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HEARING ON H.R. 6: REFORM PROPOSALS FOR
f.HAPTER 1

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 25, 11993

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMIME ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,

AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,

Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., Room 2175,

Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. George Miller, presiding.
Members present: Representatives Miller of California, Sawyer,

Unsoeld, Reed, Roemer, Becerra, Green, Woolsey, and Payne.
Staff present: Susan Wilhelm, staff director; Jane Baird, educa-

tional counsel; Jeff McFarland, subcommittee counsel; Diane Stark,
legislative specialist; Margaret Kajeckas, legislative associate; and
Thomas Kelley, legislative associate.

Mr. MILLER of California. The committee will come to order for
the purpose of conducting an oversight hearing on H.R. 6 dealing
with the subject matter of Chapter 1.

We will begin this morning with our panel of experts on Chapter
1 beginning with Mr. David Hornbeck, the Chair of the Commis-
sion on Chapter 1 from Baltimore, Maryland; Dr. Alan Ginsburg,
Acting Assistant Secretary for Policy and Planning, U.S. Depart-
ment of Education; Ms. Phyllis McClure, Chair, Independent
Review Panel, National Assessment of the Chapter 1 Program; Dr.
Iris Rotberg, Senior Social Scientist, RAND Institute on Education
and Training; and Mrs. Ethel Lowry, President, National Associa-
tion of State Coordinators of Compensatory Education.

We welcome you to the hearing. After reading many of the re-
- views and studies that you have been involved in, I think that this

panel presents a very exciting opportunity for this committee as we
think about the reauthorization of Chapter 1 and, sort of, the chal-
lenges presented to us by you and your reviews and commissions.
We have the potential to dramatically improve the impact of Chap-
ter 1 funds.

We look forward to your testimony.
Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, I would only add that for me it is a

pleasure to serve here and be able to sit on this subcommittee. I
welcome those here to testify. I am lookirg forward to hearing the
testimony because I believe that we must do something to help
Chapter 1 achieve its goal, and that is to help those who are in the
poverty levels achieve educational achievement.

(1)
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I don't believe that, at this stage, because Chapter 1 goes to so
many kids and to so many schools to try to do so much that we are
accomplishing with so many dollars what, we should do for so
many kids that need it. I am looking forward to hear what reform
is being proposed to make sure that Chapter I and bilingual educa-
tion and all the other programs that we have at the Federal level
can help to promote educational achievement for these kids.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Becerra follows..]
STATEMENT OF HON. XAVIER BECERRA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM ME

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Good morning. I would like to thank my distinguished Chairman, the congress-
man from Flint, Mr. Kildee, for calling this hearing to focus on the vital question of
how best to serve our Chapter 1 kids. As we focus on the reauthorization of the Ele- t
mentary and Secondary Education Act, we must keep in mind that we will be
judged on how well we reform Chapter 1. This morning we will hear recommenda-
tions from a distinguished panel of experts. I look forward to hearing their sugges-
tons, and I am particularly interested in learning of their suggestions for better
ways to serve limited English proficient students.

I think this committee may well be judged by how well it changes Chapter 1 to
better serve limited English proficient students. According to the 1990 census, 13.9
percent of all children ages 5-17nearly one of every seven children of school age
spoke a language other than English at home. Between 1980 and 1990, the popula-
tion of school-age children who usually speak a language other than English in-
creased by 41.2 percentcompared with a 4 percent decline in school enrollment
during the same period.

According to the Congressional Research Service, the total number of limited Eng-
hsh proficiency students served by Chapter 1 is somewhere between 2.3 and 3.5 mil-
lion. Many of these children are not receiving a quality education because of the
lack of qualified bilingual teachers, a real shortage of textbooks and materials, and
a lack of coordination between Chapter 1 and programs like Title VII, the Bilingual
Education Act.

I'm anxious to hear from our distingui3hed panel how we can better integrate
LEP students into Chapter 1, and I look forward to working with Chairman Kildee
and my colleagues to implement these and other suggestions.

Mr. MILLER of California. l am sad to announce we won't have
Republicans participating because they are at a party conference in
Princeton.

STATEMENT OF DAVID HORNBECK, CHAIR, COMMISSION ON
CHAFFER 1, BALTIMORE, MARYLAND

Mr. HORNBECK. I am pleased to appear and appreciate the oppor-
tunity. I appear on behalf of an independent, 28-member commis-
sion that I had the honor of chairing for the last 2 years that stud-
ied the Chapter 1 program.

Chapter 1 has had a long and illustrious history. It is, significant-
ly, the Department's largest program, at $6.1 billion dollars, serv-
ing two4.hirds of the Nation's schools.

It has enjoyed, properly, broad support from educators, child ad-
vocates, and political leaders. It has, over the course of almost
three decades, created a context in which many young people from
impoverished families made it successfully through school and into
the workplace because of the extra help that they got.

The results, however, are also clear, that we have arrived at a
ti.:nment in time when very significant changes are called for in the
program if in fact we are going to build on that strong history.
Nearly all of the gainsand they have been significantbetween
poor and rich, minority and non-minority kids, nearly all of them,

f)
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have occurred at very low skill levels. Even today, few students
that are the target of Chapter 1 e-tually master advanced skills.
Parenthetically, the fact is that relatively few kids, whether they
are poor Jr not, master advanced skills in the United States, a
point which is also at the heart of dealing with some of these flaws
in Chapter 1.

About 2 years ago, the gap, which for a number of years had
begun to close, began to open up again. And the most recent avail-
able data suggests that minority and poor children are about a
year behind other kids at grades four, 2 to 3 years behind at grade
eight, and as much as 3 to 4 years behind at grade 12.

When we talk in norm-referenced sort of ways, it is measured
against what is at a normative level, relatively low performance by
kids in general. Two years ago, as a result of these data and the
conviction that such results can be changed, we asked a group with
broad and deep experience in education generally but particularly
with respect to youngsters who have been historically Chapter 1 el-
igible to see whether we couldn't find a way to make the Chapter 1
program a more effective tool in closing the achievement gap.

It has become clear that while historically we have the luxury of
throw-away kids from an economic perspectivenever a moral per-
spective; but we know that the latter has not always been as com-
pelling as it needs to be. But from art economic perspective, we
need all the kids now. So it's presented to us this challenge.

Our experience told us that, despite congressional efforts to im-
prove the program in 1988and some very significant steps were
takenit simply wasn't beginning to meet the need. Times have
changed, but in fact Chapter 1 has not changed enough with them.
There are a sum of specific problems overall with Chapter 1. First,
the program's emphasis on tying dollars to individual students is
pushing schools to use practices, most notably pull-out programs
and the extensive use of teacher aides that are not demonstrably
contributing to the achievement level of kids.

Second, the mandated use of what turns out to be low-level,
largely fill-in-the-bubble tests is creating an expectation level that
drags achievement down.

Third, funds are distributed, in our judgment, too thinly to make
sufficient difference in schools with heavy concentrations of poor
kids.

And, fourth, the inventive system is a perverse one, often creat-
ing circumstances that, when schools progress, they lose dollars
and those that gets worse get more dollars.

More important is a problem inherent in the categorical nature
of the program itself and the premise on which Chapter 1 operates.
The architects of Chapter 1 believe if student. got a little more
help with the basics, they would compensate for their poverty and
that they would catch up. But experience has proved that this
theory is at least inadequate. While this approach might have
worked okay when the goal was limited to very basic skills, it
doesn't work when talking about more complex skills. When the
goals are higher, no matter how wonderful the special program,
how dedicated the staff, or how well designed the materials, you
can't pull a kid out of class for 25 or 30 minutes a day and make
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up for effects of what otherwise is a watered down instructional
program the rest of the day, the week, and the year.

So the real question was: How do you take a program that has
financed add-on services and turn it into an engine for improving
schools that serve concentrations of poor kids in order to increase
achievement across the board?

Our answer was that the program has to be overhauled from top
to bottom. That is precisely a judgment that has been reached vis-
a-vis schools in general in terms of their achievement. And part of
what we are suggesting to the Congress is that, as this restructur-
ing movement picks up speed across the United States, if we don't
change Chapter 1 in a comparable fashion, we are, by definition,
going to drive an increasingly deep wedge between those who have
the means to restructure on their own and those who are bound
within the confines of old Federal programs.

We have proposed an ight-part framework for a new Chapter 1
program that we think will in fact result in a very different way of
operating.

First, States would be asked to set clear, high standards for what
all students should know and be able to do. And they would be the
same for all kids: rich and poor, minority and white.

Second, we have recommended the elimination of the low-level,
norm-referenced tests. Instead we are suggesting that States be
provided with assistance in their efforts to develop new assess-
ments to measure whether students meet the standards. There are
those that have suggested that that is, in a 1950 sense, Buck Rogers
thinking. I would love to discuss that with you. I think that we are
not only on the edge of it, but there are people already engaged in
it; and it is not so far afield.

Third, instead of continuing to give parents useless information
about what percentile their kids are in, we suggest we tell them
how their students are progressing towards the standards, what the
school is doing, and what they can do to help.

Fourth, we need to invest generouslywe suggest at least 20 per-
cent of the total Chapter 1 resourcesin deepening the knowledge
and skills of the professionals and paraprofessionals. We are asking
people to do routinely what many don't do at all today. And that is
not going to happen by sending them a directive that says, "You
will be pleased to know you are part of an outcome-based conse-
quences-driven, site-based, managed system. Let us know how it
works out." We have got to help.

Fifth, funding should be concentrated more heavily in schools
with concentrations of poor children. These dollars should be used
to encourage States to reduce the substantial disparities within
their own borders in the educational resources that are invested in
different communities.

Sixth, current requirements that force schools to tie dollars to in-
dividual students should be eliminated so, too, should reverse in-
centives in the current law. Dollars should flow simply according to
the enrollment of poor children.

Seventh, schools should continue to be encouraged tO use dollars
to coordinate health and social service delivery to students, issues
not outside the educational system but central to achievement
levels, particularly of poor students.

8
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Eighth, schools should be held accountable for results. Those
schools that make progress in getting larger numbers of students to
the States' standards should be rewarded. Those not making
progress should receive help. And those who persist to dramatically
fail with students should face consequences.

We have proposed a wholly new framework for the education of
disadvantaged children. One of the points that I would like to un-
derline is that we don't see those eight components as eight sepa-
rate pieces of a menu but rather an integrated whole that is corn-
prehensive in its reach.

Some have suggested that the Commission has gone too far, that
the changes that we propose are too big. We couldn't disagree
more. In our experience, the educational system responds best to
clear, unambiguous signals, not to half steps here and half steps
there. We want the signal from Congress to school boards, teachers,
and administrators across the land to be clear alid unambiguous.

We want it to say, "You hold in your hands the keys to the
future for poor and minority children. If you have high expecta-
tions for their achievement, if you establish clear standards for stu-
dent work, employ instructional practices with demonstrated effec-
tiveness and enlist parents and others in reducing barriers to
learning, your students will achieve at much higher levels."

"You make the decisions on how to get students to high stand-
ards and how to spend your Chapter 1 money. Rather than second
guessing your decisions, we are suggesting that the Congress
should invest heavily in insuring that school knowledge and skills
are at their peak and that you have adequate resources at your dis-
posal and then hold you accountable for esults."

Mr. Chairman, these are our recommendations. The Commission
will be sponsoring several briefings over the coming weeks to dis-
cuss these recommendations in more detail. However, I will be
happy to answer questions that you have now.

Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hornbeck followsl
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And the results of this effort are clear in the many young people

from Ispoverished families who made it successfully through

school and into the workplace because of the extra help they got.

The results are also clear in achievelsent patterns over the

past 13 years. Due in significant measure to the extra attention

they received, poor and minority Children have improved their

performance on achievement tests. Indeed, in just over tan

years, the gap between White and Slack students narrowed by about

one-half, while the gap between White and Latino students

narrowed by about one-third.

However, nearly ell of the gains among poor and minority

children occurred at vary low skill levels. Even today, few such

students master more advenc....1 *kills. Moreover, beginning about

two years ago, the gap began increasing again. The most recent

available data suggest minority and poor Children are about a

year behind other children at grade 4, 2-3 years behind at grads

I, and 3-4 years behind at grade 12.

Two years ago, as a result of this data and the conviction

such results can be changed, we asked a group vith broad and deep

experience--educators, child advocates, business leaders, and

researchersto see whether we couldn't find a way to make the

Chapter 1 program sore effective tool in closing the

achievement gap. we knew that the nation could not afford tn

continue squandering precious human resources: we need all of

our young people to be fully productive. And we also knew that,

in order to be fully productive, thews' yening people need more

than basic skills. They oiled to h. Able to think, to analyso, to

-2-
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comoudicate and to use their *Jade well. But oar experience told

us that, 6aspite congrese etforte to isprove the program in

Ma, it simply wasn't working. T1144 hid changed, bat Chapter 1

progrna had not changed with them.

110 found number of specific problems with Chapter 1.

o first, tho program's emphasis on tying dollars to

individual students is pushing schools to use

practioss --like pull-out progress and extensive: use of

teacher aides --that are not educationally souad.

Second, the mandated me of lowlevel, -in -the-

bubble tests is dragging iastruction down to very low

Levels.

o Third, funds are distributed too thinly to make

sufficient difference in schools with heavy

concentrations of poor children.

o rourth, the incentive system is perverse: schools that

wake progress lose dollars, while those that get worse

gain.

Wore isportant, though, is a problea inherent in the verV

categorical nature of the program itself and tho preeises on

which Chapter 1 operates. The architects of Chapter 1 believed

that, if tudents just got a little extra help with the basics,

we could "compensate" far their poverty and they would catch up

with their peers.

But our exparienos MS proved that this theory I* at least

inadequate. While this approach might have worked cooly when tee

goal was limited to very basic skills, it doesn't work at all

-3-
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with more complex 'Ocilla. When the goals are higher, no matter

how wonderful the special programhow dedicated the staff or how

vell-dosigned the materials--you cannot compensate in 25-30

ainutes a day for the effects of watered down instruction the

rest of the school day, week and year. Like an addition to a

house on a crueblinq foundation, such add-ons can never achieve

their purpose. If we want all of our youngsters to master high

level knowledge tnd skills, us must build good schoolsnot

simply good programs.

So the real question for our Commission was: Haw do you

take a program that has financed add-on services and turn it into

an engine for improving whole schools that serve concentrations

of poor children and increase their achievement? Our answer was

that the program had to be overhauled from top to bottom.

We have proposed an eight part rramework for a new Chapter I

program:

o First, states would be asked to set clear, high

standards for what all students should know and los able

to do. These would be the same for all stOdents: poor

and rich, minority and white.

o Second, eliminate the requirement for low-level norm-

referenced tests. Instead, provide states with

resources to aid in their efforts to develop now

assessments to measure whether students meet tha

standards.

-4-
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Third, instead of continuing to give parents useless

information about what percentile or attains their

children aro in, tell them how their students are

progressing toward the standards, what the chool is

doing, and what they can do to help.

O Fourth, inVest generouslyat least 20% of the total

Chapter 1 resourcesin deepening the knowledge and

skills of the professionals and paraprofessionals in

schools with concentrations of poor children. These

schools and the adults within thee heed help.

o Fifth, funding should be concentrated more heavily in

schools with concentrations of poor children. Also,

these dollars should be used to encourage states to

reduce the substantial disparities within their borders

in the educational resources invested.in different

communities.

o Sixth, current reguiratents that force schools to tie

dollars to individual students should be eliminated;

so, too, 'Mould reverse incentives in the current law.

Dollars should flow sinly according to the .enrellment

of poor Children.

o Seventh, schools should continue to be ncouraged to

use dollars to coordinate health and social service

delivery to students.

o Sighth, Schools should be held accountable fnr resulte.

ThoSO that make progress in getting lerger numbers of

students to state standards Ahnuld be rewarded.

-5-
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Those that do not make progress should receive help and

consequences should be more severe over ties.

In the end, what we have proposed is a wholly new framework

for the education of disadvantaged children. Tt has eight parts,

all carefully linked together and described in far more detail in

our report.

Same have suggested that the commission has bean too bold--

that the changes we propose are too big. We wholeheartedly

disagree. In our experience, the educational system responds

beet to clear, unambiguous signals--not to half-steps hare and

half-stepe there. We want the signal from Congress to school

boards, teachers and administrators across the land to be clear

and unambiguous: you hold in your hands the keys to the
future for poor and minority children.
If you have high expectations for their
achievement, establish clear standards
for student work, employ instructional
practices with demonstrated
effectiveness, and enlist parents and
others in reducing barriers to learning,
your studento absolutely will aChieve at
such higher levels.

yulA make the deCilliohe on how to get students to high
atiindards and how to spend your Chapter 1 moneY.. Bethel-
than second guessing your decisions, we will invest heavily
in ensuring that your knowledge and skills are at their peak
and that you have adequate resources at your disposal, and
than hold you accountable for results.

Mk. Chairman, these ars our raoommcndations. I will be happy En

answer any questions.

-6-
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Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you. We will take the rev of the
testimony.

STATEMENT OF ALAN GINSBURG, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR POLICY AND PLANNING, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDU-
CATION. WASHINGTON, DC
Mr. GINSBURG. Thank you. I am pleased today to highlight the

major findings of our final report which is entitled "Reinventing
Chapter 1."

Accompanying me today are Adriana de Kanter, who directed a
dozen major studies as part of the national assessment; and Mary
Jean LeTendre, the Acting Assistant Secretary for Elementary and
Secondary Education. We wish to thank the committee for its sup-
port in giving us the resources to produr:e this comprehensive set of
studies.

I would like to address three issues: How well is Chapter 1 work-
ing; why do we need to reinvent Chapter 1; and what are the possi-
ble new directions.

In considering the effectiveness of Chapter 1, it is worth remem-
bering the circumstances of low-income children when Chapter 1
was still in its infancy. During the 1970s, Chapter 1 helped draw
attention to the needs of at-risk students and helped provide the
extra resources required for these students to begin to catch up to
their more advantaged peers.

Chapter 1 has helped close the learning gap between disadvan-
taged and more advantaged students. From 1970 to the mid-1980s,
the learning gap between whites and minorities was cut by over
one-third. For the most part, these gains were in basic skills, the
focus of Chapter 1 instruction.

The 1988 Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary School
Improvement Amendments legislated innovative reforms that
moved the program toward performance-based accountability for
Chapter 1 schools and students. In terms of its reform agenda, Con-
gress demonstrated foresight in holding Chapter 1 projects account-
able for improved performance.

However, since 1988, the Nation has moved quickly and with
purpose to reform education generally, outpacing the Hawkins-
Stafford reforms. The country has set national education goals for
all children to attain by the year 2000. The States are beginning to
undertake fundamental reforms in curriculum and instruction
aligned with attaining the goals. The Chapter 1 program has not
changed in fundamental ways in light of these new reforms.

Most important, we find the program today does not appear to be
helping to further close the learning gap between Chapter 1 par-
ticipants and non-participants. For the first time in a decade and a
half, the Congress mandated a longitudinal study of a chapter to
assess whether Chapter 1 students were learning. While the data
are for only one year, the evidence is consistent in showing that
students receiving Chapter 1 services as currently configured are
not progressing.

In particular we found that overall Chapter 1 participants did
not improve their relative standing in reading and math. Chapter 1
participants did not improve on standardized tests or on criterion-
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referenced objectives any more than non-participants who are simi-
lar in background and similar in prior achievement. The percentile
rankings of students in high-poverty schoolsin this case those are
75 percent or more of poor childrenrelative to students national-
ly declines at higher grades.

In particular, students in these schools in the first grade start
out at the 33rd percentile. By the fourth grade they may fall to
28th percentile in reading. And we found by the 8th grade, stu-
dents in very high-poverty schools are now at about the 22nd per-
centile in the Nation.

So instead of closing the gap, we are going in the wrong direc-
tion. There are several reasons why fundamental changes in Chap-
ter 1 are necessary in order to turn around student performance.
First, Chapter 1 currently works on the margins focusing primarily
on basic skills. It adds, generally, 30 minutes a day. But many of
the children who are participating in Chapter 1, about 70 percent,
are pulled out of regular instruction in order to get this 30 extra
minutes. So, on average, Chapter 1 is providing only about 10 min-
utes of extra instruction each day.

Secondly, the program is poorly targeted on the neediest schools
and communities. Almost all districts in the country receive Chap-
ter 1 funds, and almost two-thirds of till public schools participate
in Chapter 1. At the same time, we find that the average achieve-
ment of all students in high-poverty schools is about the same as
the Chapter 1 participants in low-poverty schools.

Third, the needs of students in high-poverty schools are great.
For the first time information from our Prospects, which is a longi-
tudinal study of 30,000 students, is available. We were able to com-
pare, against all the national goals, all six of the goals how chil-
dren in high-poverty schools compare versus children in low-pover-
ty schools. We find students in the highest poverty schools in the
Nation have very severe needs compared to the others.

Fourth, the program lacks high absolute standards of perform-
ance that could drive the rest of the program. One consequence of
the absence of high standards for all students is that an A student
in the seventh grade in a high-poverty school would be equivalent
to a C student in a low-poverty school when measured against
standardized test scores.

It is no wonder that parents in high-poverty schools don't hold
the schools accountable because they think their students are doing
well. They are getting high grades; but when measured against in-
dependent standards, the students are not doing as well as their
grades would indicate.

Fifth, the program emphasized compliance with Federal regula-
tions more than assistance to improve program quality. And look-
ing at new directions, we conclude that operating as a separate
supplemental program, Chapter 1 has gone about as far as it can
go in raising the skills of at-risk students.

If we are to expect the children served by Chapter 1 to reach the
National education goals, changes in the program will have to
occur. The core of these changes should be high standards, the
same high standards expected for all children.

We found in our study that, while the average school might score
in the 30th percentile, if it had 75 percent or more poor kids, some
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schools would score in the 50th or 60th percentile. In other words,
some schools are succeeding with these kids. Other schools are not.
We should demand that all schools achieve the same high stand-
ards that some schools are achieving.

However, it will not be enough to establish high standards and
expect improvements to happen. Chapter 1 needs to support schools
in implementing reforms through intensive staff development and
assistance. Chapter 1 tests need to be aligned with State testing
systems. That is not permitted now under present programs be-
cause of the national testing requirement. We need to monitor and
enforce the program in terms of continuous progress not in terms
of compliance. And we need to integrate education in social serv-
ices in high-poverty schools to address all six goals.

We also recommend that Chapter 1 funds be concentrated in
high-poverty schools. One option would be to create a set of priority
schools in which we recognize that maybe the school can't go on by
itself and solve all the kids problems, that we have to integrate
services and address all the goals in the schools.

Further, Chapter 1 should offer resource flexibility in exchange
for accountability. We should hold schools accountable for out-
comes and give them the freedom and flexibility to use their inputs
and the Federal resources in the way they know best.

The assessment itself goes on to describe 10 new directions which
I will be happy to discuss during questioning.

In summary, the evidence from our report indicates that, with-
out the fundamental changes, the children who are Chapter l's pri-
mary concern will be left behind in the Nation's efforts to raise
student achievement and to attain the national education goals.
Chapter I must become a strong partner, indeed a leader, in na-
tional efforts under way to transform American education.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Ginsburg follows:]

1 8
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Testimony on the National Assessment of Chapter 1 Fmal Report
Reinventing Chapter 1: The Current Chapter 1 Program

and New Directions

submitted by
Alan L Ginsburg

Acting Assistant Secretary

Office of Policy and Planning
U. S. Deparbnent of Education

February 25, 1993

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am pleased to highlight major findings of
the current Chapter 1 program and new directions, as described in the final report of the
National Assessment of Chapter 1, Reinventing Chapter 1: The Current Chapter 1 Program
and New Directions. Accompanying me today are Adrian* de Kanter, who directed the
assessment, and Mary Jean LeTendre, Acting Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary
Education. We wish to thank the Committee for its support in giving us the resources to
produce this comprehensive set of studies on this most critical federal program. The report has
benefitted from the advice and deliberations of the Independent Review Panel. The options
presented in the final report are meant for consideration and are not necessarily
recommendations of the Department of Education.

Chapter 1 accounts for about one-fifth of the Department of Education's entire budget. It serves
5.5 million children, one in nine children in the nation. Predominately a program for
elementary school students, about 70 percent of Chapter 1 participants were in grades 1-6 and
another 16 percent in the middle schools grades of 7-9, in FY 1990-91.

My statement presents findings around three central issues:

o How well is Chapter 1 working?

o Why do we need to reinvent Chapter 1?

o What are possible new directions?

How Well is Cbapter I Working?

In considering the effectiveness of Chapter 1, it is worth remembering the circumstances of low-
income children when Chapter 1 was still in its infancy. During the 1970s, Chapter I helped
draw attention to the needs of at-risk students and helped provide the extra resources required
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for these students to begin to catch up ta their more advantaged peers.

Chapter 1 has helped close the learning gap between disadvantaged and more advantaged
students. To illustrate, from 1970 to the mid-I980s, the learning gap between whites and
minorities was cut by over one-third. For the most part these gains were in basic skills, the
focus of Char,r 1 instruction.

