early reading programs, counseling. smaller Start, and other initiatives, contributed to 
class sizes, and professional development for these gajns. 
their teachers. In addition, the standards and , Nevertheless, the academic progress of 
expectations set for students in high-poverty poor c:hiJ.dren has been limited. Evidence 
schools, as wen as for those assigned to lower drawn from schools operating ,under the old 
trac:ks of other schools, are lower than those law showed that the law was not fully eft'ec­
set for other students. 'tive because: (a) it was designed to teach 

As a result of these barriers, many poor only basic, not advanced. skills; (b) it was 
children, particularly those attending school based on and ratified low expectations of 
in conditions of concentrated poverty, are , poor and minority youngsters; and (c) it iso­
performing at low levels and are not reach­ lated these youngsters from the mainstream , 
ing their academic potential by pulling them out of the classroom for 

remediation. 	 . 
2. THE FEDERAL ROLE IN EOUCAnON 
Whi.k thefeckral role in education is limited, 4. KEY ELEMENTS OF THE NEW mLE I REFORMS 

I 

the natWiud gouern~nt has a vita.Zrole in . To deal with the deficiencies identified. 
assuring equality ofeducationaI opportunity. Congress completely overhauled the law in 
The equal protection clause ofthe Fourteenth the Improving America's Schools Act of 
Amendment is a mandate to federal depart- 1994. The new law was based on a finding 

--". 	 ments and agencies to redress discrimination that all children could master . challenging 
against children. There is also a national material and higher level skills. It ,~ed for 
interest, founded in part on the General the setting of high standardS, for the devel­
Welfare and Domestic Tranquility sections of opment ofnew forms ofassessment to deter­
the Constitution, in strengthening public . mine whether the standards were being 
education so that it can contribute to a· pro- met, . for holding schools and· school systeIn.s 
ductive and unified nation. accountable' for educational progress,. and 

The nationaI interest in education ha.s for using Title I resources to bulld thecapac­
been manifested for, the past three ckcades ity of schools and school sYstems to ,meet 
primarily through civa rights laws and their responsibilities. 
through Titl~ 1 of·the 'Elementary and 
Secondary EdUC4tion Act, en $8 billion pro­
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(a) To address the problem of low expecta· 
tions, the law called on states to adopt c~n· 
tent standards articulating what children 
should know and be able to do and perfor­
mance standards describing levels of profi­

, ciency that students reached in meeting the 
standards. These standards were to be set 
in at least reading! language arts and math­
ematics, and extended to Title I eligible chil­
dren in other subject matter areas if the 
state voluntarily adopted standards in addi­
tional areas. 
(b) To address the problem of tests that 
examine students in only a few subjects, 
that assess only basic skills, and that com­
pare test-takers only' to each other rather 
than measuring their progress in learning 
what they should know. the new Title I 
called for new forms of assessment. The 
new assessments, to be in effect by 2000~OI, 
must be: 

• 	 criterion-referenced and aligned with 

content and performance standards; 


• 	 statewide in application; 
• 	 inclusive of all students and providing 

accommodations for disabled and 
limited-English proficient students; and 

• 	 disaggregated, so that results are report­
ed by economic status, race, etbnicity, 
gendex; English proficiency status, dis­
ability and migrant status. 

(c) To deal with probleIQS .mm..irig from a 
lack of responsibility for achieVing results 
by state and local educational authorities, 
the statute called for the development by 
states of a comprehensive system of 
accountability. During the' first five years, 
when standards and assessments' are still 
being developed, states are required to 
develop procedures to identify schools and 

--school districts in need of improvement. 
When the accountability system is complete, 
it must include provisions for: 

• adequate yearly progress, calling for con­
, tinuous and substantial annual improve­

ment in each district and school, particu­
larly in the performance of disadvantaged 
and limited English proficient students in 
meeting proficient and advanced levels; , 

• 	 public reporting, parent involvement, 
and public engagement on the issues of 
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how to improve schools; 
• 	 identification of schools in need of 


improvement; . 

