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Chapter 1 is changing. As a result of changes introduced in tlz 1988 Hawldns-Staffad

Amendmem suxlodurr developments in =arch and inectice, Chapter 1 programs arc increasingly

focusing on imixoving integration of Chaper 1 aivi regular classroom instroion and on

improvements in curriculum and instruction. Schoolwkie Fokos hive increased rapidly, awl

program =shoring has shifted its focus may toward learning outcome&

Despite these positive tends, Chapter 1 still affects only a small portion of students' school

days. Pollan is still the overwhelmingly most commit structure for Chapter 1 servkag for most

Chou 1 sturkuts, Chaiter 1 mans 20.40 minutes each day ti* remedial instructirm in reading,

math, ca. language. Except in schoolwide projects, Chapter 1 tyrically has little effect on

instruction in the regular dames of Chapter 1 children. Under current regulaticem Chapter 1

schools can spend up to 5% of their allocations on staff cktvelopment, which.= include regular

teachers. Yet many schools do not even spemi this much.

The ream that Chapser 1 funds have little knpact on the regular program is, ri course, that

the regulations are designed to force sclxaols to spend their mums on htlivirhug test-eligible

children, to keep Chapter 1 from becoming general school aid. Yet.it is marealisdc to expect large

effects on student achievement in 20.40 minutes per day. Chapter 1 coild magnify irs impact

substantially if a 'mks of Chyter 1 fowls could be devoted to improving dur curriculum,

instructkmal practices, classroom manageinnt skills, assessment practices, and other skills of the

regular classroom tau:hers with witom Chapter 1 students spend most of their day, and to enable

schools to engage in school wide improvements in organization, professional development, and

parent involvement.

Conpared to direct service, staff development is very inexpensive. For the cost of we aide

(roughly $20,000 in salaries and benefits), an elementary sclmol of 500 students with 20 teachers

could spend $1000 per teed= cat staff development each year, aro* for consultation, training,

tallowy, materials, release time, awl other services far beyond what most schools ever receive.

Fa the cost of two aides or one teacher ($40,000), staff development programs of exceptional

quality coal be implemented. It is impossible to opus that one teacher or two arks in a school of
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500 students could have anything like the impact on at-risk midents of a $40.000 staff

development pmgram.

I would propose that Chapter 1 schools be required to spend at least 20% of their

allocations on staff devtdopment. To avoid overlooling the existing staff dewlopment capacities in

each ama, I woukl propose that this mquirement be phased in over a four,-year perkid, with a 5%

required setasidein year 1, 10% in year 2, 15% in year 3, and 2)9I) in year 4. Schools could

spend more than this if they wislutd to do so. Schools woukl be permiued to bank up to one year's

staff deveopment funds to use in a future year. so that they could choose to concentrate their

resin= fre a major staff development program in the future (and so thatschools wit ready for

major staff development could have mom time to plan),

The advantaps of a 20% setaside are many. As noted earlier, high-quality staff

devebpmait programs would enabk schools to improve instrwtirm all day for all their students. .

Rather, Chaptiv 1 schools would beams centers of edwational rermwal and professional growth,

awl would *infra alum waders who are interested in pmfessiond growth and innovation.

Since Chapter 1 funding is increasing awl is likely tOCOOdatn, tO Cb so, a phased-in 20% setaside

would probably not force sclumis to rethice direct savicon, only to (kiwi more of inw monies to

staff developnent. Tying a specified percentage of Chapter 1 funds to staff development is

preferable to asking Convess to allocate special fumb for staff develommt; the expaknce cf

local school districts and state departments is that whenever times get tough, staff develop= is

the first tLag to be cm. Schools (and staff develowent agencies) must have smne confidence that

staff development funds are "hardwited" imo the fuzz* stream if they are to engage in the long-

term strafe* pluming that characterizes quality staff deveklment.

Funding staff (kvelopment is especially impretant now, as sclxiols me beginning to make

make shifts in curriculum and instruction in respond to the national goals and to new state

assessments. Chapter 1 schools me often the last to make dune changes; they skald be the first.

Them am two major argumems against a 20% setaside, but both can be withessed. One is

that most of these funds will inevitability serve students who are not eligible fee Chapter 1
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markedng. Lacking the training to critkally evaluate research findings aixl limiting the time and

resources to sift through tiv research in any case, most echwators give up on trying to figure out

what really wixts and instead rely on what's "in." The nrbult is rampant faddism, with educators

=ding from one untested mincle to another.

The federal involvement in R & D on effective programs has been minimal. chapter lintb

I has spent millions tmi evaluation but $0.00 to support development, assessment, and diffinice of

programs and pruzices designed to enhance student achievement. WRI primarily futEk; academic

research, not program develownenc One bulicatica of this is that although almost all OERI money

goes to labs and cenaus, the National Diffusion Network list of effective Forams contabis cmly a

handful of programs (out of more than 500) developed by lain or centers. The NDN is supposad

to cer* and then help clisseminate effective program& but its evaluation requirements are minimal

and its funding wo help disseminate its inognms has been tiny.