The 1988 Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary School Improvement Amendments
legislated fundamental and innovative reform that moved the program toward performance-based
accountability for Chapter I schools and students. Through these amendments, Congress
continued to support the use of a large-scale categorical program to meet the needs 01
educationally disadvantaged children, but also made it clear that the success of compensatory
education is measured in the regular academic program.

In terms of its reform agenda, Congress was prescient in holding Chapter 1 projects accountable
for improved performance. It also sought to provide the supports needed to implement change
within the program.

o Chapter 1 program improvement has directed greater attention and accountability to
ensuring that Chapter 1 children show progress in acquiring basic and advanced skills.

Schoolwide projects have afforded much greater flexibility in schools with high
concentrations of poor children. Greater flexibility is reflected as well in the regular
Chapter 1 program with increased use of in-class instruction and multiple modek
operating within schools.

o Chapter 1 teachers are now among the best credentialed, surpassing regular classroom
teachers in their advanced degrees.

Chapter 1 programs have begun to incorporate teaching advanced skills along with basic
skills.

o Activities to involve parents in their children's schooling have increased and principals
are reporting greater parent involvement. The new Even Start program that focuse% on
intergenerational literacy is showing impressive results in improving the school readiness
of the children served.

However, since 1988 the nation has moved quickly and with purpose to reform education
generally, outpacing the Hawkins-Stafford reforms. The president and the nation's go ernors
set National Education Goals for all children to attain by the year 2000. The states are
beginning to undertake fundamental reforms in ctsriculum and instruction aligned with attainia.2
the goals (Chart 1). We are learning more and more about how schools improve and uhat I s
needed to support improvement.

2
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The Chapter 1 program has not changed in fundamental ways, especially in light of new
reforms. The Assessment has identified a number of flaws in current program design and
operations that together combine to diminish program effectiveness. Most importantly the
program today does not appear to be helping to further close the learning gap.

For the first time in more than 15 years, the congressionally-mandated longitudinal study of
Chapter 1 provides gain scores on the performance of Chapter I students. Although the data
are for only one year, the evidence is consistent in showing that students receiving Chapter 1
services, as currently configured, are not progressing

Keeping in mind that Chapter 1 is not soKtiform program and that averages mask individual
outstanding projects,

o Chapter I participants did not improve their relative standing in reading or math in the
fourth grade or in math in the eighth grade; only eighth grade reading participants
showed improvements (Charts 2, 3, 4, 5).

o Chapter 1 participants did not improve on standardized tests or on criterion-referenced
objectives any more than nonparticipants similar in background and prior achievement.

o The percentile ranking of students in high-poverty schools mlative to students nationally
declines at higher grades, indicating that schools are not aNe to close the learning gap:
In reading, students in schools with 75 percent or more poor children score at the 33rd
percentile in the first grade, the 28th percentile by the fourth grade and the 22nd
percentile by the eighth grade (Chart 6).

Why Do We Need to Reinvent Cbapter 1?

There, are several reasons why fundamental changes in Chapter I are necessary in order to turn
around student performance:

First, Chapter 1 currently works on the margins, focusing on basic skills. Chapter I instructIon
is generally 30 minutes a day but adds only an average of about 10 minutes extra instructional
time. Extended learning opportunities through before- and after-school programs and summer
school are rare (9 percent and 15 percent of programs, respectively).

Second, there is poor targeting of Chapter 1 resources on the neediest schools and communities.
Almost all districts (93 percent) receive Chapter 1 funds and 60 percent of all public schools
participate in Chapter I. At the same time:

o Fourteen percent of high-poverty elementary schools, and one-third of low-achieving
children (those scoring below the 35th percentile) in high-poverty elementary schools do
not receive Chapter I services.

3
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o The average achievement of all students in high-poverty schools is about the same as
Chapter 1 participants in low-poverty schools. Chapter 1 students in the high-poverty
schools score well below other Chapter 1 participants (Chart 7).

Third, the needs of students in high poverty schools are great. For the first time, information
from the Prospects longitudinal study is available on how well students in high-poverty (75
percent or more poor children) and low-poverty schools (less than 20 percent poor children)
compare against the six National Education Goals (Chart 8). Students in the highest poverty
schools in the nation have severe needs across all the goals. These students require
comprehensive interventions that cannot be provided unless Chapter I funds are more
concentrated.

Fourth, the program lacks high absolute standards of petformance that could drive the rest ot
the program. It is not enough to require a focus on higher-order skills; these should be linked
to enriching, challenging curricula. The measure of performance, annual change scores on
standardized tests, fails to measure absolute performance levels. Moreover, over half the states
require only that achievement gains exceed zero, the statutory minimum. One consequence of
the absence of high standards for all students is the Prospects finding that an "A" student in the
seventh grr.ie in a high-poverty school would be a '0 student in 2 low-poverty school when
measured against standardized test scores (Chart 9).

Fifth, the program emphasizes compliance with federal regulations more than assistance to
improve program quality. For example, federal monitoring guidelines for state and local
evaluation results include checklists to determine whcther all grades, subjects, and skills lock
were tested and whether testing security procedures were followed. States are often cited for
delays in submission of state performance reports. Yet monitoring checklists do not promote
examination of whether meaningful results are produced.

What Are Possible New Directions?

Operating as a separate supplemental program, Chapter 1 has gone about as far as it can go in
raising the skills of at-risk students. If we are to expext the children served by Chapter I to
reach the National Education Goals adopted by the president and the nation's governors in 1990.
fundamental changes will have to occur. The core of these changes should be:

o Hi,glijlndards--the same high standards expected of all children. To be effectt,e.
Chapter 1 must be aligned through its curriculum, instruction, and assessment mtli
curricular and performance standards expected of all students and schools.

o Strategies that promote hishiladart, it will not be enough to establish high standard.
and expect improvements to happen. Chapter I needs to support schools in implementing
reforms through:

4
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intensive staff development and assistance

alignment of Chapter 1 tests with improved state testing systems

monitoring and enforcement that focus on continuous progress

integration of education and social services in high poverty schools to address all
six goals.

o Cordattaletfundlog..X.high:pmeaxighosk. Resources will be insufficient if we
continue to spread them across virtually all school districts.

o Jesource flexibility in exchange for accountability for progress toward standards
Conditions placed on the flexible use of resources will ensure appropriate accountability
and thereby protect the neediest students.

Ten new directions are as follows:

1. Encourage performance standards for Cbapter 1 schools that are keyed to
curriculum frameworks and promote voluntary service delivery standards. The
Chapter 1 program should be a model that adheres to the highest standards for
curriculum and instruction, driving the strategies of other education programs, rather than
one that rollows outdated methods or lags behind national reforms.

The data from our Prospects study show that the overall achievement of students in some
schools far exceeds national averages, ev.xl among the poorest sr-bools in the country
(Chart 10). If some very high poverty schools can achieve rates of performance in the
50th and 60th percentile range, then other similar schools should be assisted to achieve
higher performance levels.

Options for consideration include:

o Requiring all states to adopt challenging curriculum frameworks and performance
standards.

o Entering into a compaa when states have such standards in place to give mein
increased flexibility in aligning Chapter I with larger reform efforts.

o Providing incentives for adoption of service delivery guidelines.

2. Treat states di:ft:radially by expanding their flexibility fa the use of resources in
exchange for performance accountability tied to standards. Among such options
would be the following:

5
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o Permitting schoolwide approaches in schools with less than 75 percent povert)
only in those states or school districts that develop and ensure high standards for
student performance tied to state frameworks.

o Broadening the flexibility allowed in schoolwide projects by loosening the strings
on other categorical funds along with Chapter 1 funds. This would be in
exchange for school plans indicating how the resources would be used to improve
student performance.

3. Collaborate on education and social services to address the multiple needs of
student.t attending high-poverty schools. Options would include:

o Targeting additional Chapter 1 resources directly to high-poverty "priority
schools" to support integrated services to address the six National Education
Goals.

o Support technical assistance, networking, and rigorous evaluation to increase
communities' capacity to organize and deliver high-quality services.

4. Remove barriers to program participation by students with limited English
proficiency (LEP). Options for addressing this problem would include:

o Revising or eliminating the requirement that LEP students be selected for services
on the basis of educational deprivation distinguishable from limited English
proficiency.

o Along with expanding access to Chapter 1 for LEP student.s, requiring assurances
that Chapter 1 staff have appropriate skills for instructing these students.

5. Apply new knowledge about extending learning time, effective secondary school
instruction, and intensive staff development to Chapter 1 services. Options would
include the following:

o Earmarking funds for comprehensive programs for at-risk secondary school youth
that integrate academics with practical training, and that equip participants to
succeed in gatekeeper courses such as algebra and geometry.

o Funding districts or schools to support long-term Chapter I staff development
through mechanisms such as external networks, institutes, and university centers

6. Enlisting parents as full partners in their children's education by informing them of
their school's performance through annual school profiles; underscoring reciprocal
responsibilities throughjoint parent-school contracts; and assisting parents who need
help. Options would include:

6
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o Requiring or encouraging annual school performance profiles that report on
progress toward achieving academic performance standards and the national goals

o Encouraging parent-school contracts that, while not legally enforceable, clarify
the mutual responsibilities of parents and schools to support student learning.

o Providing guidance to Even Start grantees on designing instructional strategies for
working with multi-problem families and adults who have low-level skills and on
strategies for retaining these families in the program.

7. Provide equitable and appropriate learning opportunities for all Chapter I

participants including students who attend religiously affiliated schooLs and migrant
students.

o Options for improving services to religiously affiliated school students include
strengthening regulations governing coordination and consultations, including
consideration of the use of third-party contractors in formulating plans; and
strengthening the complaint review process through clarifying the grounds for
filing complaints.

o Options for improving services to migrant students include directing more funds
to currently migratory students; requiring districts to offer Migrant-funded
services only after equitably sharing Chapter 1 Basic Grant funds; and holding
states accountable for the performance of migratory students on the same basis
as schools are held accountable for other Chapter 1 students.

8. Align Chapter 1 testing with slate testing systems that are matched with noi
curriculum frameworks as they become available.

Based in part on the work of the Advisory Committee on Testing in Chapter I, possible
options include:

o Decoupling national evaluation of Chapter I from evaluation at the state les el and
initiating a national evaluation strategy using a sample of students.

Permitting states to choose to hold schools accountable for improving the
performance of successive groups of students at critical grade levels, instead oi
annual changes in test scores of individual students tracked from year to year

9. Using assistance, innovation, monitoring, and Incentives to support continuous
progress in all Chapter 1 schools and intensive intervention in schools needing
Improvement. To support more intensive efforts, the following options could he
considered:

7
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o Supporting the identification, evaluation, and recognition of promising and
innovative practices through rigorous demonstrations of effectiveness.

Consolidating the federal resources that support specialized technical assistance
in order to support broader customer-driven assistance.

Adopting a state inspectorate strategy in Chapter I, for those schools in need 01
improvement, that taps the expertise of exemplary teachers and administrators as
monitors.

10. Directing resources to the neediest communities and schools and modifying Chapter
1 formula provisions to improve accuracy.

Some alternatives for the Ghapter 1 formula are as follows;

o Increasing the targeting of Chapter 1 funds on highest-poverty communities and
schools.

o Updating the decennial poverty counts to reflect the most current state-level
information.

o Adjusting for state differences in the cost of cducation by narrowing the
permissible range of the per pupil expenditure index or by substituting a teacher
solary index.

Concluding Statement

The National Assessment of Chapter I has examined the program in the context of the needs and
performance of Chapter I students and schools, and the changed demographic and economic
situation facing the United States today. Chapter 1, however, was created almost 30 years ago
to address the circumstnces of that time; it must be redirected to meet the needs of today'c
disadvantaged students and to be responsivc to future reforms.

The evidence indicates that, without fundamental changes, the children who are Chapter I 's
primary concern will be left behind in the nation's efforts to raise student acIlievemeitt and to
attain the National Education Goals, Chapter I must become a strong partner, indeed a leader.
in national efforts underway to transform American education.

8
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Chart 1

Status of New Curriculum Frameworks,
Standards, Assessment, and State

Monitoring Systems, 199-93
Number of States
35

New curriculum Standards linked to Performance based
frameworks performance levels assessments

in varying subjects (e.g., novice, distinguished)

Note: Data are for the 50 states, the District of Columbia. and Puerto Rico. In some
cases, no Information was available, so the data do not sum to 52.

Exhibit reads: Fifteen states are implementing new curriculum frameworks.

Source: Status of New State Curriculum Frameworks, Standards, Assessments, and
Monitoring Systems (Pechman & LaGuarda, 1993). curfram drw
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Chart 4
Reading Scores, Seventh to Eighth Grade, of

All Students and Chapter 1 Participants

Percentile Scores
70

60

50

40

30

20

10

All All
students Chapter 1

participants 0-34% 35%-49% 50%-74% 75%-100%
(excluding

schootwides)

Chapter 1 participants In so.hools
with poverty levels of:

Exhibit reads: The reading SCOMS for Chapter 1 participant:: in the seventh and eighth grades
were in the bottom quarter for students natIonalii, although the scores
generally Improved from seventh to eiguth grade. Despite this improvement.
Chapter 1 participants in the highest poverty schools scored only at the 13th
percentile.

Source: Prospects (Abt Associates. 1993). 7th8th_1 drw
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Chart 5

Math Scores, Seventh to Eighth Grade, of
All Students and Chapter 1 Participants

Percentile Scores
70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0
All All

students Chapter 1
participants 0-34% 35%-49% 50%-74% 75%-100%

(excluding
schoobvides)

ChapW 1 participants in schools
with poverty levels of:

Same too $melt° report

Exhibit reads: Chapter 1 participants in seventh and eighth grade scored in math among the
bottom quarter of students nationally. Chapter 1 participants generally did not
improve except in the highest poverty schools.

Source: Prosprocls (AU Associates, 1994

31
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Chart 6

Achievement Scores in Percentiles, by Level of School Poverty:
Grades 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, and 8

Grade
Reading, by Level of School Poverty

All
Schools

0-
19%

20%-
34%

35%-
49%

50%-
74%

75%-
100%

1Fall '91 51 60 58 50 45 33

3--Spring '91 57 66 60 55 47 30

4Spring '92 57 67 60 55 46 28

7--Spring '91 55 66 64 50 38 21

8--Spring '92 56 65 65 50 40 22

Math, by Level of School Poverty

Grade All 0- 20%- 35%- 50%- 75%-
Schools 19% 34% 49% 74% 100%

1--Fall '91 55 66 64 50 46 34

3--Spring '91 57 66 60 53 52 33

4--pring '92 55 65 57 52 46 29

7--Spring '91 54 65 61 50 42 24

8Spring '92 52 63 60 46 41 24

Exhibit reads: On the fall reading test, first graders in low-poverty schools on average
performed better than 60 percent of students in the nation.

Note: Percentiles should be interpreted as scoring above a given percentage of students
nationally.

Source: Prospects (Abt Associates, 1993).
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Chart 7

Reading Scores for All Students and
Chapter 1 Participants, by Level of School Poverty:

Fourth Grade, Spring 1992
Percentile Scores
80

60

40

20

M
students

Chapter 1
participants

0-19% 20%-34% 35%-49% 50%-74% 75%-100%
Level of School Poverty (excluding

schoolwides)

Exhibit reads: Students in high-poverty schools typically score about the same as Chapter 1
participants In lower-povorty schools. Chapter 1 students in the high-poverty
schools score well below other Chapter 1 participants.

Source: Propels (Abt Associates, 1993).

70-041 0 93 2
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Chart 8

High-Poverty Schools and tbe National Education Goals

Comparing the performance of students in high-poverty schools (75 percent or more poor
children) with their counterparts in low-poverty schools (less than 20 percent poor children)
against the National Education Goals:

o Goal 1: More than a fifth of the first-graders in high-poverty schools are perceived
by their teachers as having general health problems, almost twice the percentage in
low-poverty schools.

o Goal 2: Eighth graders in high-poverty schools (SO percent or more poor) are 57
percent more likely to leave school by grade 10 than students in low-poverty schools
(6-20 percent poor).

o Goals 3 and 4: First graders in high-poverty schools start school scoring 29 and 34
percentile points lower in reading ind math, respectively, than their peers in low-
poverty schools. High-povetty schools appear unable to close the initial gap which
increases in WA grades 4 and 8.

o Goal 5: One-third of parents in high-poverty schools lack a high school diploma
compared with only 3 percent in low-poverty schools.

o Goal 6: 81 percent of students in high-poverty schools have principals who see
physical conflicts as a problem compared with 31 percent in low-poverty schools

3 4
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Chart 9

Seventh-Graders' Grades and Percentile Test Scores:
Low- and High-Poverty Schools, 1991

Math, Seventh Grade

Setft

Reading, Seventh Grade

ED Low-coverty schools

OM High-poverty schools

Exhibit reads: An A student in a high-poverty school would be about a C student
in a low-poverty school when measured against standardized test scores.

Source: Prospects (AU Associates, 1993) pctscore drw
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Chart 10

Readies and Math Percentile Banda for
AU Schools and Schook with Poverty of 75 to 100 Percent

School Scores Res 2ing Percentiles Math Percentiles

Ali Schools High Poverty All Schools High Poverty

First Grade
Mean 38 26 35 25

Maximum 86 72 82 72

Fourth Grade
Mean 40 24 38 26
Maximum 86 so 90 58

Eighth Grade
Mean 38 24 36 24

Maximum
,

74 ao 78 63

Exhibit reads: First grade students in one high poverty school in the Prospects sample
scored at the 72nd percentile. Indeed, these top performers could set an
interim benchmark for similar schools to target.

Source: Prospeas, (Abt Associates, 1993).
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Mr. MILLER of California. Miss McClure.

STATEMENT OF PHYLLIS McCLURE, CHAIR, INDEPENDENT
REVIEW PANEL, NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF THE CHAPTER I
PROGRAM, WASHINGTON, DC

MS. MCCLURE. Mr. Miller and members of the subcommittee, I
testify today on behalf of the Independent Review Panel of the Na-
tional Assessment of Chapter 1.

The Independent Review Panel was a very diverse group com-
prised of local educatorstwo Chapter 1 teachers, a parent, a prin-
cipal, a superintendent, two school board membersa catholic
school administrator, three State Chapter 1 administrators, acade-
micians with varying specialties, and assorted policymakers. It rep-' resented all sections of the country and had a healthy contingent
from California.

As a result of its 2 years of work on the National Assessment,
the panel developed its own consensus on a set of ideas which we
believe should inform the reauthorization. And those are the ideas
set forth in our statement that I wish to submit for the record.

Chapter 1 has had many accomplishments in almost 30 years of
providing Federal financial assistance to school districts. The panel
strongly believes that it must continue to play a vital role in meet-
ing the educational needs of poor and educationally disadvantaged
students. But Chapter 1 must be modernized.

The law remains structured, essentially, on the basis of what was
thought in the 1960s to be the best way to bring educationally dis-
advantaged youngsters up to a grade level so that they could suc-
ceed in the regular program. Providing supplementary remediation
to individual students has been considered the effective treatment.

Chapter 1 has been considered a success if students do not fall
further behind. The standard embodied in the law is that Chapter
1 has succeeded unless there is no improvement or a decline jn im-
provement in basic skills on nationally normed, multiple choice
tests.

The Independent Review Panel concluded that Chapter 1 must
focus on upgrading the entire school program. It must adopt much
higher standards. It must have an entirely new assessment system.
No matter how good the Chapter 1 program isand many have
been excellentno matter how hard Chapter 1 teachers tryand
thousands certainly have-30 minutes a day does not compensate
for the other 6 hours of low expectations, repetitious drills on dis-
crete, rudimentary skills, unchallenging curriculum, and ineffec-
tive instruction.

The standards for Chapter 1 students ,should be the States' high-
est standards in core academic subjects which are expected of non-
Chapter 1 students.

Chapter 1 cannot continue to operate as a separate and parallel
program. The yoke of national evaluation of aggregated gains on
test scores must be lifted so that States can measure the progress
of Chapter 1 students in schools, not in relation to each other, but
against meaningful content standards which require the ability to
think and solve problems.
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Preventing academic failure, in the first instance, is more effec-
tive than trying to remediate learning problems. Thus Chapter 1
should contribute to an intensive and comprehensive investment in
the earliest years without waiting for children to become program
eligible.

The same should be true for limited English proficient students.
LEP students should receive timely help so that they become Eng-
lish proficient and academically successful in order not to fall
behind their peers.

Restructuring Chapter 1 so that it helps prevents failure, sup-
ports school reform, encourages reaching for high standards, and
measures what students actually know will require new kinds of
assistance for students, parents and school staff.

How can Chapter 1 do this?
Chapter 1 can provide the glue to coordinate health and social

services for students and their families either at the school site or
linked to off-site services. Many Chapter 1 students are already eli-
gible for services under medicaid for example. It usually falls to
the principals and teachers to help children and parents obtain
access to multiple service providers. The student with a serious
toothache cannot do quadratic equations. Therefore, it seems to the
panel that Chapter 1 could be used to help collaborate these health
and social services.

Chapter 1 must redouble its historic commitment to parent in-
volvement. The panel has two recommendations in this regard.

First, within Chapter 1 schools, parents must be knowledgeable
about the new standards and how effective the school is or is not in
attaining them. Parents must also have support through Chapter 1
and related programs so they can improve their own educational
skills and thus better support their children's learning.

Second, the panel would like to recommend parent assistance
centers for Chapter 1, such as those provided for the parents of
children with disabilities, that could supplement and support
parent training and involvement.

Chapter 1 must make investments in professional development
for all staff to enhance subject matter content and instructional
skills which are tied to the content standards. Based on their diag-
nosis of the help they need in reaching high goals, schools should
decide how to invest in professional development, and Federal and
State governments must play complementary roles by spurring the
development of suppliers of high quality help. By placing these de-
cisions and resources in the schools, the panel hopes that Chapter 1
could provide information and human resources for teachers and
principals which they now lack.

The final component of support for restructured Chapter 1 is
greater targeting of Chapter 1 funds in the highest poverty schools
which have the highest concentrations of low achieving students.
The panel believes that it is unconscionable for Chapter 1 to be
serving students in low-poverty schools who are achieving above
the national average while others in the lowest achievement group
get no extra help.

The panel has several recommendations in this regard ranging
from improving the measure of poverty, to raising the district

38
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threshold, to various weighting and ranking features, which I can
go into, in more detail but are covered in the panel statement.

We would also call for the end to Chapter I's perverse incentive
that penalizes schools which raise achievement.

Finally, the Independent Review Panel dealt with Chapter 1
services for non-public schools and for the Chapter I Migrant Edu-
cation Program as well.

With respect to the non-public school program, although private
school participation has almost reached levels that existed prior to
Aguilar v. Felton, much of that gain is due to computer-assisted in-
struction, not face-to-face instruction. The quality of much of this
computer-assisted instruction leaves a lot to be desired.

In addition, the private school community believes that public
school authorities, too often, dictate services and methods of deliv-
ery which are not considered equitable or educationally effective.
The panel thinks that better, more effective coordination between
public and non-public school officials and perhaps a greater use of
third-party contractors on neutral sites might alleviate some of
these problems.

Secondly, the Chapter 1 Migrant Program mostly serves students
who are not currently migratorythose at greatest risk of educa-
tional failure. Most of the students served by the program do not
move across State lines. The migrant program is the only source of
supplementary educational services for 71 percent of the migrant
children, both currently and formerly.

In the panel's view, formerly migrant children who have not had
a qualifying move within a year or two should not be the responsi-
bility of this program. They should be the responsibility of States
and local school systems and the regular Chapter 1 program.

Currently, migratory children should be automatically provided
appropriate Chapter 1 services just as non-migratory students are.
In fact, if Chapter 1 were restructured to focus on the whole school,
local administrators would not have to worry about who was cur-
rently and who was formerly. It also seemed to the panel that the
cost of the $8 million computerized student record transfer system
is not a wise expenditure of scarce Federal resources especially in a
program where most of the students are not migrating.

The panel would spend that money, that $8 million, not on a
computerized record transfer system but would rather see it spent
on currently migrant children. And the school districts can trans-
fer records for migrants students the same way they do for every-
body else, by fax and by mail.

Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. McClure follows:1
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Chairman Kildee, Mr. Goodling, members of the subcommittee.

I testify today on behalf of the Independent Review Panel of the

National Assessment of chapter 1. The Independent Review Panel was

a diverse group comprised of local educators--two Chapter 1

teachers, a parent, a principal, a superintendent, two school board

members-- a atholic school administrator, throe state Chapter 1

administrators, academicians with varying specialties, and policy

makers. It 4epresented all sections of the country. As a result

of its two years of work on the National Assessment, the Panel

developed its own consensus on a set of ideas which we believe

should inform reauthorization of Chapter 1. Those ideas are set

forth in the Statement which I wish to submit for the record. My

introductory comments will be brief.