• 	 corrective action to deal with school dis- ' 

tricts and schools that fail to make 
progress. Such action may include the 
withholding of funds, reconstituting 
schools and school districts, establishing 
charter schools, or allowing students to 
transfer out of failing schools to other 
schools or school districts. 

(d) To help ensure that Title I funds are 
used in ways that advance the goal of high 
performance, the statute placed great 
emphasis on capacity-building, particularly 
in the professional development ofteachers~ 
While Congress did not want to dictate 
inputs in a law focused on accountability for 
results, the statute did call u{)on states to 
articulate how they would help districts 
and schools ,achieve the capacity to carTy 

out their obligations and did require 
specific sums to be set aside fur professional 
development in schools that were failing to 
meet their performance goals. 

5. THE pnslllVE RESULTS OF STANDARDS· 

BASED RefORM 

The new Title 1reforms are soUnd and work­

able. While the reforms called for by the 

1994 amendments are still in midstream, 

evidence of their positive impact is accumu­

,lating in,states that had similar standards­

based reform in effect prior to 1994 and in 


, places tb.8.t have acted rapidly to implement 

the 1994 reforms. 

In several states, notably Maryland, 
Texas,and Kentucky, major elements of 
reform have been put into place on a state- ' 
wide basis. 

A number of urban school districts have 
also launched reforms. For example, in 
Philadelphia, 'a rigorous reform program 
incorporating many Title I features has 
resulted in city-wide gains in student 
achievement in a srsteIll where the great 
majority of students are poor. In San 
Antonio, the number of low-performing' 
schools h3.s declined from forty to six over a 
five-year period. San Antonio is part of,the., 
Texas reform effort that has produced gains 
in many systems. In Memphis, schools that 
have been redesigned along lines contem­



plated by Title I have produced subs~tial 
gains in achievement and the proportion of 
students taking college preparatory courses 
in math has increased from'41 % to 66% over 
a four-year period. In these and other 
places, Title I dollars are helping to carry 
out well-conceived reforms. 

The new Title I has not imposed onerous 
or unduly burdensome requirements on state 
or local fund recipients. Unlike the old law 
which called for detailed accounting on the 
expenditure of dollars, the new Title I dis­
cards detailed regulation in favor of an 
emphasis on accountability for results. The 
Citizens' Commission's review ofstate plans 
and of waiver requests· provides supportive 
evidence for this finding,' demonstrating 
that neither states nor districts have seen a 
need to approach the Department of 
Education in any significant numbers with 
requests for waivers of their duty to comply 
with the law. 

6. FACTORS RETARDING PROGRESS 
There is wide variance in the degree to which 
states have complied with the requirements 
of the new Title I. From our review of state 
plans and other pertinent material, the 
Citizens' Commission believes that a num­
ber of states have embraced the principles 
that all students should be eXpected to meet 
high standards and that those who operate 
public schools should be held accountable· 
for achieving this goal. Other states 
embrace these principles in general, but 
shrink from applying them to. benefit eco­
nomically . disadvantaged students. Still 
other states have yet to adopt standards­
based reform. 

Failures by the U.S. Department of 
Education to take actions needed to imple. 

_..·-ment and enforce the new Title I have retard­
ed educational progress,. The Clinton 
Adm.inistration certainly deserves credit for 
its steadfast support for public schools and for 
directing public attention to needs for educa­
tional improvement. With respect to Title 1, 
. the' U. S. Department ofEducation has taken 
some positive action to further the specific 
purposes of the new law, providing general 
information and guidance about its aims. 
prodding states to upgrade their procedures 
for identifying schools in- need Qf improve­
ment, and recommending to Congress greater 
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targetirig of funds to poor areas. 
But the Department bas shrunk: from 

furnisbllig clear messages to state and local 
. education agencies on any issue that might 
prove controversial. As a result, many state 
and locai education officials have received 
the impression that the new Title I is large­
ly a deregulation law that will free them 
from bothersome federal conditions, and 
have failed to understand that the tradeoff 
in the law is higher standards and account­
ability for results. 