Whig Chapter 1 needs is a large number of programs and pactices that have been well

developed, well resew:had, and found to be effective, and are then madly available to Chapter 1

schools. Wode to this end must proceed on several fronts. I would propose a setaside of mie

percent of Chapter 1 dollar; to be used ftw tkw.lopnwnt, evaluation, aird cfissemination of effective

programs and practices for use in Chapter 1 school?. Fust, Chapter 1 shoukl fund research on

efkctive ptactices, inclufmg cbvelopnent and evaluatice of spedfic programs and materials, staff

developnese and school (flanked= nwthods, and so on. The indicts of this R & D process

would be both particular programs (e.g., readiag programs hle Rearms Recovay, school

orpnizadon plats lib Levitt's or Comeris models), as well as variables miming to effective

practice (e.g., information cei how to integrate classroom and suppcative services, how to organize

peer coaching to support adoption of an innovation, how to use discovery in matbetnatks or

Reciprocal Teaching in reading).

Ms is one poen over and ohne the funds now used (primarily by Policy and &dual= Services) to assess the
omen elkcilvennts and native tvf Chapter 1 inograms. The seaside is Ibr resew:It on programs and maims kr use
in Chapter 1 imams, not general pn spun evaluation.
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Secced, Chapter 1 shoal fund third-party evalmitions of pronising Fograms and

Factices. This is perhaps tbe most import= elownt of the overall R & D plan, as it is totally

lacking today. Third-party evaluarksts would negotiate measures, designs, and Focedures with

developers aid researchas, and would then conduct top-quality evaluatins, comparing the

achkvement d'studems who experknced a given program or practke to similar students in run-of-

the-mill Chapter 1 modekk Developers would know the objectives to be assessed but not the

items. Programs and Factices chosen to be evaluated would be ones whose developers had

already tkate tleir own successful evaluation. Prime candidates would include, by the way, the

new Ineak-theimolds Forams soon to be developed in the Amffica MOO New American

Schods plan. Pile mime of these thkd-party evaluation would be a set of programs and

Factices capable of significassly enhaming =Went milkmen (ifFoperly implemented). Most

importantly, slopes could have faith in the evakuttams and, theniore, in the Fogtams. This

would help them feel better abk to invest *ill high-quality staff develyment, tallowy and

mawnance needed to ktplement the Forms and continue them over time. The third-party

evaluatkms would give edwation something hIce the FDA, which is essential in giving physicians

and path= confide= in medication and medial gmedines. Until;we have thire-party

evaluations we can trim, we have fads. Ws as simpht as that.

Certifying beim mousetraps in no way guarantees their use. Developersand 'marchers

will teed funding to take their ideas from the pilot gage to disseminabk fccm. This 'mans funding

fir video tapes, awareness and training manuals, building of regional training sites, establishment

of "lighthouse model schools for use in a comprehensive training plan, and so on.

The next requirement is a system to make Chapter 1 schools aware citlw range of Foy=

and promising programs that they might consider. The NDN awareness cceenences provide a

model for ft:, but as Chapter 1 takes on a more active role in staff development statemci local

agazies may need to take on similar functions.

Chapter 1 should help support the building of the R & D infiastructure, simma one else

scans interned in doing so. By this I mean that it should fund ptedoctoral and postdomal
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developman rcsometes, since the district does have ultimate authority over its schools. However,

Chapter 1 Factices should strengthen the rok of the intfividual school in decking on its own

need&

State depanmcats, LEA's, intemmdiate units, universities, and other maul:onions will all

he expected to develtw capwity to simian innovatical in Mapco I whims, hut the schods should

have the freedom to make its own sekctions of crelsaltants, woman, and trainers. By aeatiqg a

"free mar of professional development services, schools will avoid being saddled with

ineffeCtive ix. inapmpiate servktex good prograras will grow, poor ones will fade, regardless of

who sponsors them. Chapter I should help build staff devekvment capacity in each state and

logical, but not compel schools to use any ridiculer service.

Building Capacity to Support Innovation

Serious, long-tenn staff development is so ram in American edwation that existkg careity

for supporting it is inadequate. At current levels, a 20% seaside would mean $1.34 Wm, far

mixt than the current structure could absorb (adchng together all fundktg now going to labs,

TAC's, the NDN, and all SEA staff developmem probably comes to bus than 10% of this figme).

Thetefoin, I would propose that Chapter I provide funds to SEA's to help them build capacity

within their stator to support innovation. This could mean establishing state or mgional Chapter 1

Improvement Centers; worldng out ways to identify and certify school change experts who would

work with schools to help them decide what changes they should be making and make them awato

of training or materials to support innovatkm; contracdng with universities tx. inuontive LEA's to

help with %tool change; or supplementing existing Nadi:mai Diffusion Network program.

However, as noted earlier, the fact that SEA's build capwity tri support innovation in no way

implies that schools must use their services.
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