Chapter 1 has had many accomplishments in its almost 30 years

of providing federal financial assistance to school districts. The

Panel believes strongly that it must continue to play a vital role

r)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



37

in meeting the educational needs of poor and educationally

disadvantaged students. But Chapter I must be modernized. The law

remains structured essentially on the basis of what was thought in

the 1960's to be the best way to bring educationally disadvantaged

youngsters up to grade level so that they could succeed in the

regular program. Providing supplementary remediation to individual

students .Jeen considered the effective treatment. Chapter 1

has been considered a success if students do not fall further

behind. The

succeeded unl

improvement in

tests.

tandard embodied in the law is that Chapter 1 has

ass there is no improvement or a decline in

basic skills on nationally normed, multiple choice

ixThe Ind4 ndent Review Panel has concluded that Chapter 1 must

focus on upgrading the entire school program. It must adopt much

higher standards. It must have an entirely new assessment system.

No matter how good the Chapter 1 program is--and many have been

excellent--no matter how hard Chapter 1 teachers try--and many

41
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thousands have - -30 minutes a day does not compensate for the other

six hours of low expectations, repetitious drill on discrete

rudimentary skills, unchallenging curriculum, and ineffective

instruction. The standards for Chapter 1 students should be the

states highest standards in core academic sUbjects which are

expected of non Chapter 1 students. Chapter 1 cannot continue to

operate as a separate and parallel program. The yoke of national

evaluation of aggregated gains on test scores must be lifted so

that states can measure the progress of Chapter 1 students and

schools, not in relation to each other, but against meaningful

content standards which require the abi1ity to think and solve

problems.

Preventing academic failure in the first instance is more

effective than trying to re:mediate learning problems. Thus Chapter

1 should contribute to an intensive and comprehensive investment in

the eaCiest years without waiting for children to become program

eligible. The same should be true for limited English proficient

students. LEP students should receive timely help so that they
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become English proficient and academically successful in order not

to fall behind their peers.

Restructuring Chapter 1 so that it helps prevent failure,

supports school reform, encourages reaching for high standards, and

measures what students actually know will require new kinds of

assistance for sturients, parents, and school staff. How can

chapter 1 do this?

Chapter 1 can provide the "glue" to coordinate health and

social services for students and their families either at the

school site or linked to off-site services. Many Chapter 1

students are already eligible for services, such as Medicaid's

Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment, immunization

and detection C.;44;14 t--"(44)64°124bac'elcjIL4-4(mIl"ua y falls to principals

and teachers to help children and parents obtain access to multiple

service providers. Why not use Chapter 1 funds to establish the

collaboration of these services, especially in the highest poverty

A1 3

BEST COPY AURAE



40

schools?

Chapter I must redouble its historic commitment to parent

involvement and suppor'... The Panel has two recommendations in this

regard. First, within Chapter 1 schools parents must be

knowledgeable about the new standards and how effective the school

iN-4Ax.xv-644.1,1.4Akio0A0104,44.

is in attaining vmdemic succosort Parents must also have support

through Chapter 1 and related programs so that they can improve

their own educational skills and thus better support their

children's learning. Second, parent assistanceA such as those

provided for the parents of children with disabilities, could

supplement and support parent training and involvwmont.

Chapter I must make investments in professional development

for all staff to enhance subject matter content and instructional

skills which are tied to the content standards. Based on their

diagnosis of the help they need in reaching high goals, schools

should decide how to invest in professional development. States and

or.
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the federal government must play complimentary roles by spurring

the development of suppliers of high quality professional help and

by providing an evaluation and dissemination function. Sy placing

these decisions and resources in the schools, the Panel hopes that

tv..(6frwaSk..A. &iA A.u..e...A.A.. rui 1-thAuts
Chapter 1 could f 11

The final component of support for a restructured Chapter 1 is

greater targeting of Chapter 1 funds in the highest poverty schools

which have the highest concentrations of low achieving students.

The Panel believes that it is unconscionable for Chapter 1 to be

serving students in low poverty schools who are achieving above the

national average while others in the lowest achievement group get

no extra help. The Panel has several specific recommendations for

targeting
)

ranging from improving the measures of poverty, raising

the threshold for district eligibility, making concentration0

grants a far higher percentage of the total appropriations,

weighting both concentration and basic grants in a way that

recognizes school districts' concentrations (not just numbers) of
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poor children, and permitting states to target only those schools

which are at or above the state or national average of poverty.

The Panel is also calling for the end to Chapter l's perverse

incentive that penalises schools which raise achievement. This

results from the allocation of money among Chapter 1 schools based

on the number and needs of children to be served. It rewards

schools that fail and punishes schools that succeed.

Finally, the Independent Review Panel devoted much attention

to Chapter 1 services for non-public schools and to the Chapter 1

Migrant Education Program.

First with respect to the non-public school program. Although

private school participation has almost reached levels that existed

prior to Aauilar v, Felton, much of that gain is due to computer

assisted instruction, not face-to-face instruction. The quality of

most computer assisted instruction leaves a lot to be desired. In

G
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addition, the private school community believes that public school

authorities too often dictate services and methods of delivery

which are not considered equitable or educationally effective.

Setter and more effective public/non-public.school coordination and

perhaps greater use of third-party contractors on neutral sites

would alleviate some of-these problems.

Second, the Chapter 1 Migrant Program mostly serves students

who are not currently migratory--those at greatest risk of

educational failure. Most of the students serveld by the program

do not move across state lines. The migrant program is the only

source of supplementary educational services for 71% of migrant

children--both currently and formerly migrant.

In the Panel's view, formerly migrant children who have not

had a quali*ying move within a year or two should be the primary

responsibility of states and local school systems and the regular

Chapter I program. Currently migratory children should

4 7
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automatically be provided appropriate Chapter 1 services just as

non-migratory students are. In fact, if Chapter 1 were

restructured to focus on the whole school, local administrators

would not have to worry about eligibility and who was currently and

who was formerly a migrant student. It also seems to the Panel

that the cost of the $8 million computerized student record

transfer system is not a wise expenditure of scarce federal funds

when for those students who do migrate, school officials mostly

transfer records the same way they do for all other students, by

fax and by mail. The Panel would rather see that money spent on

meeting the needs of currently migrant children.
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STATEMENT OF

INDEPENDENT REVIEW PANEL

OF THE

NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF CHAFFER I

The Independent Review Panel was established by Congress in the 1990 National

Assessment of Chapter 1 Act (P.L. 101-305). The act called for the acca-ccrnent by the

Department of Education to be 'planned, reviewed and conducted in consultation with an

independent panel of researchers, State practitioners, local practitioners, and other appropriate

individuals including individuals with a background in conducting congressionally mandated

national accec rnents of Chapter 1."

The Independent Review Panel was composed of people with diverse backgrounds and

occupations who share a concern for improving the educational opportunities of America's most

educationally disadvantaged students, especially those in schools with the high concentrations

of poverty. For the welfare of these students, their families, and the nation, these students must

acquire the high-level skills and knowledge they need to obtain gainful employment and some

form of postsecondary training.

The Panel convened 10 times following its initial meeting in January 1991. At

subsequent meetings the Panel reviewed research already in progress; advised the Department

of Education about other necessary research; consulted with Department officials, contractors,

and practitioners concerning the status of educationally disadvantaged children and the

implementation of the 1988 Hawkins-Stafford amendments; and requested special reports and

1
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presentations for Panel meetings. The Panel very much appreciates the contributions all these

people made to our deliberations and to the National Assessment of Chapter 1. The Panel also

met independently of the Department to discuss how it would fulfill its statutory mandate.

This Panel has agreed to recommend some changes that would transform the Chapter 1

program in several fundamental ways, and thereby better fulfill its purpose. Therefore, along

with the Final Report to Congress on the National Assessment of Chapter 1, the Panel submits

this report--its own statement to Congress and to the Secretary of Education. We do so not

because we necessarily disagree with the Department of Education but because we have reached

consensus on a set of ideas that we believe should inform reauthorization.

The Panel strongly endorses the continuing vital role of Chapter 1 in meeting the special

educational needs of poor and disadvantaged students. Like its predecessor, Title I of the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Chapter 1 establishM a legislative framework

and resources that provide critical federal leverage to help states and local school systems meet

the educational needs of disadvantaged students in 90 percent of the nation's school systems.

That leverage remains important today.

Chapter 1 has had some remarkable accomplishments. It focused the attention of

eduLators and policymakers on the needs of poor and educationally disadvantage.ci students. The

legislation explicitly recognized that concentrations of children from low-income families

affected the ability of school systems to mmt those needs. Chapter 1 deserves some credit for

the narrowing of the achievement gap in basic skills between disadvantaged students and their

advantaged peers from 1971 through 1988. (From 1988 to 1990, however, the gap for nine-

year-olds widened substantially.) And Title I recognized the importance of getting parents more

2
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involved in their children's education long before parental involvement became the conventional

wisdom that it is today.

The 1988 amendments to the Chapter 1 act attempted to strengthen the law by introducing

a schoolwide focus in the highest-poverty schools, an emphasis on advanced skills, a new

accountability system, and better coordination with the regular program. These changes pointed

in the right direction but made changes only at the margins.

Since the inception of the program 27 years ago, much has changed in education and the

larger society. Research and practice have demonstrated that children, regardless of economic

circumstance, can achieve at high levels given the necessary support, expectations, and

resources. Research in teaching and learning has challenged the prevailing assumption that

children can learn complex skills only after l'oey have mastered basic skills and has suggested

instead that basic and advanced skills are better learned at the same time. The demographic and

economic transformation of the United States has increased the number of educationally

disadvantaged students in the United States while raising the level of knowledge and skills

required for high-paying jobs. The growth in child poverty means that schools must serve many

more children who lack the cognitive and language prerequisites for learning. Increasing

numbers of immigrants to the United States pose additional challenges to public schools.

Of all the challenges Chapter I has had to face in the past quarter-century, perhaps the

most significant is the demand for higher educational standards and performance spurred by state

and federal political leaders. The adoption of National Education Goals has established

expectations that all students can attain high-level skills and knowledge in challenging academic

subjects. These changed circumstancesbetter knowledge of promising practices for

3
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disadvantaged youth, major changes in skills required for success after high school, increasing

numbers of students who are poor and lack proficiency in English--create the historic opportunity

for Congress and the executive branch to examine whether Chapter 1 is fulfilling its purpose as

effectively as it might.

The Independent Review Panel has concluded that several prominent features of the

Chapter 1 program serve as deterrents to upgrading the quality of education in the nation's

schools with the highest concentrations of poor and low-achieving children;

1. The Chapter 1 program is strongly rooted in the notion that 30 minutes a

day of individual instruction will raise a child's achievement to what is

"expected" for the child's age or grade. In fact, the whole school

program needs reforming.

2. The highest de facto aim of the Chapter 1 program is to help children achieve

low-level basic skills; the program is considerod a success if children do not fall

further behind. In fact, basic and higher-order skills need to be learned together,

and high standards set for all children.

3. The current system for allocating funds serves as a disincentive to raising the

performance of participants to the highest levels they arc capable of achieving,

because once test scores show improvement, funds are reallocated to students and

schools with lower scores. Chapter I funds should be allocated to eligible

schools on a per-poor-pupil basis and retained to sustain academic improvement.

4. Money is spread among too many districts and schools. Many high-poverty

schools and very low achieving studcnts receive no assistance, while affluent

r0 4-,
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schools receive funds for some students who score above the 50th percentile.

Funds need to be better targeted on schools with high concentrations of poverty.

5. Testing requirements are burdensome and fail to serve any of their multiple

intended purposes well. Norm-referenced, multiple-choice tests often are an

impediment to good teaching and high achievement because teachers drill students

on discrete items of information instead of engaging them in interpretation and

problem solving. A new assessment system is needed.

This statement by the Independent Review Panel addresses these toptcs and related issues,

and recommends actions that include serving students with limited proficiency in English (LEP)

on the same basis as other students in the Chapter I program, encouraging early intervention and

parental involvement in their children's (and their own) education, coordinating various services

to students, requiring professional development for Chapter I staff, providing incentives for

good teachers to serve the highest-poverty schools, requiting the states and localities to take

more responsibility for serving migrant students, and Improving Chapter I services for private

school students.

The recommendations are grouped into five sections. Section I addresses whole school

reform, high standards, and new methods of assessment, and suggests the means for funding

these reforms. Section U deals with preventing learning failure through early intervention and

inclusion of all students. Section Ur addresses targeting to teach schools and students most in

need. Section IV discusses the resources required to support the new focus for the Chapter I

program. Sectioo V deals with special Chapter 1 programs for private and sectarian school

students and migrants.

5
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1. Reforming the Whole School. 4stablishing High Standards.and implementing New

Assessmenti

The Panel agreed that the whole school program requires reform. High standards need

to be established for 211 students in high-poverty schools, and new assessment mechanisms put

in place to hold schools accountable for reaching those standards. Thus the Panel makes the

following recommendations:

Recommendation No 1. Reform the whole school.

Federal funds should be used to reform and improve the whole school program. No

matter how good the Chapter I program is, supplementary services for 30 to 40 minutes a day

cannot compensate for regular educational services with low expectations for the students,

ineffective curricula and instructional practices, and inadequately trained staff and professional

leadership.

Some local educators have embraced Chapter I schoolwide projects as an opportunity

to reform the whole school instead of focusing on the needs of individual students. Reduced

class size has meant that teachers can give a little extra attention to individual students

Teachers assume responsibility for all their students, including those who were formerly seen

as the responsibility of the Chapter I program. School staff makc time available for coordinated

planning and staff development directed at the goals they have set. Parental involvement is

improved, and there is increased attention to the health and social service needs of children

Implementing schoolwide projects seems to work best where there is a local or state commitment

to changing conditions in the poorest and lowest performing schools.

6
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The overall results of Chapter I schoolwide projxts have been meager, however.

Schools eligible to adopt a schoolwide focus have been slow to do so. Well over half of the

schools nationwide that could have chosen this option have not done so. Surveys and case

studies have found that the motivations for adoption of schoolwide projxts were mainly

administrative convenience and the ability to hire more staff. Very few principals considered

improving student achievement as an advantage or a goal of schoolwide flexibility. If the

Chapter 1 program were infused with a strong mission to improve student achievement on high

standards in all subjects, a schoolwide focus could more effectively be used to strengthen the

regular program.

Too often the discussion about schoolwide projects centers on where to set the poverty

threshold and how to provide traditional remediation to more students. Schoolwicle reform must

mean building an educational environment in which all audents (including those who have

limited English proficiency [LEP)) are expected to aim for high achievement, providing a

demanding curriculum, and employing instructional practices that engage students' minds and

curiosity. Reform alio means that knowledgeable teachers will teach the subjects in which they

are certified and that the principal will be a strong instructional leader. Teachers and principals

must control decisions on overall instructional goals, day-to-day strategies, and deployment of

resounes. AU teachers and aides require continuous professional training to hone their

pedagogical techniques and their subject-matter expertise, as well as their ability to help parents

help their children learn.

Prevention of failure in what', not just remediation, should be another major goal of

schoolwide reform. The law's current emphasis on meeting the special needs of educationally

7
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disadvantaged students requires children to fail before they become eligible for assistance.

Instead, when students show signs of needing extra help, they should get it right away without

waiting to become "program eligible."

The Panel considered several options for determining the threshold at which schools

would be able to operate as a Chapter 1 schoolwide project. Where the percentage is set

depends on the extent of targeting. If individual schools with very little poverty and.affluent

school systems were eliminated from Chapter 1 and funds were targeted only to schools with the

greatest need for federal assistance, all schools receiving Chapter 1 funds would be eligible to

adopt the schoolwide approach. For example, the law could establish that a school had to have

a minimum of 20 or 25 percent concentration of low-income students or be above the state or

national average percentage of school poverty to be eligible for Chapter 1 funds, and that all

schools at or above that percentage could operate schoolwide.

Alternatively, if more adequate targeting were not achieved, Chapter 1 schools below the

schoolwide threshold could target federal resources on low-achieving students but all teachers

for those students would be considered part of Chapter 1 and would participate in professional

development. In that way, there would be a nucleus of teachers, some funded by Chapter 1 and

some not, who would be responsible for bringing all eligible children up to the performance

standards. Schools over the threshold would be free to use Chapter 1 and all other resources

on total school improvement geared toward helping all students attain the standards.

Recommendation No 2' Emphasize higher-order skills and high standards for all students.

Chapter I must become the federal vehicle for assuring that all students in schools with
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high concentrations of poverty are taught tne same higher-order skills and knowledge other

children are expected to leant. States and local school systems must establish educational

standards for student learning and curriculum content that are applicable to all schools and

students. There must not be separate standards for Chapter 1 schools or students.

As a program focused on individual educationally disadvantaged students, Chapter 1

requires that children be sorted by their prior achievement and rernediation offered to those at

the lowest achievement level. This practice can have the effect of creating different curricula

and expectations for students of varying achievement levels. When students are removed from

the regular program for *replacement and *pull-out" classes, Chapter 1 is not even

supplemental. The law's requirement that Chapter 1 instruction be coordinated with the regular

program may mean simply that Chapter 1 instruction is reinforcing the rudimentary skills that

are taught ii a child's regular low ability' class. In that case, both the supplemental and regular

program have established a very low ceiling for student achievement.

The federal government is already supporting the development of voluntary national

standards in English, history, science, geography, the arts, and foreign languages, but those

standards may not be adopted by all the districts that receive Chapter 1 funds in time for this

reauthorization. But some states, and local systems as well, are developing standards and raising

academic requirements, or have already done so. Congress could require that states establish

performance standards in core academic subjects which will be applicable to all students,

including students in Chapter 1 schools.

Content standards in local school systems should be encouraged as long as the standards

comply with those the state has established. States that have already adopted content standards
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that meet professional criteria would simply submit them to the Secretary of Education for use

in Chapter I schools. The intent is to have a set of content standards--high and challenging--for

all students.

The Panel did not consider the precise mechanism of federal approval of state standards,

and we are not convinced that the Department of Education is equipped by itself to assure this

responsibility. However, as the official responsible for carrying out congressional intent, the

Secretary should have the final authority to approve performance standards.

A set of subject-matter content standards in each state would set a much higher aim for

Chapter 1 schools. The schoolwide reform approach described in Recommendation I would

relieve tmichers and administrators of the need to categorize children and to maintain the rigid

accounting of personnel and equipment. In return, the teachers and administrators would be

expected to raise student achievement and to assure that all students are making adequate

progress in attaining the standard for their age or grade in academic subjects. Much has been

made in recent years of the need for greater flexibility in the use of federal education funds.

Along with flexibility must come accountability for attaining far higher outcomes.

Not only content standards but also proficiency levels or benchmarks for progress should

be established. The objective is to measure the progress being made by individual students as

well as the whole school. Kentucky, for example, has adopted four levels-- novice, apprentice,

proficient, and distinguished--as measures of how well individual .alents as well as whole

schools are performing on the state's standards.

Flexibility also means more than simply letting all students have access to the reading

lab, for example. It means the freedom to reconfigure the school day, to foster cooperation

rJu
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among the instructional staff, to control school resources, and to be released from unnecessarily

restrictive mandates covering grouping of students, minutes of instruction, detailed curriculum

sequences, specific work rules, and other minutia of educational procedures. Flexibility is not

an end in itself but a means to accomplish the desired outcomes for every child.

Recommendation No 3. Focus on outcomes and adopt new assessments to measure them

Accountability sysknu must focut more on outcinnes than on regulation of process and

inputs. An outcome-based system of standards by which to hold schools accounrabk for results

requires assessments. The current requirement in Chapter 1 of nationally aggregated scores

based on norm-referenced, multiple-choice tests must be replaced with separate assessments for

national evaluation, school accountability, and individual student progress.

Testing has played a large role in Chapter 1, often leading to more testing of Chapter 1

students than other students. The federal requirement for national evaluation of program

effectiveness has driven states and districts to use norm-referenced tests because the results can

be aggregated on a common scale. The same tool is used for other purposes such as identifying

children for participation and allocating resources to and among students and schools.

This universal Chapter 1 measurement has had adverse consequences for Chapter 1

students and schools. Multiple-choice, norm-referencee tests do not tell us what students know

and can do against a meaningful standard. The student who can choose the correct word to fill

in the blank may not be able to write a complete complex sentence. Norm-referenced tests

simply measure whether one student or one school is doing better than another student or school.

The tests cover basic skills but underrepresent the kind of advanced thinking and comprehension
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skills that Congress stressed in 1988. Moreover, the emphasis placed on such tests distorts

teaching and learning.

In addition, test scores are used in ways that create disincentives for worldng hard to

raise student achievement. Tests determine which students are most in need of Chapter 1

services. If later test data show improved student achievement, funds are reallocated to other

students and schools with lower test scores. Given the very low cut-off score used in many

Chapter 1 schools to determine eligibility for services, students who "graduate out" of Chapter

1 may be performing better than others but still not achieving their maximum potential.

The program improvement requirements instituted in the 1988 amendments place high

stakes on demonstrating an increase in test scores to avoid the designation as a school in need

of improvement. The Panel has heard disturbir 2. reports that low-performing Chapter 1 students

are referred to special education or retained in grade so as to "improve" a school's average test

scores. This suggests that special education is viewed as an alternative to Chapter 1 and that

the problem must lie with the student rather than with the Chapter 1 program. LEP students,

as already mentioned, are also frequently excluded from Chapter 1 services and testing

requirements because the law specifies that they be included only if an assessment determines

that their poor educational performance is not due solely to lack of language proficiency.

A new assessment system must replace the use of this single tool. The new system

would have three broad functions: (1) to serve as a national evaluation of Chapter 1 schools and

students, (2) to serve as a measure of school progress and accountability, and (3) to provide

information about individual students for teachers and parents.

A national evaluation of Chapter 1 schools and students could be obtained through a
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periodic assessment based on a sample of students. This evaluation would give Congress and

federal evaluators a pieture of how well snedents in Chapter 1 schools are acquiring the skills

and knowledge expected of students at certain ages.

A wholly separate assessment system is required for measuring school progress and

accountability. Each state should create its own assessment system, directly tied to the standards

that it has established staaewide for all students. The assessments in the core academic subjects

(mathematics, English, histoty, , geography, and science) woukl be administered at several points

in a student's school career. Total school results would be reported publicly by number and

proportion of students attaining various proficiency levels. Results could also be disaggregated

for subpopulations, such as race, gender, and income level, so that the progress of students who

may be most at risk would not be masked by schoolwide averages. These assessments would

be used for holding Chapter 1 schools, school systems, and states accountable for increasing the

proficiency of all students on the state standards in each subject. Schools that are not making

progress would be subject to greater scrutiny, assistance, and intervention from local and state

authorities.

In the classroom, multiple measures designed by teachers could gauge the progress of

individual students and provide guidance to teachers, parents, and the students themselves

regarding their academic strengths and weaknesses.

Assessment systems must develop measures appropriate to certain children. Most

students who are disabled and who have limited proficiency in English should be held to the

same standards of academic achievement expected of all students and they should be included

in the assessments of performance. Otherwise, schools may not take seriously the need for these

13
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students to make adequate progress. The individual educational plan for children with

disabilities should incorporate the academic standards applicable to all students whenever

appropriate and consistent with a student's potential academic functioning.

Assessments for school accountability that are administered to students with disabilities

must be adapted as appropriate to the student's disability. For example, the performance of

students with .visual impairments could be assessed orally or in Braille. If it is not possible to

modify standardized instruments, performance assessments that provide a record of achievement

over time may provide a more accurate measure of student achievement. LEP students should

be assessed in the language of instruction, whether that is English or their native language,

whenever practicable, as long as they have had sufficient instruction in the language in which

they are tested.

Assessments must be appropriate for the age of the child. Very young children

(prekindergarten through grade 2) should not be expected to take written examinations, but they

could be assessed on oral language and comprehension.

When Chapter 1 funds are used schoolwide, tects would not be used to determine

eligibility for Chapter 1 services. Chapter 1 would serve as a catalyst for schoolwide reform.

Schools would be held accountable for ensuring that all children are making progress toward

achieving the academic standards. So that schools are not penalized for academic success by

losing Chapter 1 funding, money should be allocated on a per-poor-pupil basis and remain at the

school in order to sustain continued improvement. Test results would no longer be a factor in

allocating Chapter 1 funds. In order to permit a degree of local discretion in spending federal

and state funds where they are most needed, the law might take into consideration the use of

14
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state compensatory or school improvement grants, so long as there is no disincentive for striving

for the highest possible academic achievement.

Recommendation No. 4: The faderal_government should provide matching funds to states to

'. I I II II I I, ;r

The refornts o f Chapter 1 Just mcommended will require extra funds for casts involved

in adopting content standards, developing curriculum tied to those standards, and developing

new assessment measures. These Wits could be met if the federal government were to provide

matching funds to states for complying with the new requirements. These costs should not come

out of Chapter 1 grants to states and districts, which are already insufficient to serve all eligible

children_

LI Preventing Ixarninf Failure Intervening Early. and Including All Students

The new focus on schools requires intervening early to prevent students from failing, and

expanding Chapter I to include all needy students. Thus the Panel makes the following two

recommendations:

I I I t .1 . , I I I 1, I I .111.1 I.. 1.1 1 I 1. .1 .
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The Chapter 1 program should be used to prevent school problems rather than to treat

them. To that end, more emphasis should be given to the early years when such intervention has

high payoffi. Family literacy activities and programs such as Even Start should be made

IS
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available to support and enhance the ability of parents to fulfill their role as children's first and

most significant teachers.

Data unequivocally affirm the importance and cost-effectiveness of early intervention.