Most significantly, the Department has 
either failed to implement or has misinter­
preted key provisions of the law that are 
designed to equalize learning opportunities 
between poor and non-poor children: 

• 	 Contrary to the law, the Department has 
limited the requirement of standards 
and assessments for Title I purposes to 
two subjects - reading and mathemat­
ics - even when states had standards 
and assessments in other subjects. . 

• 	. Contrary to the law, which requires ­
. states to adopt uniform standards, the 

Department has permitted states to 
accept differing Ioca.l standards, without 
any effective means for assuring that all 
children will be called upon to meet high 
standards. Similarly, the Department 
has permitted states to nse differing 
local assessments, again without any 
effective assurances ofcomparability. 

• 	 Ignoring the law, the Department has 
failed to insist that states reveal how 
they will assist local districts and schools 
in achieving the capacity to help stu­
dents meet high standards. As a result, 
few states have made a substantial com­
mitm.ent to helping low·income districts 
acquire the resources to improve teach­
ing, increase learning time, or meet other 
requirements ofthe 4lw. 

Cumulatively, these defaults and misinter­
pretations of the law by the Department 
have served to undermine a central objec­
tive ofthe new Title I: to eliminate the dual 
system that prevails in American education 
and that consigns poor children, children of 
color and children with special needs to 
schools and programs with lower expecta­
tions, lower standards, fewertesources and . 
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fewer opportunities than those enjoyed by 
the great majority of advantaged children. 

Progress has been further retarded by 
the following failures of the Department: 

• 	 the failure to adopt in a timely way crite­
ria for determining whether states have 

. demonstrated that their content stan­
dards meet the requirements of the law; 

• 	 the failure to insist on timely adoption 
by states of performance standards for 
gauging proficiency and the acceptance 
of plans lacking an approved process for 
developing performance standards, with 
the result that as ofthe summer of 1998, 
thirty-one states and Puerto Rico had 
neither content nor performance stan­
dards or a process for developing them; 

• 	 the failure to explicate the statutory 
requirement that children be assessed in 
the language most likely to yield accu­
rate information about their knowiedge 
and skills; 

• 'the failure to require states to measure 
separately the annual yearly progress of 
poor chil.dren and children with limited­
English proficiency so that the require­
ments of the law cannot be met solely by 
the gains ofmore advantaged children; 

• 	 the failure to insist on processes for 
assuring that children with disabilities 
will receive acCommodations and will not .. 
be excluded from assessment except in 
rare circumstances; 

• 	 the failure to make clear to states and 

local education agencie~ that Title I 


. assessments are not to be used for high 
.stakes purposes; and 

• the failure to place sufficient emphasis 
'"On the importance of improving teaching 
through thoughtful progriuns ofprofes­
sional development. 

-:--,',_: 

In criticizing the Department, the Citizens' 
Commission does not suggest in any way 
that state and local officials have done their 
part to effectuate the purposes of the law. 
Indeed. the Citizens' Commission's review of 
state plans suggests that for all their 
rhetoric about education reform. many 
states have failed to heed the call ofthe new 
law to ensure that poor and minority chil­
dren reap the benefits of standards-based 
reform. Moreover, after gladly accepting the 
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changes in the law devolving significant 
responsibility from the federal and state 
government with respect to ensuring 
improved outcomes, the states' behavior 
suggests many may not be up to the hard 
work such responsibility entails, 

Nor should Congress' role in holding 
back progress be under-emphasized. At a 
time when many in Congress are promoting 
the devolution of federal power and respon­
sibility to state officials, the failure to appro­
priate sufficient funds to assist states in 
handling their growing public education 
responsibilities is particular troubling, 

7. PROSPECTS FOR THE FUlURE 
Despite thl! multiple failures. of tIu! u.s. 

. Department of Education in. implerrumting 
tIu! new· Title I, thl!re is ellery reason to 

. belielle thattlu! program can be ;;uccess{u.l in 
tIu! future. Since the process of reform con­
templated is a long-term one, the five-year 
authorization period is expiring before 
states have completed and implemented 
their reforms. But the experience of several 

. states in raising standards, in adopting new 
learning strategies, in fashioning more use­
ful assessment tools, and in creating practi­
cal accOuntability systems, has already 
yielded positive results in the improved 
achievement of disadvantaged youngsters. 
Prospects for further gains will be enhanced· 
by modest improvements in the statute, and 
a . commitment by the Clinton 
Administration to implement the law. 
including a willingness to enforce its. provi­
sions where violations occur. . 
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THE CITIZENS' COMMISSION OFFERS THE 
FOllOWING RECOMMENDATIONS: -,-' 

1. Congress should ratify the principles of 
standards-based, reform contained in the 
1994 amendments to Title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
by reauthorizing theAct for at least fiae more 
years. The central elements of that law ­
setting high standards and expectations for 
all children, fashioning new tools to assess 
how well children are being taught, and 
holding schools and school ~ystems account­
able - are all critically important to the 
educational advancement of poor children. 
The reform process set in motion by, the 
Improving America's Schools Act of 1994 
(IASA) was not intended to be completed 
until the tum of the new centw::Y; therefore 
reauthorization is needed to allow sufficient 
time for the reforms' to be completed. Only 
if there were strong indiCations that the 
approach taken in 1994 was failing would 

, termination and a search for alternatives be 
warranted. To the contrary, where reforms 
are being seriously undertaken, there is 
strong evidence that they are succeeding. 

2. Congress should take additional steps to 
improue tlu! capacity of schools and school 
districts in areas of concentrated pouerty to 
meet the chaJle.nge of helping all their stu­
dents reach high standards. In particular, 
Congress should nu:r.ke efforts to: 

-' Attract the most able people to teach in. 
. high-pouerty areas. Congress should 

I, enact a program to provide college loan 
forgiveness to able teachers who are cer­

I 	 tified and who commit to teaching for , , 

five years in schools in which at least 
--;", 	 75% percent of the children enrolled are 

from low-income families. Congress 
should also appropriate funds to permit 
bonuses of$2500 per year to be awarded 
to teachers with certification from the 
National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards who commit to _ 
teaching for five years in such low­
income schools. The federal government 
should also encourage corporate and 
state education leaders to facilitate mid­
career transfers of business people who 
have an interest in teaching (particular­
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ly in science and technology) to teach in 
low-income schools. 

- Improae the skills ofthe teachers through 
enhanced opportunities for professional 
deaelopment. While Congress sought in 
the 1994 amendments not to be presmp­
tive as long as results were obtained, 
there is much evidence that providing 
opportunities to teachers for professional 
development, particularly in learning 
strategies and teaching techniques that 
have proved effective, is a very sound 
investment. Accordingly. all schools 
should be required to devote at least 
10% (schools identified as needing 
improvement should be reqUired to 
spend a -larger proportion) of their bud­
get to professional development. 

' -Direct more resources to schools with 
high concentra.tUJns orpoverty. In 1994, 
Congress, recognizjng the barriers posed 
by concentrated poverty, made provision 
in the Title I allocation formula for dis­
tributing some funds by w~ting for 
such concentrations. But this was an 
alternative formula that could be trig­
gered only in limited circumstances, and 
it has never gone into effect. The evi­
dence from the Prospects report and 
other sources reinforces the devastating 
educational effects ofconcentrated pover­
ty. This time, Congress should assure 
tluit a substantial part of the total appro­
priation is allocated through a formula 
~eighted for concentrated poverty. 