Only a small percentage of Chapter 1 funds is spent on preschool and kindergarten children and

their families, partly because there are other federal programs, such as Head Start, and some

state funding. But there are other reasons as well for Chapter 1 's low investment in early

childhood education. One reason is the perceived eligibility requirements for young children.

Although educational need is a requirement for eligibility, standardized tests for young children

are not. Indeed, norm-referenced tests are not required under Chapter 1 for students below

grade 3. Using such tests to assess the eligibility of preschoolers for Chapter 1 services,

nonetheless, is widespread, costly, and unnei-Pcsary.

For preschool and kindergarten children who are not attending a school eligible for a

schoolwide project, eligibility should be determined by poverty, not educational need. Other

factors-- including biological risk, diagnosed medical disorders, family education, and household

characteristicsalso should be considered.

The limited investment of Chapter 1 funds in early childhood programs stems also from

too narrow a conception of what "early childhood education" means, It should span services for

children from birth to age eight and for their families. Moreover, gains for preschoolers will

be sustained only when the investment in services to give children an early advantage is

continued in the elementary grades. Comprehensive services are especially important for the

youngest children.

Because we know that parents are children's first, most important, and most durable
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teachers, the Chapter 1 program should encourage parental education and training for self-

sufficiency. Wherever possible, Chapter 1 resources should be combined with other resources

to accomplish these ends.

Recommendation No. 6: Extend Chapter 1 services to all LEP students.

Chapter I should be the primary vehick of the federal government for providing

assistance for all children who attend schools with high concentrations of poverty. Toward that

end, the Chapter I law should be changed: Students with limited English proficiency should not

be excluded from the benefit of Chapter I services because the source of their educational

problems is their lack of fluency In English.

Under current law, LEP children are not eligible to participate in the Chapter 1 program

if the source of their educational problems is their lack of fluency in English to perform ordinary

classroom work in English. The assumption is that other funds, such as the federal Title VII

program, are earmarked for sewing the languAge acquisition needs of these children. Few

districts, however, receive Title VII funds because, unlike Chapter 1, Title VII is a compeftve

grant program, not 2 formula-driven program.

LEP students often get far too little timely help dealing with their problems in school.

They learn English eventualk but what they learn may not be the language needed for academic

development. By the time they do learn English, they are so far behind their peers in school

that they never catch up with them academically. The goals for LEP students are English

proficiency and academic success.

The retention and development of the home language and culture are important in all

70-041 0 93 3
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grades, but especially so in ,he early years. Many children start their formal schooling with no

knowledge of English. Chipter 1 preschool programs using only English do a disservice to non-

English-spealdng families whose children drop and eventually lose their primary languageand

with it their ability to communicate with members of older family generations. Whenever

possible, instruction for young children should use the home language while they learn English.
..

Revision of Section 1014 D of Chapter 1 would eliminate barriers to serving LEP

students. That change, along with other recommendations regarding staff development and

information in the home language for the parents of LEP students, would go a long way toward

meeting the educational needs of the fastest-growing segment of the school-age population.

ILI-lintrainslaikackkhualualitaicatatigainliccd

The Chapter 1 program suffers from trying to be all things to all peopletargeting money

to schools with high concentrations of low-income families while sptrading money around to as

many districts and schools as possible. These are no perfect solutions to these problems but

there are alternatives that would distribute funds mote in accord with the research findings on

achievement in schools with high concentrations of poor children while maintaining political

support for the program. The Panel believes that it is unconscionable for this program to be

spending money on children who am achieving above the national average while other children

in the lowest achievement group get no assistance at all. The Panel therefore makes the

following recommendation:

111
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gecommendation Noa; Improve targeting of high-poverty schools

Chapter I should place greater priority on reaching the most educationally disadvantaged

students who are disproportionately concentrated in high-poverty schools. many of whom are not

now being served.

Chapter 1 recognized from its inception in 1965 that the incidence of low-achieving

students is much greater in schools that have high concentrations of poor children than in schools

that have few poor students. The National Assessment of Chapter 1 in 1987 found that a

concentration of poor children in a school multiplies the adverse effect of poverty on a child's

academic achievement, independent of the family's economic circumstances. Conversely, a poor

child who attends a low-poverty school is likely to have higher academic achievement. These

findings are confirmed by the Prospects longitudinal survey in 1992. As reported in the Interim

Report of the present National Assessment:

The incidence of low-achieving Chapter 1 students is three times greater in

schools with high concentrations of poverty than in schools with low poverty.

The aurae& achievement of rtudents in high-poverty schools is lower than the

achievement of Chapter 1 students in low-poverty schools.

Although Chapter I disproportionately targets high- poverty schools and the

lowest achievers (i.e., below the 30th percentile), 18 percent of Chapter 1 third-

graders were performing above the 50th percentile while 60 percent of the very

lowest achieving third-graders were receiving no Chapter 1 reading services.

As a result of the distributive mechanisms employed to allocate funds, some very affluent

districts receive money while inner-city and rural areas with high concentrations of poverty are

19
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forced to deny funding to some very poor schools and very disadvantaged students.

The Chapter 1 formula counts uumbers but not concentrations of poor children; any

county in the United States with at least 10 poor children is eligible for Chapter 1 funds. In

1988, in an attempt to target MOM on higher-poverty areas in allocation, Congress reintroduced

concentration grants. Counties are eligible for concentration grants if they have at least 6,500

or 15 percent of the children ages 5 to 17 living in poverty. Concentration grants, however,

account for only 10 percent of all Chapter 1 funds. Sixty percent of all counties receive

concentration grants, consequently these grants produce only a modest improvement in targeting.

Federal law does recognize concentrations of poverty within districts by requiring that

schools at or above the districtwide average of poverty receive money, but there are several

exceptions to this requirement which makes it possible to distribute' money more widely.

Districts face enormous political tensions in their choice between making as many schools as

possible eligible and narrowing the selection criteria to maximize the impact of Chapter 1 in

schools that need it the most.

The Problem of Measuring Povero,

The data used to determine who is poor creates an additional problem with targeting.

The Chapter 1 formula uses decennial census data, which are an unsatisfactory measure of

poverty for several reasons:

Census data are widely believed to undercount poverty, particularly in cities.

These data do not reflect economic and social changes over the decade among and

fTh
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within states; they impose a snapshot of one point in time across 10 years.

The Census defines poverty by a nationwide index that does no reflect regional

cost of living diffeiences.

These problems are made more intractable by using counties as the unit of

ineasurement, because there ,is no database for poverty statistics at the school

district level.

At the district level, counts of students receiving free and reduced-price lunch are

commonly employed to determine which schools are eligible because schools do not maintain

current information on family income for all students. But those data also undercount students

because parents have to complete an application. For reasons having to do with culture, legal

status, and stigma, parents may not submit a lunch eligibility form to the school.

Options to Improve Targeting

The following options, singly or in combination, should be seriously considered to

improve the targeting of Chapter 1 resources to those schools which need the help the most.

Any of these recommendations is likely to have different effects in different localities. Use of

any of these options must not create a disincentive to desegregate schools.

The basic threshold for receiving any Chapter 1 funds should be increased; for

example it could be raised from 10 poor children in a county to 10 percent poor

children in a district.

Concentration grants with the current thresholds could be increased from 10

percent to a higher proportion of total appropriations, such as 30 percent or 40

21
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percent.

Each state could calculate its statewide average concentration of poverty in

schools, using data for only those students who are eligible for free lunch. Each

school in the state that equaled or exceeded that average or the national average,

whiclever is greater, would be designated Chapter 1-eligible. The state would

then distrthute funds to districts based on the count of poor children in the

district's Chapter 1-eligible schools. The district could then choose to serve some

or all of its eligible schools. This proposal would concentrate funds more

intensively on the highest-poverty schools.

Concentration and basic grants could be combined and a weighting factor (based

on varying levels of povesty) assigned to school systems. For example, a school

district in which 60 percent of the children are poor would receive more dollars

per poor child than a district in which only 15 percent of the children are poor

Such a system would recognize concentrations of poverty to a greater degree

while reducing funds to less poor districts.

To alleviate the stigma that some parents and students attach to applying for free

and reduced-price lunch, schools with very high concentrations of children

receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), children living in

foster homes or homeless shelters, or children of immigrants could simply count

all these children as eligible for a free lunch. Another possibility already used

by some large urban districts is to use a composite index of various measures of

poverty instead of a single one, in order to reflect the presence of poor children
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more accurately.

IV. Resources Required to Support the New Focus for Chapter 1

Changing the focus for the Chapter 1 program requires that the highest-poverty schools

have fiscal resources, highly trained personnel, support for parents and coordination of health

and social services for students. To these ends, the Panel makes the following three

recommendations:

Chapter 1 funds have always been intended to be supplementary to state and locai

expenditures for education. This requirement has always applied within districts, but the law

does not take into account disparities in district revenue per pupil, taxeffort, cost-of-living, and

the greater needs of students in schools with high concentrations of poor children.

Chapter 1 has historically required that federal funds supplement not supplant state and

local expenditures. A measure known as "comparability" WAS introduced as a means of

determining whether Chapter 1 funds were supplementary. Districts had to demonstrate that

their Chapter 1 schools were 'substantially comparable" to the average ofnon-Chapter 1 schools

on a per-pupil basis with respect to certified staff, noncertified staff, and instructional matenals

Salary increments due to seniority were exempt from the computations. Cu -ant requirements

are considerably less stringent, requiring only a showing of comparability on either a ratio of

students per total staff or a ratio of per-pupil expenditures.

Comparability is designed to assure that Chapter l's supplementary funds are used to

provide to Chapter 1 students services that they would not have received in the absence of

federal funds. Comparability historically has been treated as an issue within districts. Research
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done for this National Assessment suggests, on the basis ofa limited sample, that high- and low-

poverty schools within districts are comparable but that comparability does not extend across

districts. The absence of an even base is attributable to variations in district revenue per 7supil

to support education. Other research shows that these differences in district revenue exist in

virtually all states, to one degree or another. Concentrations of poverty are found both in low-

revenue and high-revenue districts.

The research further suggests that spending equal dollars per pupil in high- and low-

poverty schools does not in fact establish an even base, because schools with large

concentrations of poor children have far greater needs than those with only a few poor students.

Because the research concerning Chapter 1 resources in the context of state and local

expenditures was not completed until after the Panel's last meeting, it did not discuss specific

recommendations to remedy intra-state inequities. However, the Panel did agree that incentives

to attract the most highly qualified teachers, professional development for all staff, parental

involvement and coordination of health and social services for students are essential to achieving

the goals of a newly reauthorized Chapter 1.

Recommendation No. 8: Provide incentives for good teachers to serve highest-poverty

schools

The Panel recommends that Congress consider a program of incentives to attract and

retain the most highly qualified teachers to serve in the highest-poverty schools.

Schools serving large concentrations of poor children are likely to have the least well-

trained classroom teachers and the fewest extra resource teachers. These same schools also

1-9
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employ many Chapter 1 aides who are prcviding instruction, even though many of them have

only a high school diploma. These schools need a stable cadre of experienced and highly trained

teachers and other pfessional staff with the subject-matter expertise and pedagogical skills to

help all children meet much higher academic standards.

The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards is designed to identify and

certify teachers with these qualifications. Earning National Board Certification promises to be

the most rigorous national indicator of qualifications and experience. The process of National

Board Certification is scheduled to begin shortly after Chapter 1 is reauthorized. To maximize

the opportunity for National Board-certified teachers to work in the highest-poverty Chapter 1

schools in each state, Congress could adopt two kinds of incentives:

1. The federal government could provide incentive pay directly to National

Board-certified teachers working in high-poverty schools. A salary

supplemmt might induce board-certified teachers to transfer to or remain

in these schools; such a supplement might further provide an incentive for

teachers already in high-poverty schools to smk National Board

Certification. The certified teachers, for example, could mctive an

additional $2,000 to $3,000 or a fixed percentage of their base salary

directly from the fmteral government. These salary supplements should

be funded separately from basic and concentration grants.

2. The federal government could provide financial incentives to local school

districts for each National Board-certified teacher assigned to high-poverty

schools, thus reducing the cost of assigning more highly paid teachers to

25
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School staff need to be engaged in long-term training efforts. Self-examination is needed

to persuade staff that chanr is needed. Teachers, paraprofessionals, administrators, and parents

should be involved in designing professional development activities that will enable staff to

acquire the skills and knowledge they identify as important for sur xful teaching. Above all,

the professional development should be geared to the curriculum and teaching methods best

calculated to meet the standards that the schools are striving to attain. In that way, the

investment will not be frittered away on things which teachers and administrators think will help

but which turn out to be of little assistance to them or to the students. In schools that enroll

LEP students, professional development funds should be spent on training and helping the

teachers who serve these students gain appropriate credentials.

The role of the state is to create suppliers of high-quality professional development

services that schools and districts may purchase. State education agencies should not augment

their own in-house capacity but should stimulate the development of professional assistance

through proposals from private agencies, institutions of higher education, local school systems,

and others, and should contract only with those most likely to provide services of the highest

quality. Once these entities are established, their continued existence would depend on the

quality of and demand for their expertise.

The federal role would be to evaluate and disseminate information about sources of

professional development that have a proven record of effective work in Chapter 1 schools.

Serious consideration should be given to consolidating numerous federally supported technical

assistance centers. Teachers rarely have professional networks that connect them with the best

available resources. Chapter 1 professional development funds would fill that void by creating
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a national clearinghouse to disseminate information through newsleners, videotapes, and

teleconferences.

II II .. # %A., 1I I . twat, vi I t

The historic monument of Chmter 1 to parent inothement must be re-energized and

refocu.sed on attaining the higher learning OUICOMes embodied in the new standards and

proficiencies required of all children. Family literacy activities and programs such as Even Stan

should be made available to suppon and enhance the ability of parents to fidfill their role as

children's first and mast significant teachers.

The Chapter 1 program must continue to mandate the involvement of parents in their

children's education. The legal mandates too frequently result in pro forma compliance rather

than genuine parental involvement. Without the mandates, however, parents' own efforts to be

involved will be frustrated. School district and state leadership, and a commitment of resources

to foster meaningful parental engagement, will be undercut.

The shift of Chapter I from being an appendage to the regular program to being an agent

of reform for the regular program should not be an excuse for deemphasizing the support and

involvement of hard-to-reach parents. When educators ask parents how the school can meet

their needswhether they be home-based learning activities, continuing education, or English

classesthe parents are more likr'y so become involved because the school is responding to them

rather than to teachers' interests and needs. Schoolwide projects will create many new

opportunities for bringing all parents into the educational enterprise and for working with other
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community agencies devoted to the welfare of children. Chapter 1 parents and their children

will not be viewed as a separate part of the school community.

Parental involvement requires a coordinated approach:

The schools must provide training for parents on how to evaluate the school's

effectiveness in achieving the standards, including what the standards mean, how

the assessments will be used, how the funds will be spent, how the outcomes

should be evaluated, and how the school's deficiencies should be diagnosed and

remedied.

The schools must make direct contact with every child's parents, family, or other

adult related to or caring for the child at least once a year, preferably at least

twice a year, to discuss the child's progress and ways in which both the school

and the family can sustain or increase that progress.

The schools must support parents through programs such as Even Start, family

literacy, and other two-generation programs, which enable adults to improve their

own educational skills so that they can help their children do well in school.

Each school should have a professional coordinator for parents (or one for a small

district) to plan parent meetings, to provide parents with work and activities

children can do at home, to attend regional and national meetings featuring

exemplary programs of parent-school partnerships, and to make home visits to

encourage parental participation in school activities.

Each school should have all Chapter 1 legal requirements, regulations, or policy

guidance pertaining to the role of parents available in languages understandable
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to parents.

Schools should use Chapter I and other resources to Bay parents' expenses for

attending school meetings or for attending regional and national training sessions,

and to pay teachers for home visits after school hours.

Schools must provide Chapter I professional development for staff, which

includes 'sustained attention to family-school interactions, with special focus on

maximizing the engagement and strengths of culturally and linguistically diverse

populations to participate and conhibute.

The Panel recommends that Chapter I provide new, supplementary mechanisms to

support parental involvement which do not rely exclusively on schools and districts to provide

training. There are two options:

I. To encourage diatricts and schools to contract with nonprofit, community-based

organizations chosen by parents to help them understand the goals of Chapter I

for their children and to assess the performance of their own children, as well as

that of the entire school; and

2. To fund parental assistance centers, similar to those for the parents of disabled

students, in each state with a separate line item in the Chapter I appropriations.

II .1 I 41

In order to succeed in school, all children in a Chapter I school must have access to

health and soda! services. Mose services might be delivered at the school or linked to off-site

but accessOle health clinics and social service agencies. Chapter I wmdd not pay for these
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to parents.

Schools should use Chapter 1 and other resources to pay parents' expenses for

attending school meetings or for attending regional and national training sessions,

and to pay teachers for home visits after school hours.

Schools must provide Chapter 1 professional development for staff, which

includes sustained attention to family-school interactions, with special focus on

maximizing the engagement and strengths of culturally and linguistically diverse

populations to participate and contribute.

The Panel recommends that Chapter 1 provide new, supplementary mechanisms to

support parental involvement whi zh do not rely exclusively on schools and districts to provitle

training. There are two options:

1. To encourage districts and schools to contract with nonprofit, community-based

organizations chosen by parents to help them understand the goals of Chapter 1

for their children and to assess the performance of their own children, as well as

that of the entire school: and

2. To fund parental assistance centers, similar to those for the parents of disabled

students, in each gate with a separate line item in the Chapter 1 appropriations.

Recommendation No 11. Pay for coordination of services to students.

In order to succeed in school, all children in a Chapter I school must have access to

health and social services. Mose services might be delivered at the school or linked to off-site

but accessible health clinics and social service agencies. Chapter I would not pay for these
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services but could pay for their coordination.

It is a maxim that healthy children from healthy families learn better than children who

have health problems. Student health problems can be severe in high-poverty neighborhoods.

Many children and their families are eligible for and require the assistance of other federal,

state, or privately funded programs but fall through the cracks because they are not aware of or

have no access to multiple-service providers. The job of helping students and parents locate the

services they need often falls to teachers and the principal.

Children and parents have easier access to health and social services if those services are

in one location, and schools are often the easiest place for families to reach. Moreover, multiple

services at a single site can encourage collaboration by using a common intake, assessment, and

information system, so that numerous services can be coordinated to reinforce one another.

New legislation should encourage the use of Chapter 1 funds to start collaboration among

children's =Via% at Chapter 1 schoolwide project sites. Chapter I funds could "glue- multiple

services together. For example, a coordinator funded by Chapter 1 in each eligible school (or

one for a small district) could assure that:

Medicaid-eligible children receive Early and Periodic Screening,

Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSDT);

all children are immunized and screened for lead poisoning;

parents are directed to early childhood services, day-care programs

for very young children, before- and afterschool programs,

tutoring services, job referral agencies, shelters, family crisis

centers, or other social services;
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parents get help in applying for various services;

all children are attending school; and

professional, college suident, or volunteer services are used to the

fullest extent.

Parents must be involved from the beginning in planning and implementing a coordinated

service approach, so that they feel as if they have some control over decisions being made on

behalf of themselves and their children. In this way, parents are more likely to use the available

services and to encourage other parents to do the same. Teachers also must be consulted and

involved, so that they know how to make referrals and in turn learn what services a child has

received.

YSluiaLChaptc1121WIAMS

The Panel has two recommendations to improve the equitability and effectiveness of

Chapter 1 services for students in nonpublic schools and to improve services for migrants by

focusing on truly migratory children:

Recommendation No. 12: Make services for private school children more equitable and

effective

In 1965 Title I struck a compromise whereby state and local authorities were to act as

"public trustees" to ensure that educationally disadvantaged students attending private and

sectarian schools located in Title I public school attendance areas received services on an

equitable basis. This goal was accomplished primarily by having Chapter 1 teachers serve
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students on the premises of religiously controlled schools. In 1985 the Supreme Court decision

in Aguilar v. align held this practice to be unconstitutional.

The Felton decision has created substantial logistical and educational problems in

delivering Chapter 1 services to eligible children in nonpublic schools. The prohibition against

direct teacher instruction on sectarian school premises has led to the provision of Chapter 1

services in mobile vans parked near private schools, in portable classroom on neutral sites, in

the public schools from which parents may have withdrawn their children, and through

computer-assisted instruction in private schools with no instructional personnel present.

Private school participation fell precipitously after Felton. Congress provided capital

expense funds beginning with the 1988 reauthorization to allow school districts to purchase or

lease mobile vans. Over and above capital expense funding, millions of dollars were used to

purchase and install computer hardware and software in private schools. Private school

participation has increased but not to pre-align levels.

The private school community believes that the allgn decision has had the effect of

converting 'public trusteeship" into "public control." States and local schcol systems have, in

the view of private school officials, controlled the types of services and delivery, often dictating

options that privatt school officials and parents judge to be inequitable and ineffective. Vans

parked on street corners pose safety problems for children. Traveling to off-site locations

disrupts school schedules and takes away from instructional time. Communication between

private school educators and Chapter I instructors in off-site vans and portable classrooms in

problematic--ineffective at best and nonexistent at worst. Consequently, there is little

congruence with the regular instructional program.
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Computer-assisted instruction has been a boon to computer and software vendors but not

necessarily to students in nonpublic schcols. Students work at computer terminals under the

supervision of noninstructional technicians who maintain order and ensure that the computers

are functiomng. Student work may be monitored by a Chapter I teacher in a central location

or in a mobile van outside the school, but not side-by-side as the student progresses through the

lesson. Computer malfunctions result in lost instructional time.

Furthermore, computer-assisted instruction is not judged to be particularly educationally

effective. It is designed chiefly for drill on basic skills, thereby denying private school children

thinking, comprehension, and problem-solving practice. Computer-assisted im+ruction has

become an administratively convenient way to deliver Chapter 1 services in compliance with

alum and to boor participation rates, but it has not provided the enhanced educational

improvement contemplated by the 1988 amendments.

There are several options for providing equitable and high-quality educational services

to private school students:

The content of computer software could be substantially upgraded to include

higher-order thinking skills. Such programs do exist a1thou2h they are not

generally available.

Better and mere frequent coordination between public and private school officials

would help resolve some frustrations on both sides. Much greater use could be

made of video-teleconferencing through the feierally funded Star Schools

Network.

SOMC states and Puerto Rico have used third-party contracts under which the
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private school program is in effect contracted out to a private company, which

then provides direct teacher instruction in a neutral site. In the view of the

private school community, this third-party contractor option could be used more

extensively than it now is.

These options, however, nequire public school authorities to be held responsible for the

delivery of equitable and educationally effective services. That is what "public trusteeship'

means. Improving the quality of instruction, as measured by student improvement, is just as

important as increasing the numbers of eligible children served. Public school officials should

not dictate to private schools the delivery of servii.es. . Greater consultation with private school

authorities about the most educationally and cost-effective methods of delivery should improve

services.

Upon a showing by private school officials that a local education agency has failed to

provide equitable and effective. educational services, the state or the U.S. Department of

Education should require changing the Chapter I program for private schools to meet the needs

of students for instruction in basic and advanced skills. If third-party contractors or some other

technology or configuration of services can meet these needs in a more cost- effective manner,

the program ought to be changed accoroingly. Local public school authorities should not be able

to veto the use of third-party contractors, or indeed any single method of delivering services,

unless they can prove that the present program meets the requirements of the law in the most

cost-effective way. What best serves the educational needs of Chapter I eligible private school

students should be the test.
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t ,.f ii 1,11 11 r .11 .1 11,1 The Chapter 1 Migrant

Education Program (MEP) should be lestructured so that it more effectively soles students who

are tndy mlgrattrry. The reguktr Chapter 1 progratn, especially school-wide projects, should

Mclude the children bf formerly migratory agricultural workers and fishers vrho have 'settled

ow in local school districts.

Chapter 1 provides $308 million for direct instructional or support services to

approximately 60 percent of the 597,000 children of migratory workers in agriculture and

fishing, who are the most vulnerable of America's poor children. In addition to living in

poverty, these children suffer from a lack of proficiency in English, disrupted schooling, cultural

isolation, and, in some instances, their status as undocumented workers admitted to the United

States specifically to harvest agricultural produce.

Since its creation in 1966, the Chapter 1 MEP has provided invaluable instructional and

support services to migratory children and their families during the regular school year and the

summer. Migrant programs have a direct relationship with, and save as advocates for,

migratory families and their children. Through its positive relationship with migratory parents,

the Chapter 1 MEP sets an example for many regular Chapter 1 programs.

The legislation defines migratory children eligible for services under the Chapter I MEP

as "currently migratory (those who have moved within the previous 12 months) and -formerly'

migratory (those who have moved within less than five years). Forty-seven percent of the

children so identified are "currently" migratory; the other 53 percent have "settled out' and are

regularly enrolled in local school systems.
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Of the 597,000 potentially eligible migratory children in the 1989-90 school year, 62

percent-371,000--actually received Chapter 1 MEP services during the regular term. While

federal policy gives priority for services to the currently migratory students, state-reported data

indicate that fewer currently migratory students are served than formerly migratory ones

(162,000 versus.209,000) in the regular term.