3. The President and the Secretary. of 
Education should announ.cethe resolue of 
the Administration to implement and 
enforce Title I to secure its primary purpose: 
equa/i:zing the learning opportuiUties auaiI­
able to poor and Tum-poor children. To that 
end, they should direct federal officials to 
take the foUowing steps: 

• Ensure that states hold all children to 
. the same high standards and use the 
same assessment tools to measure their 
progress. The dual standards and assess­

. ments that the U.S. Department of 

Education has sanctioned do the same 

kind ofharm to poor and minority chil­

dren that the racially dual school sys­

tems prohibited by Brown-v. Board of 


,.... "', 
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Education have done in the past. These 
dual standards and assessments are· not 
sanctioned by law and should be termi­

. nated immediately. 
• 	 Ensure that states and school districts 

nu:zlte a broad and cJuillenging curricu­
lum. available to aU chil.d.ren. Ensuring 
that children in the poorest schools and 
districts have access to the same courses 
and materials that are available to those 
in the wealthiest areas is vital ifall chil­
dren are to have the opportunity to 
reach proficient and ad~ced levels. 
This also means that the U.S. 
Department ofEducation must hold 
state and loc:a1 officials accountable for 
securing progress for poor children in all 
subject areas in which the state h3s 
standards, not simply in reading and 
lI;lathematics. 

• Insist that states cany out their statutory 
'IT&I%1Ui.a.te to set forth a program for asitis~-

I ., 
" 	 .inc local districts and schools in. a.cJUev­

inc the capacity to help students meet ' 
high sta.nt:f.IJrds. It is no secret that some ' 
states have school financing systems so 
inequitable that property-poor districts 
lack: the capacity to attract and retain 
significant numbers ofqualified teachers, 
to provide up-to-date texts and materials, 
to maintain small class sizes, and to pro­
vide other important educational ser­
vices. While Title I does not rectify'this 
problem, it does seek to provide at least a 
partia1solution. The U. S. Department of 
Education should no.lo~rignore this 
requirement of the lawl' 

, • InsiSt that children with Um.itd profi~ 
ciency in. English and children with dis· 

. abilities be included in. ~sessments amI· 
be given needed accommoclations.. 
Needed accommodations include observ­

--.', 	 ing the statutory requirement that chil· . 
dren be tested in the language most like­
ly to reveal accurate information about 
what they know and can do. In practice, 
children who are exempted from partici· 
pating in assessments often are not 
taught beCause school officials are not 
held responsible for their progress. 

• 	 Ensure that 6ttJta prouide mean.ingful 
re.mediu for chi.ldren. WM arfI trapped in. 
failing ICMoh or «:hooll,)'ltem& The . 
law's requinun~t~~~~ 888Ur8 that 

34 

~t~~.!t 

corrective action will be taken against 
schools and school districts failing to 
make adequate progress will soon come 
into effect. While Title I does not man­
date the particular actions that must be 
taken, it also does not contemplate that 
children will be le4 in failing schools. At 
a minimum, the U.S. Department of 
Education must insist that steps be 
taken to assure that failing schools be 
reconstituted in a way that promises real 
progress, and that children. have the 
option of transferring to schools or dis- . 
tricts that offer effective education. 

4. Governors and state and local education 
leaders should heed the man.do.te of Title I 
and in. many cases, their own state laws and 
policies, to' ensure tha.t poor arzd minority 

. children reap 	 the benefits of standards- . 
based reform. State leaderS' should take 
bold action to close the gap between rich and 
poor districts and to improve learning 
opportunities for poor and minority stu­
dents. State and local educators shoUld 
ensure that standards are high for all chil­
c:Jren, that qualified teachers are available to ~ 
the neediest students, and that accountabU­
ity measures are Unplemented that afford. . 
all children access to successful schools. 

http:man.do.te
http:IT&I%1Ui.a.te