In the summer term of 1990, 21 percent of both currently and formerly migratory

students were served. This means that most of the students receiving services during the

summer are formerly migratory students. Research demonstrates that those who are currently

migratory are at somewhat greater risk of educational failure than those who have been settled

out for longer than a year or two, and that the proportion of children who are especially needy

declines over time once they stop migrating.

The Panel has two overriding concerns about this valuable program:

1. Why does the MEP--a federal program for migratory childrenmostly serve

students who should be the responsibility of state and local governments?

2. Why does the MEP place a premium on recruiting formerly migratory who are

easier to identify, for purposes of securing scarce federal dollars, while many

currently migratory students are not served at all or receive minimal services?

Who Is Responsible?

The special educational needs of migratory students are often treated as the primary or

exclusive responsibility of the Chapter 1 MEP. Although the MEP was designed as a

supplementary program, one to be used only as a last resort in meeting the unique and special
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needs of these children, the MEP is often used as a program of first rrsort. Mare than half (53

percent) of the migratory children listed on the national computerized database, the Migrant

Student Record Moder System (MSRTS), and enrolled in school, as defined by the law, have

not had a "qualifying move within a year and should be considered the iesponsibility of the

states and local public schools. In addition, almost a third of the currently migratory students

in regular school year prograins and one-quarter of those in summer programs have migrated

svabin a state and not from coe state to another.

There are a large number of migratory children whose special educational needs are not

being met by any other supplementary program to which they may be entitled as a matter of law.

The Chapter 1 MEP is the only source of supplementary education services for 71 percent of

migratory children during the mgular school year. The only other significant source of

instructional assistance is the regular Chapter I program, which serves about one-quarter of the

migratory students enrolled during the regular school year. Other migratory children do not

receive services either because they have missed the date for the test that detamines eligibility

or became they are enrolled in a achool or in a grade that does not receive Chapter 1 regular

program funds.

CauogallialiaScrad

Program staff recruit and identify eligible migratory children for the purpose of

determining how much federal money a project will receive, but not all eligible children receive

services. Projects and Mies compete with each other for limited Waal dollars. To keep track

of the children who are counted, $S million is spent on the MSRTS. In addition, as many as
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1,000 people are employed in state and local agencies to enter and retrieve data.

Congress authorized the MSRTS in 1974 to facilitate the transfer of pertinent student

information from one school and district to another as children moved with their parents from

one field or orchard to another. Whatever the original justification for this computer network,

the majority of students receiving special help do not migrate during the school year. For those

who are currently migratory. MSRTS is no longer the primary method of transferring student

records. School systems exchange information about migratory students the same way they do

for all students--by mail, telephone, and fax.

Research shows that the primary use of the MSRTS is to document program eligibility

and migratory status, on the basis of which federal funds are allocated among migrant education

projects and demographic information is provided for state plans.

For this most needy population, the Chapter 1 MEP should be converted into a formula

state grant program based on counts of migratory workers, and it should serve all currently

migratory children during both the regular school year and the summer as a supplement to the

regular Chapter 1 program. The special educational needs of formerly migratory children should

be met by the regular Chapter 1 program in the school term and by the MEP in the summer for

up to five years. All currently migratory children and those who have migrated within two or

three years should be automatically assessed for eligibility and provided appropriate services

within the regular Chapter 1 program just as nonmigratory children are, regardless of whether

the regular program serves those children's grade and school. Both currently and formerly

migratory children should be served by federal and state bilingual and other special education

programs for which they may be entitled.
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The congressionally mandated National Commission on Migrant Education has made a

number of recommendation; to upgrade the technical capacity of the computer network,

including installing more terminals in schOols. In light of the severe educational needs of this

population and the lack of services to so many migratory children, the $8 million in direct

expenditures and personnel salaries could be spent instead on a migrant teacher corps. Teachers,

student records and educational materials would travel with migratory families providing a

continuity of instruction and referral to health and social services.
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STATEMENT OF IRIS ROTBERG, SENIOR SOCIAL SCIENTIST,
RAND INSTITUTE ON EDUCATION AND TRAINING, WASHING-
TON, DC

Dr. ROTBERG. Thank you, Mr. Miller and members of the subcom-
mittee. I appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you the study
of Chapter 1 that I directed at RAND in consultation with staff of
this committee.

First, I would like to introduce Dr. Robert Roll, who is the direc-
tor of RAND's Washington office and Dr. Stephen Barro of SMB
Economic Research, who conducted some of the school finance
analyses included in our report.

I will begin by summarizing the major conclusions of the study
and then discuss our recommendations. I have also submitted more
detailed testimony for the record.

First, Chapter 1 money goes to almost three-fourths of elementa-
ry schools and more than a third of the country's secondary
schools. It supports almost any kind of reasonable education inter-
vention. It serves millions of children, particularly by providing re-
medial instruction. It benefits many of those it serves.

Second, the program has virtually no impact on overall school
quality. It has not kept up with the needs either in poor inner-city
or in rural schools. As designed, it cannot lead to fundamental
schoolwide improvements. It cannot significantly advance the over-
all quality of education in poor communities. This is because the
amount of funding is small in relation to overall education expend-
itures and because the funds are widely disbursed. For example,
Chapter 1 funds go to almost half of the elementary schools in the
country with as few as 10 percent poor children. This money is
spread too thin.

Third, public school expenditures vary tremendously among
States, districts in a State, and schools in a district. Chapter 1 does
not make a dent in the difference. Less money is devoted to the
education of many Chapter 1 participants, even after the addition
of Chapter 1 funds, than is devoted to the education of other chil-
dren across the Nation. Some districts spend more than twice as
much as other districts within the same State.

A judge in a school finance case put it this way: "If money is in-
adequate to improve education, the residents of poor districts
should at least have an equal opportunity to be disappointed by its
failure."

Fourth, large inequalities in education resources occur within
school districts as well as among districts and States. Some schools
have half the resources of other schools within the same district.
On average, those schools with high proportions of low-income and
minority students receive less money.

The study recommends three basic changes.
First, increase Chapter 1 funding for the Nation's lowest income

school districts and schools. Concentrate the funds. Merge the
present Bas':.: Grant and Concentration Grant formulas into a
single weighted formula that provides more money per poor child
as the concentration of poor children in a district increases. Pro-
vide the money to States rather than to counties. States, in turn,
would distribute it under the new formula. Require a similar
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weighting to ensure that the funds go to the poorer schools within
a school district.

Under the formula we propose, almost all districts currently eli-
gible for Chapter 1 woulol continue to receive some funding. In
practice, the level of that funding in a district would depend on the
combined effects of, first, the overall Chapter 1 appropriations and,
second, the degree of weighting for low-income districts built into
the formula. Regardless of the overall level of Chapter 1 appropria-
tions, however, we strongly recommend the use of a formula
weighted by concentration of poor children.

Our second recommendation is to formulate how Chapter 1 funds
are used in a school. If sufficient Chapter 1 funding is available, we
propose that the funds go to encourage schoolwide improvement for
the broad range of low-income children in the designated schools.
This change could dramatically improve educational opportunities
for the lowest income children. The purpose is to provide the
poorer schools with the resources needed to make comprehensive
changes in their educational offerings.

I would like to emphasize, however, that if the current, limited
Chapter 1 resources went into a school's overall budget, many chil-
dren now receiving services would probably lose themwhile the
overall quality of the education program could not improve notice-
ably. It is hardly meaningful to recommend schoolwide projects in
a school that receives only enough Chapter 1 funds to support one
aide or a part-time teacher. If a school does not have sufficient re-
sources, it would be better to let the children continue to receive
supplemental services in most cases.

Our third recommendation relates to what we believe is one of
the greatest problems in U.S. public educationthe large disparity
in expenditures across school districts.

One option for addressing this disparity is to use the Chapter 2
Block Grant program as the basis for a system of fiscal incentives
to encourage States to narrow the expenditure differential between
rich and poor school districts. It appears feasible, with Available
data, to assess both the potential effectiveness of incentrvez for
equity and the likely distribution of the proposed incentive grants
among States.

We strongly recommend, however, that Chapter I should not be
used for this purpose. First, some States would turn down the
Chapter 1 funds because they simply do not have the resources to
increase expenditures to poor districts.

Second, Chapter 1 participants, already harmed by unevenly dis-
tributed education expenditures, would be further harmed if Feder-
al funds were withdrawn.

We also conclude that Federal requirements for Chapter 1 test-
ing should be eliminated. Chapter 1 students have plenty of other
tests routinely given to all students in their school districts. The
Chapter I test requirements are costly; they have negative conse-
quences for the studentsrote learning, pullout programs, track-
ing and the restand they provide little useful information.

These findings also apply to recent proposals to increase Chapter
1 accountability requirements as a trade-off for reducing other reg-
ulations. The reality is, we do not know how to do that without
continuing to incur the adverse consequences of current testing
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practices. Better measuresfor example performance assessments,
essay exams, portfolio assessmentsdo not yet exist for account-
ability purposes nationwide and are unlikely to be available in the
near future.

Instead of Federal requirements for Chapter 1 testing, a system
is needed to encourage accountability and better information at the
local level. School districts should be encouraged to use far broader
measures of student performance, for example, grades, attendance,
promotions, and dropout and graduation rates, as well as informa-
tion about the responsiveness of the school education program to
the identified needs and problems.

I would like to conclude by noting that the environment for
Chapter 1 today is far more challenging than the problems for
which the program was initially designed. The numbers of poor
children have increased substantially. In recent years, several pro-
posalsincluding the restructuring of schools, the establishment of
national standards in testing, and the use of vouchershave been
put forward as the reforms needed to strengthen the Nation's edu-
cation system. These proposals do not begin to address either the
severe problems of poverty in the inner-city and rural schools or
the serious under funding of these schools.

Constance Clayton, Superintendent of the Philadelphia Public
Schools, summarized it this way in a paper she wrote for the
RAND study: "We must face every day the realities of the unequal
hand dealt to our children and to our schools."

Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Rotberg follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the SUbcoAmitte*:: Thank you for the

opportunity to discuss with you the study of Chapter 1 that I directed

at RAND in consultation with staff of this committee.

First, however, I would like to introduce two colleagues who are

here today: Dr. C. Robert Roll, Jr., Director of RAND's Washington

Office, and Dr. stephen M. Barro, SMB Economic Research, Inc., who

conducted some of the school finance analyses included in our report.

I will begin by summarizing the majOr conclusions of the study, and

then discuss our recommendations. I have also submitted more detailed

testimony for the record.

1. Chapter 1 money goes to almost three-fourths of all elementary

schools and more than a third of the country's secondary schools. It

supports almost any kind of reasonable education intervention. It

serves millions of children, particularly by providing remedial

instruction. It benefits many of those it serves.

2. The program has virtually no impact on overall school quality.

It has not kept up with the need3 either in poor inner-city or in rural

schools. As designed, it cannot lead to fundamental schoolwide

improvements. It cannot significantly advance the overall quality of

education in poor communities. This is because the amount of funding is

small in relation to overall education expenditures, and because the

funds are widely dispersed. Indeed, Chapter 1 funds go to almost half

of the elementary schools in the country with as few as 10 percent poor

children. This money is spread too thin.

3. Public school expenditures vary tremendously among states,

districts in 4. state, and schools in a district. Chapter 1 does not

make a dent in the difference. Less money is devoted to the education

of many Chapter 1 participants, even after the addition of Chapter 1

funds, than is devoted to the education of other children across the

nation. For example, in Illinois, school districts spend between

roughly $2400 and $8300 per student. The 100 poorest districts in Texas

spend an average of just undel' $3000 per student. The 100 wealthiest

districts, however, spend an average of about $7200. A judge in a

school finance case put it this way: 'If money is inadequate to improve
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education, the residents of poor districts should at least have an equal

opportunity to be disappointed by its failure.'

4. Large inequalities in education resources occur within school

districts, as well as among districts and states. Some schools have

half the resources of other schools in the same district. On average,

those schools with high proportions of low-income and mdnority students

'receive less money.

Our study recommends three basic changes:

First, increase Chapter 1 funding for the nation's lowest-income

school districts and schools. Concentrate the funds. Merge the present

Basic Grant and Concentration Grant formulas into a single weighted

formula that provides more money per poor child as the concentration of

poor children in a district incr 00000 . Provide the money to states

(rather than to counties); states, in turn, would distribute it under

the new formula. Require a similar weighting to ensure that the funds

go to the poorer schools within a school district.

Under the proposed formula, almost all districts currently eligible

for Chapter 1 would continue to receive some funding. In practice, tho

level of funding in a district would depend on the coMbined ffects of

(1) the overall Chapter 1 appropriations, and (2) the degree of

weighting for low-income districts built into the formula. Regardless

of the overall level of Chapter 1 appropriations, however, we strongly

recommend the use of a formula weighted by concentration of poor

children.

Our second recommendation is to reformulate how Chapter 1 funds are

used in a school. If sufficient chapter 1 funding is availeble, we

propose that the funds go to ncouriK.1 schoolwide improvement for the

broad range of 3nw-income children in the designated sdhools. This

change could dramatically improve educational opportunities for the moat

disadvantaged children. The purpose is to provide the poorer schools

with the resources needed to make comprehensive changes in their

educational offerings.

A combination of poverty, immigration, weak local economies, and

program fragmentation have rendered many schools incapable of serving

the majority of their students, we cannot argue either that students
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need 'just a little extra,' or that only a small minority of students

suffers from selective neglect. Almost all of these students need help.

Yet, Chapter 1 reaches relatively few of these students, and only in

narrow instructional areas. The point is that some schools are so

pervasively inadequate and underfunded that they need basic reform, not

the addition of a few eervices at the margin.

I would like to emphasize, however, that if the current, linited

Chapter 1 resources went into a school's overall budget, many children

now receiving special services would probably lose them--while the

overall quality of the education program would not improve noticeably.

It is hardly meaningful to recommend schoolwide projects in a school

that receives only enough Chapter 1 funds to support (as is often the

case) one aide or a part-time teacher. If a school does not have

sufficient resources, it would be better to let children continue to

receive supplemental services.

Our third recommendation relates to what we believe is one of the

greatest problems in U.S. public education--the large disparity in

expenditures across school districts. One option for addressing this

disparity is to use the Chapter 2 Block Grant program as the base for a

system of fiscal incentives to encourage states to narrow the

expenditure differential between rich and poor school districts. It

appears feasible, with available data, to aaaaa s both the potential

effectiveness of incentives for equity and the likely distribution of

the proposed incentive grants among states.

We strongly recommend against using Chapter 1 for this purpose.

First, some states would turn down the Chapter 1 funds because they

simply do not have the resources to increase expenditures to poor

districts. Second, Chapter 1 participants, already harmed by unevenly

distributed education expenditures, would be further harmed if federal

funds were withdrawn.

We also conclude that federal requirements for Chapter 1 testing

should be eliminated. Chapter 1 students have plenty of other tests

routinely given to all students in their school districts. The Chapter

1 teat requirements are costly; they have negative consequences for the

students--rote learning, pullout programs, tracking, and the rest--and

,v,



95

- 5 -

they provide little useful information. They tell us only what we

already know--the effects of inadequate resources and poverty.on the

learning experience.

Instead of federal requirements fo- Chapter 1 testing, a system is

needed to encourage accountability at the local level. School districts

should be encouraged to use far broader measures of student performance,

for example, grades, attendance, promotions, and dropout and graduation

rates, as well as information about the responsiveness of the school's

education program to the identified needs and problems.

A concluding point: The environment for Chapter 1 today is far

more challenging than the problems for which the program wms originally

designed. The numbers of poor children have increased substantially.

In recent years, several proposals--including the 'restructuring' of

,schools, the establishment of national standards and testing, and the

use of vouchershave been put forward as the reforms needed to

strengthen the nation's education system. These proposals do not begin

to address either the severe problems of poverty in our inner-city and

rural schools or the serioos underfunding of these schools.

Constance Clayton, Su;lrintendent of the Philadelphia Public

Schools, summarized it this way in a paper written for the RAND Study:

nve must face every day the realities of the unequal hand dealt to our

children and to our schools.'

Thank you.

Q(4
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Mk. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: Thank you for the

opportunity to discuss with you the study of Chapter 1 that I directed

at RAND. The study focuses on federal policy options to improve

education in low-income aromas of the United States; it was conducted in

consultation with staff of this Committee. TOday, I will present a

statement that I have prepared jointly with James J. Harvey, President

of James Harvey and Associates, who coauthored RAND'. report. In

e.ddition, parts of the discussion of school finance issues are drawn

from analyses by Stephen M. Barro, SIG Economic Research, Inc.

I will begin by setting the context for Chapter 1, and then

summarize the major conclusions and recommendations of the study.

The United States faces the difficult challenge of improving tho

education of students from low-income families. Because family income,

family education level, and student educational achievement are closely

correlated, low-income children often face a double handicap: They have

greater needs than more affluent children, yet they attend schools with

substantially less resources.

Based on those broad considerations, the RAND Institute on

Education and Training, in consultation with the Committee on Education

and Labor, undertook a comprehensive analysis of federal policy options

to improve education in low-income areas. The analysis focuses on

Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the

nation's $6.1 billion program for assisting 'disadvantaged" students in

primary and secondary schools. After a quarter-century of experience

with Chapter 1, it is a particularly appropriate time to review its

accomplish7'nts and problems and to ptions for strengthening the

program while maintaining its concentration on the education of

disadvantaged students.

The RAND study considered a broad array of questions. For example,

can Chapter 1, as currently financed, respond to recent incr sssss in the

incidence of poverty? What new possibilities for program improvement

'would emerge if federal funding for the education of disadvantaged

162



e

99

- 2 -

students increased substantially? What are tha consequences of

alternative approaches for distributing funds and selecting students,

and for increasing the level of resources available to low-income school

districts? Can federal funds be used as an incentive to encourage

greater school finance equalization? Is there any reason to believe

that low-income students will benefit if the focus of Chapter 1 changed

from supplemental services to 'schoolwide improvement? What are the

effects of current Chapter 1 testing requirements?

Shorn of its legislative and regulatory complexity, Chapter 1 is

designed to do two things: (1) deliver federal funds to local school

districts and schools responsible for the education of students from

low-income families and (2) supplement the educational services provided

in those districts to low-achieving students.

School districts with ten or more children from families below the

poverty level are eligible to receive Chapter 1 funds. Funding is

directed by a formula that provides money to counties within each state

based on the number of low-income children and state per pupil

expenditures. Where school district and county boundaries do not

coincide, the state divides county allocations of Chapter 1 funds (as

determined by the incidence of poverty) among the districts. School

districts then.allocate funds to schools, based on poverty and

achievement. Schools select eligible students not on income criteria,

but on the basis of 'educational deprivation,' normally determined by

performance on standardized achievement tests or by teacher

recommendations.

As a result, Chapter 1, for the most part, provides supplemental

services to individually selected children within a school. Typically

funds are used for remedial reading and mathematics programs. Chapter 1

funds also support such programs as computer-ass5.sted instruction,

English as a second language, the teaching of reasoning and problem

solving, early childhood activities, health and nutrition services,

counseling and social services, and summer activities.

The RAND study draws on (1) a comprehensive review of existing

evaluation data on Chapter 1, (2) invited commentaries by approximately

100 policymakers, researchers, and educators (teachers, principals, and

1 (1 3
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administrators) describing the strengths and shortcomings of Chapter 1,

and (3) a commissioned study of federal options for school finance

equalization. The study report review's the program's accomplishments,

the status of Chapter 1 today, and argues that it needs to be

fundamentally reshaped to meet the challenges of tomorrow.

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS

Chapter 1 serves millions of students and thousands of school

districts and schools.

Chapter 1 focuses the attention of educators on the needs of

disadvantaged children. It offer, extra dollars that, at the margin,

permit financially strapped schools to provide special assistance for

poor and disadvantaged students. It provides students with supplemental

basic skills instruction anC, more recently, help in developing advanced

skills. It encourages evaluation of education practice. While Chapter

1 benefits many children, however, it affects the overall quality of

education in low-income communities only marginally. The challenge is

to improve the program without in the process weakening its current

benefits to participating children.

Chapter 1, as currently funded, cannot address the growing

needs of low-income schools.

The United States has changed in significant ways since Chapter 1

was first enacted. The number of children in poverty has increased.

One in five children under the age of 18 lives in poverty, including 44

percent of African-American and 40 percent of Hispanic children.

Perhaps the most striking demographic trend lies in the makeup of

the American youth population. Thirty percent of all public school

students today are members of a minority group, and this proportion is

expected to grow to 40 percent by the year 2010. On average, the
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enrollment in the 45 largest urban school districts J.. about 70 percent

einority. In recent years, New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, and Miami

together have enrolled nearly 100,000 new students each year who are

either foreign born or children of immigrants. These students need

intensified services.

Thirty percent of children in central cities live below the poverty

line. Twenty-two percent of children in rural areas ate poor, and these

areas contain some of the most severely impoverished countiee in the

nation. The pressures on schools have increased dramatically in recent

years and are likely to intensify still further as more low-income

children arrive at the schoolhouse door. At current funding levels,

Chapter 1 cannot respond to the severe new needs these youngsters bring

with them to school.

Beeauso it is wo hreedlylletzliated satiesside, Chapter 1

corset provide the eritioei mesa of vaeouroes te make a real

differesee in the usality of edueaties is the peerent

essemaitles sad saheels.

Because Chapter 1 funds are available to any district with ten or

more eligible children, the funds are spread very broadly. They go to

90 percent of the nation's school districts (only very small districts

or those that choose not to have Chapter 1 programa are excluded), and

districts, in turn, enjoy wide latitude in defining the universe of

eligible schools. Approximately 71 percent of the nation's elementarY

schools end 39 percent of the secondary schools receive Chaptr 2 funds.

Almost half of the elementary schools in the nation with fewer than 10

percent poor children in their student body receive Chapter I 'funds.

'be large laoquelities ia education eapeaditurea moms states

sad leealities, evsa after adiastias for *est differentials,

°all late weenies the supp1simatal character ef Chapter 1.

In many jurisdiction., large differences in education expenditure.

'exist even after the addition of Chepter 1.funds. The education of low-
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income, low-achieving participants in Chapter 1 is often less well

funded, federal aid notwithstanding, then tha education of children in

nearby communities and, of course, around the nation.

Chapter 1 was designed to supplement only in a local sense. It was

never intended to equalise educational expenditure* within states, lot

alone across states. Indeed, no federal rule is violated if Chapter 1

children in one district receive, for example, $800 per pupil in Chapter

1 funds plus $4000 in state and local funds, while non-Chapter 1

children in neighboring districts receive $6000 in state and locally

funded services. Nor is any federal rule violated if one state's

regular student. receive more educational services than another state's

Chapter 1 pupils.

These inequalities would not matter so much if individuals competed

academically and economically only within their local communities, but

that is obviously not the case. The United States is national

economy, not a collection of isolated state and loco/. economies. Yet,

wealthy districts across the country often outspend their poorer

neighbors in the same state by 250 to 300 percent. In Illinois, school

districts spend between $2356 and $8286 per student. The 100 poorest

districts in Texas spend an average of $2978 per student, while the 100

wealthiest spent an average of $7233. /n the 1986-1987 school year, the

expenditures in Mississippi ranged from $1324 to $4018 per pupil.

Some state. average about twice as much per pupil as other states.

In the lowest-spending states, considerably less is spent on all

students, whether advantaged or disadvantaged.

In other words. Chapter 1 supplements only in a narrow, local

sense. It falls far short of the proclaimed goal of federal

compensatory education policy, which is to put disadvantaged children

throughout the United States on a more equal footing with their more

advantaged peers. Instead of receiving extr, resources that might help

them catch up, many Chapter 1 pupils in poor and lower-spending

districts and states receive below average resourceseven counting

federal funds--and thus may fall further behind.

1
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Large inequalities in odsoatioa mssesroes occur altkia sekool

districts, as wall as away districts aad states.

Chapter 1 regulations require that the level of service, in Chapter

1 schools bo at least comparable to those in non-Chapter 1 schools

before the addition of compensatory funds. A district is considered to

have met the requirements if it has filed with the state a written

assurance that it has established and implemented (1) a dintrictwide

salary schedule, (2) a policy to ensure equivalence among schools in

teachers, administrators, and auxiliary personnel, and (3) a policy to

nsure equivalence among schools in the provision of curriculum

material. and instructional supplies.

Research and school finance evidence suggests, however, that large

intradistrict resource inequities xist among schools despite this

comparability regulation. For example, data gathered in connection with

the Rodriguez vs. Anton school finance litigation in Los Angeles showed

per pupil xpenditure. to be almost twice as high in some schools as in

others. Moreover, while per pupil expenditures varied widely :even for

schools with similar population characteristics, schools with higher

than average proportions of Hispanic tudents (defined as 15 percent

above the district average) received, on average, significantly lower

levels of resources.

A large part of the gap is accounted for by differences in

teacher.' experience and education which, in turn, determine their

salaries. We kJMYW that more often than not the 'best teachers,

including experienced teachers offered greater choice in school

assignments because of their seniority, avoid high-poverty schools. As

a result, many low-income and minority students rarely encounter the

best-qualified and more xperienced teachers, the very teachers likely

to master the kinds of instructional strategies considered effective for

all students.

These findings are supported by a 1991 House of Representatives

study: Educational opportunities differ distinctly between wealthy and

low-income schools. The study concluded that low-income districts were

less likely to offer preschool child-development programa, more likely

1(17
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to stuff additional children into individual clamrooma, orely

deficient in counseling and sociel services, and less likely to have as

many teachers with advanced degrees or to offer as full a curriculum.

chapter l's maltiple purposesea malgamatim aimed at

assisting low-imems districts Mlle also providing funds to

wealthy districts-4am, produced aa mooptimally difficult

oambleatica of policy objectives, improving tbe overall

quality of edaoatica ia low-lacomm comma/ties Mile raising

the achlevameat of the lowest-perfosslag students id a large

proportion of the matim's schools.

The Title 1/Chapter 1 legislation is based on 'recognition of the

special educational nmode of children of low-income families and the

impact of concentrations of low-income families on the ability of local

educational agencies to provide educational programa which meet such

needs.' All low-income children, whatever their individual trengths or

weakn have special educational needs that many school districts do

not address. Further, the impact of large concentrations of low-income

families means that school districts have trouble meeting these special

needs.

To address these needs, the Chapter 1 funding formula drive. funds

to the district, and normally to the school, based on counts of low-

income youngsters, once the school receives the money, however, only

youngsters deemed 'educationally deprived on the basis' of achievement

measures are eligible for Chapter 1 services. This restriction, in

turn, creates supplemental services for a relatively mall proportion of

the student body, even in low-income districts.

AA a practical natter, the program may ham lacked alternatives.

Given the distressing hortcomings in funding available for Chapter 1,

some means of rationing services at the chool level wan inevitable. In

that light, the rationing device of greatent educational need is an

appropriate solution when only a small proportion of students in each

school can be merved,.given the level of funding.

1 H S
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Because funds are epread so broadly across states, districts, and

schools and are *rationed* by focusing them on the lowest-achieving

thildren in specific schools, the neediest chools rarely have the

resources requivid to do much more than provide remedial basic skills

programs. The fund. certainly &TIP not sufficient to improve the quality

of education generallyfor poor children or for low-achieving children.

For understandable reasons (primarily financial), as the program

has de-Al:loped it has come to be understood as supplemental services for,

and only for, the lowest-achieving children in communities throughout

the nation. The students served are typically in the bottom quarter of

tested achievement. In many states, the average achievement level of

these tudents is ik. the 15th-to-2Oth-percentile range, and many are in

the bottom 10th percentile. More than half the tudents served are not

poor, although many come from families with relatively low incomes.

Chapter 1 is clearly providing essential services, and many

students are benefiting. Given the current level and distribution of

resources, however, Chapter I cannot lead to fundamental improvements in

the overall quality of education in low-income communities.

JUBC01101SMIATION1

The report recommends a new three-part federal strategy for meeting

the needs of low-income students: (1) increase Chapter 1 funding for

the nation's lowest-income school districts and schools, (2) reformulate

Chapter 1 to encourage fundamental improvements in the quality of

education available to low-income children of all achievement levels,

and (3) use a separate general aid program to provide incentives for

equalizing overall funding within states.

1. Increase Chapter 1 funding for tha nation's lowest-income

school districts amid schools.

1119
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The existing Chapter lotunding mechanism spreads the available

funds thinly and widely, taking little account of tho disproportionate

educational problems faced by districts with high concentrations of poor

children in their schools. While school districts receive larger

amounts of Chapter 1 funding as their numbors of low-incomo students

increimm, districts with high concentrations of low-income students do

not receive larger allocations per poor pupil. The proposed changes

would alter this pattern sharply by providing mibstantially greater aid

pir low-income child to the places with the most severe poverty-related

problems. The key elements of the recommendation aro to:

Merge the present Basic Grant and Concentration Grant formulas

into a single formula that allocates more Chapter 1 aid per

low-income child to places whore the percentage of low-income

children is higher.

This change could be accomplished by assigning different weights

for school districts based on different ranges of poverty concentration,

or calculating each district's weighting factor according to a

continuous sliding scale. The proposed formula is designed so that

almost all of the districts currently eligible for Chapter 1 would

continue to receive some funding. Xn practice, the level of funding in

a district would depend on the combined effects of (1) the overall

Chapter 1 appropriations and (2) the degree of weighting for low-income

districts built into the formula. We recommend, however, that a formula

weighted by concentration of poor children be used whatever the overall

level of Chapter 1 appropriations.

Distribute funds first to states and then to school districts

within each state.

Under the current formula, Chapter 1 funds are allocated to

counties; states are responsible for allocating funds to the districts

within each county according to the number of poor children in each

'district. Retaining the county-level formula would make it difficult to

flo
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allocate Chapter 1 funds effectively in relation to poverty

concentration because counties sometimes contain districts with widely

differing concentrations of poverty. Lox Angeles County, for example,

includes xtremely wealthy districts like Beverly Hills and very poor,

almost all-minority districts like Compton. If Los Angeles County

received an allocation of Chapter 1 funds based on its countywide

average poverty rate, the poorest districts in the county would not

receive aid commensurate with their high poverty concentrations.

Require each school district to tilt the within-district

distribution of Chapter 1 resources strongly in favor of

chools with high concentrations of low-incomo pupils.

School districts should also give priority to their highest-poverty

schools in allocating Chapter 1 resources. The objective is to increase

substantially the resource levels available to these schools so that

they can fundamentally change their education program. To allocate

funds to schools, districts could use a weighted formula comparable to

that proposed for district allocations, giving extra weight to schools

with high proportions of low-income children. This formula could be

combined with the principle that Chapter 1 funds should be allocated

only to schools above a specified poverty threshold, for xample, 20

percent.

We recommend also that school districts use only poverty criteria,

rather than the current mix of poverty and achievement criteria, to

allocate funds to schools. The use of poverty criterix would eliminate

current perverse incentives that increase funds for schools as numbers

of low-achieving children increase, while decreasing funds for schools

reporting achievement gains.

Finally, in implementing the proposed strategy, it is essential to

ensure that the federal funds not replace what otherwise would have been

spent. A strategy designed to provide sufficient resources to high-

poverty schools becomes meaningless if those resources simply replace

state and local expenditures. We recommend, therefore, strengthening

the comparability regulation so that it creates real resource equality
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among schools before tho addition of Chapter 1 funds. Such a

requirement would increase substantially the total resources available

to the lowest-income schools. The current variation in real dollar

value of the assets in schools can vary by a factor of two. A large

part of the difference is caused by teacher allocation: The neediest

schools usually got the teachers with the lowest levels of experience

and education. Chapter 1 could promote real comparability, for example,

by requiring that the real dollar per pupil operating cost of schools

must be equal (gay, within 5 percent) before Chapter 1 funds are made

available.

2. Reformulate Chapter 1 to encourage fomdemeatal improvements in

the quality of education available to low-iacome children of

all achievement levels.

If sufficient Chapter 1 funds aro directed to low-income

communities, the funds should be used to encourage schoolwide

improvement for the broad range of low-income children in tho designated

schools. The recommendation is based on the evidence that low-,

moderate-, and high-achieving children in schools with large

concentrations of poor children have fewer educational opportunities

than do children in more affluent schools. By reorienting Chapter 1 to

servo the broad range of low-income children, and directing resources to

meet that objective, Chapter I would have the potential to go beyond

remedial basic skills instruction to provide significant improvements in

the education provided to all low-income students, whatever their level

of tested achievement.

Under existing law, schools with an enrollment of 75 percent or

more poor students are permitted to us. Chapter 1 resources to make

overall improvements in their education programs (schoolhdd. projects)

rather than limiting services to selected students. Some 2000 schools

have implemented schoolwide projects to date, although more than 9000

schools aro eligible. Many of these schools currently do not have the

level of resources required to make schoolwide projects a viable option.
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What level of Chapter 1 funding is needed to make schoolwides

projects a realistic option in our poorest communities? A funding level

of approximately $9.5 billion would make it possible to provide a

critical ease of resources to schools with an enrollment of 75 percent

or more poor children, While continuing to fund the other schools at

current levels. With a funding level of $12.9 billion, ischoolwido

projects could be implemented in schools with an enrollment of 60

percent or more poor childrenthat is, in almost one-third of tho

nation's Chapter 1 schools, or more than 16,000 sdhools. In many cases,

however, the proposed revenue increments still would not raise per pupil

expenditures to the level of those in affluent districts. They would

nevertheless provide a realistic opportunity for participating schools

to mak. fundamental educational improvements.

Educational opportunities for the most disadvantaged children could

change dramatically. Many more schools would have the resources needed

to make comprehensive, profound changes in their educational offerings,

i.e., to encourage more schoolwide projects with more money behind them.

Schoolwide projects would also address the concern that Chapter 1 has

created in some schools a 'second system of education that tracks

students into special programa which substitute for the instruction that

children would receive in their school*s regular instructional program.

Moreover, a combination of poverty, immigration, weak local

economic bases, and program fragmentation have rendered many schools

incapable of serving the majority of their students. With dropout rates

exceeding 50 percent in some schools and a serious lack of resources, it

is hard to argue either that students need 'just a little extra,' or

that a small minority of students suffers from selective neglect.

Almost all of these students need help. Yet, Chapter 1 roaches

relatively few of these students, and only in narrow instructional

areas. Some schools are so pervasively inadequate and underfunded that

they need fundamental reform, not the addition of a few services at the

margin.

But a blanket recommendation for schoolwide projects, universally

applied, responds no better to the diversity of individual school and

' student needs than the prevailing, nearly universal, practice of

1 3
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discrete services for low-achieving students in designated schools. The

emphasis on schoolwide projects does not cancel the need for

supplemental instruction or individual tutoring for particular students

in some schools.

Indeed, Chapter 1 resources should continue to focus on

supplemental services in schools that do not receive sufficient funds to

implement schoolwide projects. If the current limited Chapter 1

resources went into school.' overall budgets, many children now

receiving special services would be likely to lose them, while the

overall quality of tho educational program probably would not be

noticeably improved.

It is hardly meaningful to recommend schoolwide projects in a

school that receives only enough Chapter 1 funds to support (as is often

the case) one aide or a part-time teacher who has time to work only with

children who score below the 15th or 20th percentile in reading.

Educational choices are limited by funding--the question of the

'optimum Chapter 1 program (whether echoolwide projects or services to

individually selected students aro the best approach) cannot be

separated from the level and allocation of resources.

There is an argument, however, even if funding does not increase

substantially, to permit schools with high poverty concentrations (say,

above 65 or 70 percent) to implement schoolwide projects. First, it may

not be meaningful in these schools to limit Chapter 1 services to only a

small proportion of the student body. Second, the educational program

in some schools may suffer from fragmentation caused by multiple

categorical programs. Permitting schoolwide projects in high-poverty

schools is a reasonable option. If we do so, however, it is important

to be realistic about what we can--and cannot--accomplish. Permitting

schoolwide projects is not the same as funding them adequately; without

sufficient resources, schoolwide projects are unlikely to translate into

significant schoolwide improvement.

3. Use a separate general aid program to provide incentives for

equalising overall funding within state..
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State and local financial disparities obviously hinder the

achievement of federal goals for the education of the disadvantaged. As

a practical matter, if the goal of Chapter 1 is to give the typical

economically disadvantaged child in America greater (hence compensatory)

educational resources than the typical advantaged child, tho federal

government has to include some effort to equalize base xpenditures.

Ono option is to use the current Chapter 2 Block Grant Program,

which is ssentially general aid to education, as tho base for a eystem

of fiscal incentives for fiscal equalization within states. It appears

feasible, with available data, to consider the implications of using

Chapter 2 to encourage equalization, and to analyze the costs and the

political and legal context for school finance reform in each state.

That analysis would provide the boot basis for aaaaaa ing both the

potential effectiveness of incentives for equity and the likely

distribution of the proposed incentive grants among states.

It is unrealistic to expect massive initial funding for

equalization incentive grants, given the current federal deficit

problems; however, an incentive provision could be phased in with

relatively modest initial funding. For example, between $1 and $2

billion in equalization incentive grants might be distributed initially,

rising to perhaps three or four times that much over a period of years.

A gradual phaso-in is actually a virtue in this case, rather than just a

fiscal necessity, as it would allow time for states to take the

difficult steps necessary to equalize their systems before the stakes

become too high.

Our analysis shows that general aid linked to equalization has a

lot to recommend it over using Chapter 1 for the same purpose. With

general aid, the federal government would po genuine leverage in

encouraging intrastate equalization. By distributing general aid in

amounts linked to intrastate equalization, the government could

simultaneously promote equity within states and provide resources for,

say, efforts to raise the qpality of schools.

Although general aid would not be earmarked for particular

purposes, states could view it as a federal contribution to the cost of

'equalization. Moreover, because the aid would be unrestricted, states

115



112

-15 -

would value each dollar of general aid more highly than a dollar of

categorical aid. The incentive eff. per dollar would be

correspondingly stronger. Freed of concern that disadvantaged students

might be adversely arr..a.Ad, the government could set both the stakes

and tho degree of equalization n;.gher. In contrast, Chapter 1

participants, already harmed by unevenly distributed base expenditures,

would suffer further if federal funds were withdrawn.

How ffective might federal general aid be in leveling the existing

intrastate disparities in per pupil spending? Clearly, the answer will

vary state by state. In soma states, the cost of eliminating large

interdistrict disparities is likely to dwarf the potential federal

rewards, rendering the incentives ineffective. In such cases, however,

the cost to the federal government could be minimal, provided that the

formula is designed to give little aid to inequitable states. In other

cases, federal aid may tip the balance, inducing states that would not

have dons so otherwise to adopt major school finance reforms. This

outcome is particularly likely whore other pressurespolitical or

judicial--are already being exerted in favor of school finance equity.

UNDMITAV)ING PROGRAM IFFNCTI

This report calls for fundamental changes in delivery mechanisms

for federal education services. The proposed strategy involves

substantially increasing funding for the nation's lowest-income

district, and schools, thereby facilitating tho adoption of schoolwido

projects focused on enriching the educational experience of low-income

children of all achievement levels.

If these changes aro to be effective, a now concept of

accountability in Chapter 1 is also required. In a sense, the federal

government needs to consider anew the perennial question that has

accompanied Chapter 1 since 1965. How will we know whether what we are

doing is accomplishing anything?
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Program accountability in education was almost an invention of the

original Title I legislation in MS. The evaluation requirement soon

took on a life of its own, with two distinct approaches.

The first was to conduct national *valuations of Chapter 1 as wall

as studies that provided a more general sense of trends in the educa ,. on

of low-income students, including information about (1) resources and

educational programs in low-income schools and (2) student attainment,

including test scores, grades, promotion rates, attendance rates, high

school graduation, and college attendance. The hest of these studies

have served us well in the past and can be expected to continue to

provide essential information about tho effectiveness of Chapter 1 in

improving the education of low-income students.

The second approach involved annual programs of achievement testing

at the local level for purposes of accountability. For reasons

described below, we concluGe that this approach has had adverse

consequences and should be replaced by accountability methods that are

more consistent with the reformulation of Chapter 1 recommended in this

report.

chapter 1 testing of stude-ts currently permeates virtually every

aspect of the program. Students aro tested to determine program

eligibility and students aro tested at the nd of the year to mee how

much they have learned. Policymakers hope that the sore they hold

schools accountable for the test scores of Chapter 1 students, the more

their ducational programs will improve. Instead, the proliferation of

testing has led to a diverse sot of problems and negative incentives:

(1) Chapter 1 testing encourages the teaching of a narrow set of

measurable skills that often have little to do with what me most value

in education; (2) test score changes from year to year, or from one

building to another, tell us little about the quality of the educational

program; and (3) the use of test scores for funds allocation often

results in punishment for a job well done.

According to one argument, testing can 1st improved by developing

innovative new tests, often called 'authentic tests, which would

include performance aaaaa assents, essay exams, and portfolio aments.

'Little attention is paid to how long it would take to develop tho tests,
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how much they would cost, and whether they would be feasible to

administer on a largo scale. 'Authentic sment for all Chapter 1

schools does not now exist and would be expensive to develop and

administer, although it might be useful for research or diagnostic

purposes in individual schools.

Quite apart from the effects of testing on individual students and

cleesrooms, the idea that such tests should be employed as triggers for

school district and state intervention in poorly performing schools is

hard to justify. Tho 1988 Hawkins-Stafford amendments added new

provisions to encourage program improvement and greater accountability.

In general, Chapter 1 programa deemed to need improvement are those in

which aggregate achievement scores of participating students show either

no change or a decline over the course of a year. Districts are

required to intervene to upgrade performance in such schools. Following

district intervention, states are authorized to help design and

implement joint state-district improvement plans for schools that

continue to show no improvement.

The inherent unreliability of the tests that determine the need for

program improvement is revealed by the following: In the nationally

representative Chapter 1 Implementation Study, about one-half of

identified schools 'tested out' of program improvement in the second

year without making any chew.s in their Chapter 1 programs. Test

scores tend to fluctuate so much from year to year that many schools

iiAntified as requiring progtam improvement apparently did nothing but

wait until the next testing period, successfully counting on testing out

of the requirements. These findings do not mitigate the importance of

district or state technical sss i s tance to *failing' schools; they do,

however, point out the impracticality of mandating this intervention

nationwide based on test scores.

The evidence, from both research findings and practical experience,

suggest. that continuing federal testing requirements may do more harm

than good. These findings also apply to recent proposals to increase

Chapter 1 accountability requirements as a tradeoff for reducing other

regulations: The fact is, we do not yet know how to do that without

1 I 8
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continuing to incur the adverse consequences of current testing

practices.

In light of tha above, we recommend that federal requirements for

Chapter 1 tootingeither for purposes of accountability or for

determining student or school eligibility for program participatioft--be

eliminated. Chapter 1 students should take the same tests routinely

given to othce children in their school districts. Federal testing

requirements koculd no longer drive the educational program in low-

income schools, encourage tha teaching of a narrow sot of skills, or

create perverse incentives that punish schools for raising achievement.

But if tests, standing alone, aro ineffective, other accountability

mechanisms can be created to encourage improved performance at the local

level. Xn reolity, neither the federal government nor even the states,

from their distant vantage points, can guarantee local accountability.

A system is needed to encourage accountability at the local level.

States become responsible for monitoring local procedUres, providing

technical assistance as required, and stopping in, if necessary.

Probably the best place to start rethinking accountability in

Chapter 1 can be found in redefinition of the Program Improvement

provisions. As described above, these provisions depend almost

exclusively on student testing to identify schools potentially in need

of district or state intervention. Program improvement should be

amended to encompass far broader performance measures and standards.

These might include indicators of student performance and progress, for

example, grades, attendance, promotion, and dropout rates, and

information about a school's capacity for problem-identification and

resolution, as hown by the responsiveness of its educational programs

to the identified needs and problems.

Chapter 1 schools could provide this information to district

officials who would, in turn, report to state Chapter 1 officials. This

approach, combined with a long-term focused research agenda, mould

supply valuable information to all of the actors involved with Chapter

1: Federal policymakers could draw.on the results of national

evaluations to gauge the effectiveness of the national effort; elected

* federal officials would bo alerted to significant progress or problems

1
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in schools in their own constituencies, state officials would have

statewide access to district reports, school district officials would

have much richer information on operations in their own Chapter 1

schools and the problems that these schools face; and parents.and

community loader. would be able to judge how well their local schools

were doing.

TIAN TO ACT

It is time to act on the promise of improving the education of low-

income students that the federal government first enunciated in 1965 and

to address the real issues involved in providing a high-quality

education in our poorest communities.

The first issue is financial: Schools serving many of theee

students need more resources generally.

The second is a matter of focus: Federal funds should be

directed to tha areas with tho largest concentration of those

youngsters.

The third issue involves educational and policy coherence:

Chapter 1 can play a much more significant role in ipproving

education in our poorest communities.

The basic purpose of Chapter 1 was always to provide resources to

schools serving large proportions of low-income youngsters; it should be

reoriented around the needs of those young people, not turned upside

down at the'school level by comparing students on test results because

resources aro available to serve only a small proportion of the student

body.

The environment for Chapter 1 today is far more challenging than

the problems for which the program was originally designed. The numbers

of poor children have increased substantially. In recent years, several

.prccosals--including 'restructuring schools, vouchers, national

I 2 o
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tandards, and national testing--have boon put forward as the reforms

needed to strengthen the nation's education system. These proposals do

not begin to address either the severe problems of poverty in our inner-

city and rural schools or the serious, underfunding of thee. schools.

Constance Clayton, Supirintendont of the Philadelphia Public Schools,

summarized it this way in a commentary prepared for the RAND study: 'We

must face every day the realities of the unequal hand dealt to our

children and to our schools.'
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Mr. MILLER of California. Mrs. Lowry.

STATEMENT OF ETHEL LOWRY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION OF STATE COORDINATORS OF COMPENSATORY EDUCA-
TION. IISMARK, ND

MS. LOWRY. Chairman Miller and distinguished members of the
subcommittee, I am Ethel Lowry, State coordinator from North
Dakota. I have experience as a reading consultant and a teacher in
one-room rural schools, junior high and up to the university levels
in both the United States and in Africa. I want to point out the
position of the National Association of State Coordinators of Com-
pensatory Education.

It is our position that Chapter 1, one, should reflect the national
education goals; two, should capitalize on new and more effective
assessment procedures; and, three, should relate to the current
educational standards being developed in many States as part of
their reform efforts. Chapter 1 cannot and should not be the sole
force driving school reform. However, it must be an integral part of
the systemic change.

As the time for the reauthorization of Chapter 1 approached, the
association determined that it would be beneficial to have the view
from those actually providing aesistance to the students. In 1988,
the law required that each State convene a committee of practi-
tioners comprised of administrators, teachers, parents, school board
members, and others to serve as an advisory group to the State in
matters pertaining to Chapter 1. In preparation, each State coordi-
nator surveyed the committee to gcther data on their thinking re-
garding Chapter 1 issues and broader education issues. The survey
contained 53 questions on a wide range of issues. Responses were
received from 950 people in all of the States.

I would like to highlight selected recommendations from the
seven areas that we questioned.

Number one, Targeting:
Chapter 1 should remain a categorical program that provides

services only to schools with the highest percentages or numbers of
students from low-income families.

Local education agencies should be given the option to identify
and serve school attendance areas on a 3-year rather than an
annual basis, which is now the case in the schoolwide projects.

Decennial census data used to allocate Chapter 1 funds to States
should be modified periodically using current low income informa-
tion.

Two, Schoolwide Projects:
The association recommends that the eligibility level for a

schoolwide project should be lowered from the present level of 75
percent to 60 percent low income. And if a school wishes to partici-
pate in a schoolwide project, it should be required to spend one full
year of planning and staff development prior to the implementa-
tion of the project.

Number three, Program Evaluation:
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The association recommends that State and local agencies should
have the flexibility to use assessment and evaluation options that
best suit their specific purposes. However, instruments must be
aligned with the State and local assessment practices as part of
their respective reform packages.

Desired outcomes established for Chapter 1 students should be
congruent with achievement expectations set for all students.

The Chapter 1 statute should promote the use of multiple meas-
ures of student achievement, student selection, program evalua-
tion, and program improvement.

Standardized tests should not be used to measure student
achievement before the fourth grade.

Number four, Program Improvement:
The association recommends that the program improvement con-

cept be maintained and strengthened so that schools arf accounta-
ble for improving existing programs while given the flexibility to
incorporate innovative programs that meet the specific .71 ledg.

SEAs should have the option to develop and align State Chapter
1 program improvement plans with their State school reform plans.

And schools should be identified for program improvement using
evaluation data collected from multiple sources over more than one
school year.

And once identified for program improvement, those schools
should be required to stay in program improvement and maintain
those efforts until increased student achievement is demonstrated
over a multiple-year time span.

Five, Staff Development:
The association recommends that LEA applications include staff

development for all personnel involved in the implementation of
the Chapter 1 project.

Six, Parent Involvement:
The association recommends that Chapter 1 programs continue

to promote family literacy.
However, this area should be enhanced through parent training,

parent outreach, and the coordination of services available between
Chapter 1 and other programs such as Even Start and Head Start.

LEAs should be required to conduct activities to address the
needs of and provide training for school staff and parents so that
they may be partners in children's education.

LEAs should be required to annually involve parents to assess
the effectiveness of parent involvement in the Chapter 1 programs.

Finally, Early Childhood and Coordination of Services:
The association recommends that early childhood programs set

goals, objectives, and achievement levels that are developmentally
appropriate for young children. Those goals must include the provi-
sion of staff development for those working with those childrel.

Finally, the association recommends that Chapter 1 services be
better coordinated with other programs and initiatives such as
State and local school improvement initiatives and between and
among State and Federal programs and organizations that promote
best in educational practices for children to provide a holistic ap-
proach to their needs.

I have an anecdote in my written testimony, but I want to say
that I am privileged to be a part of' a program that provides the

123
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tools and strategies to Chapter 1 staff in both rural and urban
areas, to work with students that are at greatest risk of dropping
out of school and are at risk even in life.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Lowry followsl
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Moroi Paoodagon ol Saw Ceednetors ol Compensatory Education
Chapters KEE A

Good morning, Honorable Chairmen Odes and distinguished members of this
subcommittee. I am Ethel Lowry stele coadirebr of Maples 1 for North Dakota
and presided& the Malone Aseciation &Stele Coordinalors o( Compensatory
Education (NASCCE). I count it a privilege to ems here this morning lo paled*
further input to the hours of beintany and the weeks of leper you already
hew received on Chseer 1 reauthorization. Fast of all I need to la you that I am
a teacher and a reeding spiciest who now acirninislers a very Merge supplemental
federally funded program in one of our stabs. I hes taught In a one room mai
school with al We grades. My teething experience also Includes self careened
elementary clesercome, junior high school and college and unhetstry instruction.
I have taught students from all economic levee, nadve Amerbens in the UMW
Steles and Moon college extents in Wive in south cabal Africa. I continue
to get inlo classrooms these days, so that I am wee of wobiems rid joys
experienced by them who are on the front lines woddng daily to provide the best
possibie education for all students.

tt is the position al the state Chapter 1 coordinators the Chapter 1 should reflect
the National Education goals, should capital= on new and more effective
assessment procedures and should retie b the current educational standards
being developed in many stales pert of their reform efforts. Chaser 1 cannot
area should not be the sole force driving school reform; however, it must be an
integre pert of the syslemic chews.

Cheney 1 has progressed far from the days when administralors used the funds
for &apogee the did not impact upon students' learning. Funds ars now uaed
ptimanly for salaries citusthus. paraprofessionals and awe teacher assistants
who provide dire& Instruction to educationally disadvantaged children and youth.
These stalls are talking the latest technology end strategies in their instruction so
the students may achieve success In their regular classroom experiences and in
lib. in many places there is close coordination between and among Chapter 1,
the revise' classroom, other services and the horns. Endre schoois are improving
their programs, due in pet to the driving force ci Chapter 1 progrem Improvement
andior schooled, prolects. Thousands of young chiidren vs bear prepared to
Kew school due to Chaplet 1 pre-school senbes. Cheese 1 is in every state ci
tne union, In Via Mulct or Ceumoie, the ternIcf1a5 and in Plena Rico, and Is
having a greater invent now then it did five years ago by assuring excellence In
education for Chepler 1 learners.
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5.

I have attempted to provide the hightights from the seven areas which the
Association arid many practitioners agree are importent in the reauthorization of
Chapter 1 . WethlnkofChapt.rl and the millions of students in rural and urban
settings throughout this country; however, I would like to personalize Chapter 1 a
bit. As state coordinabrs, we must review the programs periodically for
compliance with the various Chapter 1 laws and regulations and with their
respective Chapter 1 applications. We pcovide assistance to improve the
effectiveness of instructional programs through identification of effective leaching
strategies, the sharing of National Diffusion Network programs that show succees
as models, and through staff development activities. W. *leo have opportunities
to see students and teachers in action. I was In a clossmom recently that was
filled with trade books for all reeding levels and Interests, computers and other
aids that the teacher used to facilitate learning. When I aged studenb whet they
liked about Chapter 1, boy replied, W. get to read books". A girl baled. 'We
get to witis stones on the computer, then we print the stones and make books for
other kids b reed'. Those students were teeming and mastering basic skills end
higher order thinking skill' that they Mil useto succeed In eiamentary school,
junior and senior high school and beyond. I am privileged to be part of a program
that provides the tools and strategies to Chapter 1 staff In both rural and urban
areas to work with students *to are at greeted risk of dropping art of school, at
risk of failure in ilk.

In dosing, I would add that the camder Included with the %villein testimony Is a
sample of the Chapter 1 program in North Dakota. With the objective of
promoting family involvement In reeding end ether literecy acevlbss, we designed
and published this calendar which give* weekly activities that may be used at
home. A calendar is given to every North Dekota *AIM participating in Chapter
1. k le my hope that you Woo will enjoy using it for the next two years as you work
on the reauthorization of Chapter 1.

Thenk you.

70-041 0 93 5
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RACIWROUND

PURPOSE OF PAPER

This position paper was developed to provide lawmakers with information and recom-
mendations to constder as they enter into deliberations for the reauthorization of Chapter
1 of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act Thc critical issues addressed
in the paper were identified through surveys, comments, and discussions with the mem-
bership of the National Association of State Coordinators of Compensatory Education
(NASCCE). It should be noted, however, that simply because the paper does not address
certain issues does not imply that NASCCE is without opinion. The Association reserves
the right to comment on additional issues during the reauthorization period.

STRUCIVRE OF PAPER
The first section of this paper provides a framework for the NASCCE recommendations by
addressing the purpose and legislative history of Chapter 1 as well as issues currently
affecting its reauthorization. The second section presents recommendations on: targeting
of services, schoolwide protects, program evaluation, program improvement, staff devel-
opment, parent involvement and coordination of services.

The recommendations arc supported by the results of a survey of Chapter 1 Committees
of Practitioners (COPs) in all 50 states, Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia. The
Committees are composed of over 900 teachers, parents, school administrators, and
school board members and have provided advice and counsel to State educational agen-
cies (SEAs) on Chapter 1 policy since 1988.

The two appendices at the end of the paper provide (1) a narrative discussion of the sur-
vey results and their implications and (2) aggregated responses of survey tabulations with
percentage comparisons.

PURPOSE OF CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS
Chapter 1 is a federally-funded supplemental education program designed to help break
the cycle of poverty and illiteracy. Chapter 1 funds are provided to school districts to
improve the educational opportunities of educationally disadvantaged children. Chapter
1 instruction works to help such children succeed in the regular education program of
the local educational agency, lin academic profictency commensurate with their peers,
and improve achievement in ba./.. and more advanced skills.

fehruary I Qn f
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LEGISLAIIVE HISTORY OF CHAFFER I
Originally, federal Tale 1/Chapter 1 education initiatives provided a separate program to
help educationally disadvantaged children and evaluated the effectiveness of the program
in terms of student achievement. The focus in the 1980s was on providing supplemen-
tary assistance which tended to promote pull-out programs instead of supporting a coor-
dinated partnership with the regular program. This approach fostered the division

between Chapter 1 and the regular program.

When the Chapter 1 paradigm shifted in 1988, the focus of federal education programs
began to change. Prtor to 1988. Chapter 1 had two accountability requirements: (1) regu-
latory compliance, which was often the primary influence on program design; and (2)

student success. The second condition for student success assumed that district-wide
aggregates of Chapter 1 results would accurately reflect the effectiveness of the Chapter 1

program.

The 1988 Hawkins-Stafford amendments addressed this flaw by adding additional dimen-

sions to Chapter 1 program accountability. In addition to considering district-wide test
results for each grade level, school districts were required to examine standardized test
scores for grades 2-12 on a school-by-school basis. Students norm-referenced test scores
were still a measure of program effectiveness, but other indicators of achievement could
also be considered. Locally determined goals for students were built into the design of
each district's Chapter I program and drove the accountability effon in the district. Any
school that failed to make substantial progress toward meeting its achievement test mini-
mums or desired outcomes was required to begin a program improvement process which

continued until the school met the outcomes defined in its project application.
Additionally, individual student scores were reviewed to determine if program modifica-
tions were needed to help children succeed.

With a mood of education reform pervading the nation, Chapter 1 program improvement
requirements were intended to impact schools that had not met the educational needs of
their students, and to reflect what bad been learned concerning effective schools. 'The

changes resulting from the Hawkins-Stafford amendments brought attention to both
school and individual student levels of performance. Schools %vete empowered to make
changes in their Chapter I programs and to take greater responsibility for Chapter 1 stu-

dents' achievements

These legislative reforms have brought us to the point where the role of federal programs

in the local district is to emphasize the relationship between the supplemenul program

and the regular program in order to focus on supporting children's learning and achieve-
ment in the regular classroom. The Chapter 1 program and the regular school program

had become separate and distinct from each other. Federal Chapter 1 programs now
emphasize helping children succeed in the regular program, attain grade-level proficien-
cy, and improve achievement in basic and advanced skills. Accordingly, the role of

Chapter 1 programs at the state level has expanded into one of providing technical asSis-
tance along with compliance monitoring and rISCal oversight.

Fehruan ;99J
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ISSUES CURRENTLY FACING CHAPTER I
In the United States, the responsibility for funding and directing education is primarily a function of state and
local government. Since the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965, the federal
government has continuously provided funds based on population and poverty counts to states for local school
districts to increase the achievement of educationally disadvantaged children.

Chapter 1 is still an evolving program, however, and periodically the United States Congress becomes the court
of debate, reflection, and resolution for program i5sues such as how children should be selected and served in
compensatory education programs, at what age levels the program should be centered, and how parents should
he involved. The Chapter 1 program must simultaneously deal with these issues; accommodate the laws of the
fifty sovereign states, the District of Columbia, the territories of the United States, and the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico; and incorporate the progress that has been made in understanding the learning process.

As of 1992, the budget of th-e Chapter 1 program is approaching seven billion dollars to serve approximately
two-thirds of the eleven million eligible children with a wide range of programs. The vast rnaiority of the stu-
dents participate in reading and mathematics instruction, while othcr students participate in language arts
instruction, pre-school, counseling, and other services.

As the 1993 reauthorization approaches, it is important to discuss the relationship between Chapter 1 and several
crucial trends and factors. We must consider how Chapter 1 can and should:

reflect the National Education Goals;
capitalize on new and better instructional-related assessment procedures; and
relate to current and evolving educational standards.

In addition, it is important to view Chapter 1 within the context of its application in states, districts, and individ-
ual sthools Chapter I cannot be the sole driving force in state or local reform efforts. While the Chapter 1
program must be an integral pan of education reform, it does no; have the mechanisms or the funds to serve 25
the main impetus for change.

Given the importance of the above issues, NASCCE presents the following recommendations.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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RECOMMENDATIONS

I. TARGETING OF SERVICES

NASCCE recommends that Chapter 1 remain a c. Ca program that provides funds to supplement
existing education programs and further recommend, dub

basic and concentration funds to SEAs continue to be funded as seprrate allocations;

LEM be given the option to identify IS eligible and to select for participation school attendance
attas on a three-year rather than an annual basis;

lEAs to be required to provide Chapter 1 services only to schools with highest percentages or
numbers of students from low-income families; and

decennial census data used to allocate Chapter 1 funds to states be modified periodically using
current low-income information.

The latest achievement results compiled by the United States Department of Education indicate that children in
Chapter 1 programs have made steady progress in gaining on their peers and attaining grade-level proficiency.
However, even with national appropriations reaching nearly $7 billion annually, only 67% or 7 million of these
children are being served Though many of these children reside in areas of extremely high concentrations of
poverty, children in low poverty schools receive services while many eligible children in high poverty schools
go unscrved. Whereas other special children have legislative and judicial mandates that their needs be met and
that additional funds be spent on their education, only Chapter 1 ensures that alternative quality instruction is
provided to children who, because of environmental conditions, are achieving below their potential.

Funding should be targeted to districts with high concentrations of children from low-income families. These
children who reside in areas highly impacted by poverty require more intensive compensatory services. Districts
should be required to provide Chapter 1 services only to schools with the highest percentages or numbers of
students from low-income families. In addition, districts should be required to provide Chapter 1 services only
to schools with more than 10-20 educationally eligible students.

The targeting process in which LEAs select Chapter 1 schools as eligible for schoolwide proiects for a three-year
period allows for more comprehensive planning and encourages systemic changes in the education process.
Extending the ability to select all schools for three-year periods would parallel the current allowance for school-
wide proiects.

The high mobility in today's society and the rising incidence of homelessness means that many children from
low-income homes arc not- included in the census count which occurs only once every ten years. The current
statute does not allow for this fluctuation in counts of children who live poverty. The census data should be
modified periodically using current low-income information.
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IL SCHOOLWIDE MOOS

NASCCE recommends that Congress adjust the schoolwide project provisions in P.L. 100-297 to:

require one full ,ear of pluming and staff development before schootwide projects can be
implementerk

use multiple funding sources to accomptish schoolwide initiatives;

lower the eligibility csiterlon for a school to participate in schoolwide projects to 60% low
l000me (from the current level of 75%);
ensure that multiple instructional strategies and support services are used to raise student per-
formance and that annual evaluation requirements for eligible Chapter I students served in a
scboolwide project sze based on multiple indicators; and

ensure that schoolwide projects reflect a Chapter I per-pupil expenditure equal to or greater
than the Chapter 1 per-pupil expenditure In nonschoolwide projects, that state and local
expenditures in the school be maintained in the same proportions as in the district, and that
comparability of state and local resources be demonstrated.

The 1988 amendments provided for a new initiative for Chapter 1 schoolwide projects. These projects are

designed to provide the local education agency with more flexibility to meet the special educational needs of
the children within their schools. Since the amendments were enacted, there has been discussion en a wide

range of issues concerning how the program should be altered.

Although the initial participation in this new 1988 provision is relatively limited, there is growing interest and
participatron in schoolwide projects by local education agencies. The flexibility in Chapter 1 project design and
delivery which schonlwide projects allow is critical for schools with high concentrations of educationally disad-
vantaged students. Where the majority of students in a school are educationally disadvantaged, a program
designed to raise the academic achievement of all students may be the most effective strategy for raising the
achievement levels of the Clupter 1 eligible students.

NASCCE endorses the concept of schoolwide projects. The current eligibility criterion of 75% poverty excludes
many Chapter 1 schools where the nujority of students are educationally disadvantaged. To expand the school-

wide project concept. NASCCE supports lowering the school low-income threshold to 60%.

Coordination and integration of resources from state, local, and other federal categorical funding sources are crit-

ical to the success of schootwide projects. A sin& comprehensive plan for the whole school is the basis for a
successful project. As a mechanism to ensure success, NASCCE recommends that schools have the option of
using a portion of their Chapter 1 funding for the development of a comprehensive plan for individual school-

wide projects.

Individual schoolwide project plans stating multiple indicators would be submitted to the state education agency
for approval. These indicators must be aligned with the State Chapter 1 assessment plan. It is recognized that

norm-referenced tests as a single indicator and sole data source may not accurately reflect the gains made by the

Chapter 1 students.
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DI PROGRAM EVALUATION

NASCCE recommends that mukipk measures be used to assess and evaluate the effectiveness of
Chapter 1 programs at the local, state, and national levels and further recommends that:

the Ofilee of Compensatory Education in the United States Department of Education develop
and implement a national matrix sampling program to assess the national aggrepte effective-
ness of Chapter 1;

SEAs and LEAs have the flexibility to use assessment and evaluation options that best suit their
specific purposes and that are aligned with state and local assessment practices;

desired outcomes established for Chapter 1 students be congruent with achievement expecta-
tions set for all students;

the Chapter 1 statute promote the use of multiple measures of student achievement for student
selection, program evaluation, and program improvement;

LEAs have the option to use emerging assessment techniques such as portfolios and perfor-
mance tasks to demonstrate student progress as part of program improvement; and

assessment of children's achievement using standardized tests should not begin before the
fourth grade.

Assessment is one of the most complex issues facing this reauthorization. Over the past ten years, new assess-
ment techniques which reflect a clearer understanding of the learning and instruction process have been devel-
oped and implemented. Standardized tests that measure what a student is learning rather than how the student
applies comprehension and problem-solving skills are no longer considered completely adequate. A series of
teacher-based assessment techniques have emerged that may measure how a student is learning and how the
student may apply that knowledge. Developmentally appropriate assessment techniques may include assess-
ment over time using various methods, authentic assessment, observational assessment, parent observation of
the child, and portfolio assessment.

National accountability to determine program effectiveness can be obtained through matrix sampling which
allows for in-depth testing of a representative sample of children. By using 1 matrix sampling technique, less
time would be needed to gather information on what is being learned, how it is being applied, and who is
being served Though the national matrix sample could be modeled after the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), NASCCE recommends that the grades sampled not include those currently tested
by NAEP. Data could be aggregated on the state level, thus allowing for state-by-state comparisons.

The need to align Chapter 1 assessment procedures with the current knowledge of assessment seems clear.
Developmentally appropriate assessment techniques for Chapter 1 programs must involve instruments or
approaches that are meaningful in the assessmen«)f young children as well as reflective of state-of-the-art
research. Research clearly supports the contribution early childhood programs make to subsequent school suc-
cess for educationally deprived children and demonstrates the importance of high quality inputs to resultant high
outcomes An analysis or evaluation of the inputs, such as staff training levels, adult/child ratios, level of parent
involvement, and program definition, is more effective than the use of standardized tests for assessing program
success during the early childhood years.

Requirements for year-by-year administration of norm-referenced standardized tests in early childhood education
programs should be replaced by careful monitoring of best practices which have been demonstrated to produce
quality outcomes. Standardized tests, as one of the multiple achievement indicators, should not be used before
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the fourth grade. At the local level, student progress in all grade spans should be monitoted continuously
through analysis of work samples and observation-based documentation.

N. PROCAAM namovimerr

NASCCE recommends thee the program improvement concept be maintained snd strengthened so that
schools, while given the flexibility to implement appropriate programs that meet specific needs, are
accountable for improving cabling programs sad further recommends thab

SEAs have the option to develop and align state Chapter 1 program improvement plans with
state school reform efforts;

school program improvement plans be developed by a team that is representative of school per-
sonnel and parents of participating children;

schools be klentified for program improvement using evskution data that are collected from
multiple data sources collected over more than one school yew; and

once Identified for program improvement, sclsools be required to continue improvement efforts
until increased student achievement is demonstrated over a muitipk year time span.

Program improvement, as addressed in the 1988 reauthorization, has become the showcase for Chapter 1 school
accountability. For the first time in the history of Chapter 1, schools not showing substantial progress in meeting
their desired outcomes 2re required to develop program improvement plans which address how their Chapter 1
programs will be modified to ensure satisfactory progress. Chapter 1 program improvement should be used as a
catalyst to assess the entire school program in which Chapter 1 students participate. This holistic apptoach sup-
ports the goal of Chapter 1, which seeks to ensure that Chapter 1 children are not only successful in their sup-
pkmentary programming, but are successful in their regular classrooms.

Because schools improvement is central to any effort to provide meaningful intervention for Chapter 1 students,
the focus must be on systemic reform. NASCCE recommends that Chapter 1 programs be instituted so 25 to
become an integral part of a school's instructional program. Minor revisions to ineffective Chapter 1 programs
have had minimal success; instead, the entire instructional program of a Chapter 1 participant must be reviewed
and modified if the child is to succeed.

Chapter 1 TACs and Chapter 1 R-TACs have played key roles in past Chapter 1 program improvement efforts
They can continue their role in these efforts, to coordinate between and among states and LEAs the delivery of
appropriate contemporary instruction. The typical SEA does not receive sufficient administrative monks to con-
duct the necessary administrative functions and do anything of consequence to support quality LEA staff devel-
opment. TACS and R-TACs have helped fill this void.

Schools should be identified for program improvement using evaluation data that are collected from multiple
sources over more than one school year. These schools should be required to continue improvement efforts
until increased student achievement is demonstrated over a multiple year time span.

Recent federal implementation studies from the state perspective indicated that the credibility of the current pro-
gram identification system is questionable. Evidence of program impact is currently limited to 2 single or
restricted source of information, whereas multiple sources would provide the more appropriate evidence of pro-
gram effectiveness.

Ifixitary 1993
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V. STAFF DEVE1OPMENT

NASCCE recommends that LEA applications include staff development for all personnel involved in the
implementation of the project and further recommends that:

staff development activities relating to the instruction of educationally disadvantaged children
be required for both Chapter 1 and regular program staff;

LEAs demonstrate financial commitment to high quality staff development specific to the needs
of Chapter 1 participants; and

assurance be given that all instructional staff will be trained and able to use multiple assessment
techniques to measure the progress and needs of children participating in Chapter 1.

to implement Chapter 1 early childhood programs, LEAs should be required to employ certified
staff and provide appropriate training and staff development.

Current requirements only briefly mention in-service training. NASCCE, however, believes that the staff develop-
ment component is so critical to the success of Chapter 1 programs that a specific staff development plan
describing annual staff development activities must be required for all Chapter 1 projects.

Increased attention should to be focused on (1) how staff development activities will be coordinated between
the regular and Chapter 1 program; (2) the degree to which the LEAs will financially support staff development
aalvitICS; and (3) how staff development activities will be used to improve and change the assessment proce-
dures All instructional staff must be trained to assess their students with developmentally appropriate methods,
as well as to employ instructional methods that reflect the wider goals of helping students learn how to think
and apply what they have learned. The TACs and R-TACs should continue to expand their services to assist
LEAs and SEAs in improving the assessment system through staff development.

VL PARENT INVOLVEMENT

NASCCE recommends that Chapter 1 programs continue to promotc family literacy and family mathe-
matics and that Chapter 1 enhance parent invotvement through methods such as parent training, par-
ent outreach, and by ecsuring a continuum of family literacy services between Chapter I and other
programs such as Even Start. NASCCE further recommends that:

LEAs be required to conduct activities to address the training needs of parents and of school
personnel in effective strategies of parential involvement.

LEAs be required to annually assess the effectiveness of parent involvement in Chapter 1 pro-
grams; and

parents be involved in assessing the effectivenos and quality of parent involvement in Chapter
1 programs.

The active engagement of parents in their children's education helps raise student achievement. When Fhown
how, parents will actively support their children's education Instruction for parents should include areas such
as child development and learning, skill development, parent involvement at school, and access to resource
libraries for teachers and parents

Chapter 1 should provide funds for professional development activities for teachers, administrators and commu-
nity leadeN to reduce the barriers to parent participation in the learning activities of their children and, as a
result, make the Chapter 1 program and other school programs more accessible to the parents.
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NIL EARLY CHILDHOOD/ODORDINATION OF SERVICES

NASCCE recommends that Chapter 1 services be better coordinated with other programs and labia-
dyes, includinv

organizations which promote best educational practices for children.

federal programs in the education, health, and social services sector;

state and local school improvement initiatives;

other available cart), childhood service programs such as Even Start, Head Start, and community
service agencies providing family support to early childhood education; and

early childhood programs should set goals, objectives, and achievement levels that are develop-
mentally appropriate for young children.

It is the belief of NASCCE that we must significantly increase coordination between Chapter 1 programs and
other programs and ingitutions that serve disadvantaged children. Each of these initiatives is significant, and the
synergetic effect of cooperation among them has enormous potential to use federal money to effectively reach
the children and families who need it and, most importantly, to provide the best quality service to children who
need and deserve a fair start in life.

The emphasis in Chapter 1 should be on high academic achievement while recognizing the needs of the whole
child. The changes recommended require additional money for school improvement and, at heavily impacted
schools, better coordination of existing federal, state, and local resources that are intended to provide assistance
to at-risk students (i.e. Chapter 1, Chapter 2, Drug-Free School money, Carl Perkins, Eisenhower grants, state
school improvement funds). Efforts to reduce isolation among federal programs designed to help students most
in need must be initiated across the board. Collaborative approaches are needed to more effectively target
reform and to reduce the duplication of effort which currently waters down the effect of each federal program.
Families that receive Chapter 1 funds are often eligible for other publicly funded programs; therefore Chapter 1
requirements arid those of other federal education, health, and social service programs should be modified to
make it possible for families to gain access to a range of services al a single point of entry. Other federal pro-
grams must be allowedeven encouragedto undertake schoolwide efforts as well.

Experience shows that it is not enough to begin one or two discrete projects in a school. Political pressure from
national, state, 3nd local levels combined with uncoordinated educational reform initiatives have tended to pro-
duce a proiect mentality" in school improvement. Initiatives such as site-based management, alternative assess-
ment, and parent involvement are tacked onto an already burdensome system, and this parade of "projects'
comes and goes, often leaving no lasting change. States need the flexibility to link state curriculum frameworks
and state assessment systems with Chapter 1 program improvement requirements in order to provide a more
coherent and productive strategy for systemic reform This flexibility must permit the use of multiple achieve-
ment indicators that are directly linked to state and local outcome-based systems of accountability. These
changes would result in a schoolwide focus on the main components of the system simultaneously (e.g., leader-
ship, climate, instruction, parent and community involvement) and on the equally critical examination of the
underlying values and beliefs that conipnse the culture of the school.
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The positive effects of Chapter 1 programs would also be multiplied by increased coordination with early child-
hood service programs such as Even Start and Head Start. Areas in which the missions of Chapter 1 and pro-

grams such as Head Start overlap and would benefit from coordination include:

developing guidelines for the smooth transition of children from early childhood programs to Chapter 1
to ensure a continuum of SCIViCes;

incorporating the good practices from existing early childhood programs into schools (i.e. home school
relationships, interactive experiential learning, and active involvement of parents);
providing community-based services in early childhood programs in the school set:ing (e.g., adult educa-
tion programs for parents; literacy, health, welfare, child advocacy, and mental health services, and ser-

vices from public and private child care facilities);
providing continuity between developmentally appropriate early childhood instniction and Chapter 1

programs; and
analyzing the selection of eligible students and attencbrice areas as they affect early childhood programs,
since targeting in Chapter 1 sometimes limits the transition services available for young children

In addition, Chapter 1 programs should access and build on the research and knowledge of organizat ons which
promote best educational practices for children. Coordination with these institutions would significantly benefit
Chapter 1 programs by promoting efficient practices and reducing costly duplication of effort. The 1993 reau-
thonzation of Chapter 1 provides a unique opportunity to craft legislation that will permit states and local
schools to respond to the growing consensus about beneficial approaches to assist young children of disadvan-

taged backgrounds.
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APPENDIX A

Findings From the
Survey of State Committees of Practitioners

by the
National Association of State Coordinators of Compensatory Education

Section 1451(b) of the Hawkins-Stafford School Improvement Amendments of 1988 requires state education
agencies (SEAs) to establish a state Committee of Practitioners (COP) to advise on state rulemaking. These com-
mittees include administrators, teachers, parents, and members of local boards of education. The National
Association of State Coordinators of Compensatory Education (NASCCE) conducted a survey of each state
Committee of Practitioners to gather data on how persons associated directly with local education agency (LEA)
Chapter 1 programs think about many of the issues specific to Chapter 1 but reflective of the wider goals for
improving education. The Committees of Practitioners were chosen for their input since all states have these
committees.

The survey provided ten classifications indicating positions of responsibility on COPs. These classifications were
(1) teachers. (2) teacher assistants (3) parents. (4) principals, (5) superintendents, (6) Chapter 1 coordinators, (7)
Chapter 1 supervisors, (8) school board members. (9) other, and (10) state coordinators. Because of the limited
number of teacher assistants either serving on committees or responding to the survey, their responses were tab-
ulated in the -Other category. The "Other category provided a space for job identification. Among the identi-
fiers were the following. non-public school official (or reacher), evaluation specialist, Head Start representative,
university representative, and state reading association.

The survey contained over fifty questions on a wide range of issues, including how students in Chapter 1 pro-
grams should be selected, taught, and assessed, how programs for schoolwide projects and program improve-
ment should be structured; and what the relationship should be between the local educators and state educators
with respect to selected school improvement issues (See Appendix B for survey questionnaire with responses
for each question.)

The survey allowed participants to mark a machine scannable form with one of five answers- Strongly Agree
(SA). Agree (A). Disagree (D), Strongly Disagree (SD). or Don't Know (DK). The design, which did not allow a

middle position option, was selected in part to (time an answer on each item. (In its 1987 survey, NASCCE found
many neutral answers in a survey of more than 3,000 local school district Chapter 1 programs.)

The survey questions were formulated by a Reauthorization Task Force of members of NASCCE and were
reviewed for clarity, bias, comprehension, and case of response. Once the survey was constructed, sufficient
copies for each state COP were sent to Chapter 1 state coordinators by the president of NASCCE. Nationwide,
over 900 persons serve on state level COPs During July and August, 1992, each state coordinator asked commit-
tee members to participate in the survey All states are represented in the responses of nearly 600 COP members
who completeu surveys for a return rate of 62% Surveys were also completed by 51 of 52 state coordinators
including Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia The surveys were collected by each state coordinator and
returned to the association president who tabulated and processed the data.
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The survey targeted the following areas:
Targeting of Services

Schoolwide Projects
Program Evaluation
Program Improvement
Staff Development
Parent Involvement
Early Childhood Education/Coordination of Services

The survey also included questions that dealt with monetary set-asides for support of specific Chapter 1 activities.

TARGETING OF SERVICES

Ninety-four percent of all respondents either strongt; agreed or agreed that Chapter 1 should remain a categori-
cal program that supplements existing programs (Item 3). Three-fourths of the COP members agreed or strongly

1,5, agreed that basic and concentration funds to SEAs should continue to be separate allocations (Item 4). However,
60% believed that SEAs should not be required to target concentration funds directly to poorer schools instead of
to entire school districts (Item 10). On the quesuo,t concerning thresholds for concentration grants, there were
little percentage differences between those who agreed and those who disagreed with changes. On that item
42% agreed while 35% disagreed that LFA low-income eligibility criteria for concentration grant funds should be
increased from the current 15% or 6500 formula children (Item 9).

The respondents were evenly split on the issue of requiring Las to provide Chapter 1 services only to schools
with highest percentages of students from low-income homes (Item 5). The even split remained on the item con-
cerning minimum numbers or percentage of low-income children based on a national or state average of low-
income children that the building must have in order to receive Chapter services (Item 54). Respondents were
asked to indicate a minimum number of eligible students a school should have in order to provide Chapter I
services (Table 1). Choices on the survey were as follows: 10, 20, 30, 40, 50.

Table I
RESPONSE SPREAD

"LEAs should be required to provide Chapter 1 services
to schools with minimum numbers of eligible students"

COP Category 10 20 30 ao 50
Teachers 39% 14% 15% 10% 17%

Parents 46% 21% 10% 2% 19%

Principals 41% 30% 9% 6% 11%

Superintendents 45% 21% 7% 7% 12%

Ch 1 Coordinators 32% 26% 17% 8% 15%

Ch 1 Supervisors 31% 17% 14% 7% 31%
School Bd. Members 47% 25% 13% 3% 6%
Others 43% 21% 13% 7% 11%

State Coordinators 24% 39% 12% 2% 12%

Totals 38% 24% 13% 6% 14%

(Categories do not total 100% 'Don't Know" and 'No Response' tabulations were omitted.)

Fehruars 1991
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A minimum of 10 students Ms selected by most respondents (38%). The next largest group of respondents
(24%), suggested a minimum of 20 students. There were no significant differences in the other three choices
(13%, 6%, and 14%. respectively).

The item "Decennial census data used to allocate Chapter 1 funds to states should be modified frequently using
current low-income information" resulted in either strongly agree or agree by 7855 of all respondents (Item 7).
Likewise. 79% agreed that LEAs should be given the option to identify as eligible and to select for participation
school attendance areas on a three year basis rather than on an annual basis (Item 8). A second option item,
"LEAs should have the option of serving previous Chapter 1 participants for two additional years if the students
remain educationally disadvantaged but are no longer in greatest need" increased by 10% for a total of 89%
agreeing or strongly agreeing (Item 11).

Seventy-six percent of the- respondents awed with allowing incidental services to non-eligible Chapter 1 stu-

dents (Item 12). Seventy-eight percent also agreed that SEAs should have the discretion to approve any promis-
ing innovative project at any reasonable funding level (Item 13).

SOIOOLWIDE PROJECTS
Of all respondents, 92% agreed that to be implemented, schoolwide projects should be comprehensive and
require the use of all state, local, and federal categorical programs. Seventy-four percent of the state coordinators
agreed with the comprehensive plan. The highest agreement with the item was found among patents (73%) and
LEA Chapter 1 supervisors (76%) (Item 29). Half the respondents disagreed on the item concerning funding
schoolwide projects which was stated as follows: "More Chapter 1 funds per pupil should be expended in
schoolwide protects than in non-schoolwide project schools" (Item 28).

Two-thirds agreed that the schoolwide maintenance of effort requirement for state and local funds may be
reduced up to 10% of the previous year's per pupil expenditures as long as there is a similar district-wide reduc-
tion from state and local funds (Item 27).

Eighty-seven percent agreed that local schoolwide plans should be required to evaluate the student achievement
of Chapter 1 eligible students annually using multiple indicators consistent with the schoolwide protect goals and
objectives (Item 30). Seventy-two percent agreed that one full year of planning and staff development should be
required before schoolwide projects can be implemented (Item 31).

Respondents were given the following I. ncome percentage criteria that should be used to determine a
school's eligibility to participate in schoo e piorcts 75%, 70%, 65%, 60%, and 50%. The threshold receiving
the highest agreement among respondents was the 50% criterion which was selected by 43% of.the respondents.
Among state coordinators, the largest group (35%) favored a threshold of 65% low-income (Item 55). The
response spread is shown in Table 2.

1 4 1;
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Table 2
RESPONSE SPREAD

"Low-Income percentage criteria to determine a school's eligibility for schoolwide projects"
Cat,gory/Porcents 75 70 85 GO 50
Teachers 13% 5% 15% 13% 46%

Parents 21% 2% 8% 6% 60%
Principals 6% 4% 6% 15% 67%

Superintendents 10% 12% 7% 10% 57%

Ch. 1 Coordinators 35% 11% 12% 6% 33%

Ch. 1 Supervisors 37% 2% 0% 0% 41%

School Bd. Members 9% 3% 9% 13% 63%

Others 26% 5% 13% 15% 35%
State Coordinators. 22% 6% 35% 14% 18%

Totals 22% 6% 13% 11% 43%

(Categories do not total 100% since 'No Response' tabulations were omitted.)

PROGRAM EVALUATION
That the use of norm referenced tests as the only measure for Chapter 1 national evaluation purposes should be
discontinued was agreed to by 81% of the respondents (Item 41). Eighty percent agreed that the U.S.
Department of Education should develop an alternative process to collect national data on Chapter 1 program
effectiveness that may include sampling across states and case studies (Item 51). On the issue of use of measures
other than norm referenced tests for student selection and for student program improvement, over 90% of the
respondents were in agreement and 87% agreed that the st2tUte should promote the use of measures other than
norm referenced test for program evaluation (Items 45, 46).

On the item, -The Chapter 1 statute should allow SEAs and LEAs the flexibility to use assessment and evaluation
options that best suit their specific purposes and that are aligned with state and local assessment practices,' 87%
agreed. Eighty-five percent agreed that LEAs should be allowed to develop and implement alternative assess-
ment techniques in Chapter 1 programs using innovative funds (Items 42, 44).

When asked if LEAs should have the option to use emerging assessment techniques such as portfolios and perfor-
mance tasks to CV2lUate annually the effectiveness of Chapter 1 programs and to demonstrate student progress for
purposes of program improvement, nearly 90% of respondents agreed. Multiple factors (e.g., graduation rates and
attendance) should be considered as valid indicatc:s of Chapter 1 program success and used as additional pro-
gram evaluation tools was agreed upon by 83% of persons responding to the survey (Items 48, 52).

Seventy-eight percent of the respondents disagreed that Chapter 1 should focus only on advanced skills and
evaluate performance only in advanced skills. There was agreement (59%) that assessment of achievement of
children using standardized tests should not begin before fourth grade (items 50, 43).

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT
SE/. should have the flexibility to develop and align state Chapter 1 program improvement plans with state
school reform efforts was strongly agreed or agreed to by 85% of respondents State coordinators agreed or
strongly agreed at the 920,6 level. Ninety-two percent of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that schools
should be identified for program improvement using evaluation data that is collected from multiple data sources
that may include norm- referenced tests. As a group. 98% of the state coordinators agreed or strongly agreed
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with the item. Of all respondents, 9016 percent agreed or strongly agreed that schools should be identified for
program improvement using evaluation data collected over more than one school year (Items 18, 19, 20)

Sixty-two percent of the respondents agreed that the long term effectiveness of a Chapter 1 program should be
demonstrated through program improvement requirements rather than through separate sustained effects stud-
ies. Sixty-four percent of state coordinators agreed with this option (Item 53).

The widest range of opinion was found on requiring Chapter 1 students to meet the same desired outcomes as
for the entire student body (Table 3).

Table 3
RESPONSE SPREAD

"The desired outcomes established for Chapter 1 participants should be equivalent to
the achievement expectation set for the entire student body."

Category SA A D SD
Teachers 13% 40% 29% 13%
Parents 29% 33% 25% 6%
Principals 22% 39% 24% 9%
Superintendents 12% 36% 33% 14%
Ch. 1 Coordinators 20% 28% 26% 23%
Ch. 1 Supervisors 10% 34% 10% 34%
School Bd. Members 22% 47% 19% 7%
Others 34% 35% 17% 10%
State Coordinators 35% 47% 12% 2%
Totals 23% 36% 23% 14%

(Categories do not total 100% "Don't Know and "No Response' tabulations were omitted.)

With regard to establishing desired outcomes for Chapter I participants that are equivalent to the achievement
expectation set for the entire student body, as noted alxwe. only 59% of COP respondents agreed or strongly
agreed. Among state coordinato.s, 92% agreed or strongly agreed with setting the same outcomes for all stu-
dents Local administrators (pnncipals and superintendents) were evenly split on the issue Less than half of the
local Chapter 1 coordinators and s.:pervisors agreed that Chapter 1 outcomes should be the sante as for the
entire student body Fifty-three percent of COP teacher members agreed with setting the same outcomes. Sixty-
two percent of parents of Chapter 1 children indicated that the desired outcomes should be the same as for the
student hody (Item 21)

That school program improvement plans should he developed by a team that is representative of school person-
nel and parents of participating children was agreed to by 92% of respondents. Eighty-eight percent of respon-
dents agreed or strongly agreed that schools selected for program improvement should be required to imple-
ment the school improvement plan for at least one full school year Sixty-nine percent of respondents felt that
schools, once identified for program improvement should he required to continue improvement efforts until
increased student achievement is demonstrated over a multiple year time span. Sixty percent of the respondents
agreed that program improvement requirements should apply only to subject matter instructional programs in
which more than 20 students participate (Items 22. 23. 24, 26).

Fifty-seven percent of all respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed that sanctions or reduction in funds should be
imposed on Chapter I programs in schools that shim no improvement after a minimum number of rars. Among mem-
ber woups the range of disagreement with these sanctions was 32% (mem) to 72% (local coordinators)(trem 25).
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STAPP DEVELOPMENT
Seventy-nine percent of the respondents agreed that Chapter 1 staff development activities should be required
for both Chapter 1 arid regular program gaff. Sixty-eight percent agreed that LEAs should be required to set
aside Chapter 1 funds for ongoing high quality staff development specific to the needs of Chapter 1 participants
in individual schools (Items 32, 33).

PARENT INVOLVEMENT
MI responding parent members of COPs strongly agreed or agreed that LEAs should be required annually to
ISSCSS the effectiveaess of the involvement of parents in Chapter 1 programs and conduct activities to address
the training needs of parents. Among all respondents 79% were in agreement. In the matter of set-aside for com-
prehensive training of parents of participating children, 89% of the parents strongly agreed or agreed while 62%
of total respondents agreed similarly. Among state coordinators, only 45% were in the same categories (Items 14.
15).

A second set-aside item questioned that a portion of LEA basic grants be set aside to train school personnel in
effective strategies for parent involvement. Again, 87% of parents were in agreement, while only 66% of all
respondents agreed. State coordinators were in agreement with the set Aside at the 55% level (Item 16).

Ninety-eight percent of parents responding wanted LEAs to be required to annually aS5eSS in consultation with
parents the effectiveness of parent involvement activit'. State coordinators agreed with the responding parents
at the 82% level (Item 17).

EARLY CHLLDHOOD/0200MDINATION OF SERVICES
Nearly all respondents agreed (95%) that early childhood programs (pre-school through grade 3) should set
goals, objectives, and achievement levels that are developmentally appropriate for young children. Eighty-five
percent agreed that LEA early childhood programs implemented with Chapter 1 funds should employ certified
suit 2nd provide appropriate training and staff development. That early childhood programs should be compre-
hensive and include educational, social, and health services was agreed to by rns of the respondents (Items 38,

39. 40).

Three-fourths of the respondents agreed that the use of predictors such as the educational level of the parent
and the economic and social conditions of the family should be allowed as valid indicators of educational need
in determining the eligibility of Chapter 1 pre-school children. Likewise, the same proportions of respondents
agreed that LEAs should be required to coordinate Chapter 1 early childhood programs with other available pro-
grams including Even Start, Head Start, and other community services agencies providing family support to early
childhood education (Items 36, 37).

The concept that LEAs should be required to set aside funds for early childhood programs for eligible children
from preschool through grade 3 was agreed to by 48% of the respondents (Item 34).

SET-AS1DES
Inthedded in the survey were six items that sought opinions of requiring set-aside funds for specific activities. In
asking opinions if more Chapter I funds per pupil should be expended in schoolwide projects than in non-
schoolwide project schools, one-half disagreed (Item 28).

In asking if LEAs should be required to set aside funds for early childhood programs for preschool through
grade 3 programs, 47% disagreed as compared to 61% who disagreed that LEAs should be required to set aside
funds for Chapter 1 programs in secondary schools (Items 34, 35).

Feiniran. 1993
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On staff development, "LEAs should be required to set aside Chapter 1 funds for ongoing high quality staff
development specific to the needs of Chapter 1 participants in individual schools," 68% agreed. The percent
agreement is the highest on any single set-aside issue (Item 32).

Two parent involvement items asked opinions on set-aside of funds. Sixty-s1x percent of respondents agreed that
a portion of LEA basic grants should be set aside to train school personnel in effective strategics for parent
involvement. Sixty-two percent agreed that a portion of the LEA basic grant should be set aside for comprehen-
sive training of parents of participating children (Items 15, 16).

1111PLICA11ONS OF THE SURVEY

An arbitrary rate of 80% of all respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing was chosen as a basis for considering if
survey items had implications that should be considered in the reauthorization of Chapter 1.

The survey items attaining those percentages 2re listed.

I. Chapter I should remain a categorical program that provides funds to supplement existing

programs

2. Basic and concentration funds to SEAs should be funded as separate allocations.

3. Decennial census data used to allocate Chapter I funds to states should be modified frequently using
current low-income information.

LEAs should have the option of serving previous Chapter 1 participants for two additional years if the
students remain educationally disadvantaged but are not longer in greatest need.

S. SEAs should have the flexibility to develop and align state Chapter I program improvement plans with
state school rtform efforts.

6. Schools should be identified for program improvement using evaluation dam that is collected from multi-

ple data sources that may include norm-referenced tests.

7 Schools should he identified for program improvement using evaluation data collected over more than

one school year.

8. Schools selected for program improvement should be required to implement the school improvement
plan for at least one full school year.

9 School program improvement plans should be developed by a team that is representative of school per-

sonnel and parents of participating children.

10 Local schoolwide plans should be required to evaluate the student achievement of Chapter 1 eligible stu-
dents annually using multiple indicators consistent with the schoolwide project goals and obiectives.

II. To implement Chapter I early childhood programs, LEAs should be required to employ certified staff and
provide appropriate training and staff development

12 Early childhood programs should set goals, objectives, and achievement levels that are developmentally

appropriate for young children

13 The use of norm-referenced tests as the only measure for Chapter 1 national evaluation purposes should

be discontinued.

14 The Chapter 1 statute should allow SEAs and LEM the flexibility to use assessment and evaluation
options that best suit their specific purposes and that are aligned with state and local assessment prac-

tices

&finally 1993
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15. LEAs should be allowed to develop and implement alternative assessment tedmiques in Chapter 1 pro-
grams using innovative funds.

16. The Chapter 1 statute should promote the use of measures other than norm-referenced tests for student
selection, student program improvement and program evaluation. (Combination of tbree survey items.)

17. LEAs should have the option to use emerging assessment techniques such as portfolios and performance
tasks to evaluate annually the effectiveness of the Chapter 1 programs and to demonstrate student
progress for purposes of program improvement. (Combination of two survey item7.)

18. The Chapter 1 statute should not focus only on advanced skills 2nd shc-ild not evaluate performance
only in advanced skills.

19. The U.S. Department of Education should develop an alternative process to collect national data on
Chapter 1 program effectiveness that may include sampling across states.

20. Multiple factors should be considered as valid indicators of Chapter 1 program success and used as addi-
tional program evaluation tools.

reeno7 1993
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APPENDIX B

Survey of State Co,nin1Uee of Practitioners
by the

National Association of Stam Coordinators of Compensatory Education

Survey items are followed by a grid showing the responses by membership subgroups in the Committees of
Practitioners (COPs). The subgroups are, (1) Teacher's, (2) Parents, (3) Principals, (4) Superintendents, (5)
Chapter 1 Coordinators, (6) Chapter 1 Supervisors, (7) School Board Members. (8) Others, and (9) State Chapter
1 Coordinators. Respondents were asked to identify themselves according to subgroups. This identification pro-
cedure used the first two survey numbers; therefore, the first grid indicates the number '3," the first item of the

survey.

The possible responses to survey items were as follows:

Strongly Agree (SA)

Agree (A)
Disagree (D)
Strongly Disagree (SD)
Don't Know (DK)

A total of 587 individuals pahicipated in the survey. To account for all possible responses to each survey item, a
category -No Response" (NR) was used in each grid to indicate cases were individuals did not respond to the
Item.

Each membership group shows number of opinion responses and the percent of group total. (Example: 73% or
61 of 84 teachers responding strongly agreed that Chapter 1 remain a categorical program.)

The subtotals indicate COP responses only by number and percent. State Coordinators' responses were tabulated
separately and then as a pan of the total survey responses.

I. Indicate position held on the Committee of Practitioners

(a) Teacher

(b) Teacher Assistant

(c) Parent

(d) Principal
le) Superintendent

2. (a) Chapter 1 LEA Administrative Coordinator
(b) Chapter 1 LEA Instructional Supervisor

(c) LEA School Board Member

(d) Other
(e) State Chapter 1 Coordinator

fehrtuny 1993
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3. Chapter 1 should remain a categorical program tha provides funds to supplement existing programs.

*3 SA %SA A %A D %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 81 73% 15 18% 3 4% 4 5% 0 0% 1 1% 84
Parents 32 67% 14 29% 1 2% 0 0% 1 2% 0 0% 48
Principals 30 56% 18 33% 2 4% 0 0% 2 4% 2 4% 54
Superintendents 28 67% 12 29% 2 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 118 83% 21 15% 3 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 22 76% 5 17% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 16 50% 14 44% 2 6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 32
Other 75 71% 22 21% 4 4% 0 0% 2 2% 2 2% 105
Subtotals 382 71% 121 23% 18- 3% 5 1% 5 1% 5 1% 536
State Coordinators 4 2 82% 0 18% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 /
Totals 424 72% 130 22% 18 3%_ 5 1% 5 1% 5 1% 587

4. Basic and concentration funds to SEAs should be funded as separate allocations.

*4 SA %SA A %A D %D SD %SD OK %DK NA %NR Totals
Teachers 24 29% 34 40% 7 8% 1 1% 15 18% 3 4% 84
Parents 20 42% 19 40% 2 4% 3 6% 3 6% 1 2% 48
Principals 17 31% 23 43% 3 6% 4 7% 5 9% 2 4% 54
Superintendents 15 36% 15 36% 4 10% 2 5% 8 14% 0 G% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 62 44% 51 36% 14 10% 10 7% 5 4% 0 0% 142
051 Supervisors 16 55% 7 24% 1 3% 2 7% 2 7% 1 3% 29
School Bd Membe 9 28% 16 50% 2 6% 1 3% 4 13% 0 0% 32
Other 45 44% 27 26% 8 8% 8 8% 16 15% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 209 39% 192 36% 41 8% 31 6% 55 10% 7 1% 536
State Coordinators 1 9 37% 10 20% 1 3 25% 7 14% 2 4% 0 0% 51
Totals 228 39% 202 34% 54 9% 38 6% 58 10% 7 1% 587

5. LEAs should be required to provide Chapter 1 services only to schools with highest percents of students

from low-income homes.

*5 SA %SA A %A D %D SD l %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 9 11% 26 31% 24 29% 22 26% 3 4% 0 0% 84
Parents 8 17% 9 19% 17 35% 13 27% 1 2% 0 0% 48
Principals 8 15% 11 20% 16 30% 18 33% 1 2% 0 0% 54
Superintendents 9 21% 10 24% 9 21% 12 29% 1 2% 1 2% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 49 35% 37 26% 30 21% 21 15% 5 4% 0 0% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 13 45% 8 21% 7 24% 3 10% 0 0% 0 0% 29
School 13d Members 3 9% 6 19% 12 38% 10 31% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 28 27% 23 22% 27 26% 27 26% 0 0% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 127 24% 128 24% 142 26% 126 24% 12 2% 1 0% 536
State Coordinators 14 27% 22 43% 8 16% 7 14% 0 0% 0 0% 5 /
Totals 141 24% 150 26% 150 26% 133 23% 12 2% 1 0% 587

mows
February 1993

1 r;

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



150

National Association of State Coordinators of Comperuatoty Education Postuon Paper on Cbaper 1 Reautbanzarron 23

6. In order to receive Chapter 1 services schools should have a minimum number or percent of low-income
children based on a national or state average number or percent of low-income children.

86 SA % SA A % A D % D SD % SD DK % DK NR % NR Totals
Teachers 1 6 19% 31 37% 14 17% 21 25% 2 2% 0 0% 84
Parents 4 8% 1 7 35% 15 31% 12 25% 0 0% 0 0% 48
Principals 8 11% 1 7 31% 15 28% 14 26% 1 2% 1 2% 54
Superintendents 7 17% 1 7 40% 9 21% 8 19% 1 2% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 2 8 20% 49 35% 19 13% 43 30% 3 2% 0 0% 142
CM Supervisors 2 7% 1 0 34% 5 17% 11 38% 1 3% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 1 0 31% 8 25% 7 22% 7 22% 0 0% 0 0% 32
Other 1 8 17% 30 29% 18 17% 37 35% 1 1% 1 1% 106
Subtotals 91 17% 1 79 33% 1 02 19% 153 29% 9 2% 2 0% 536
State Coordinators 10 20% 1 7 33% 16 31% 8 16% 0 0% 0 0% 51
Totals 101 17% 1 98 33% 118 20% 161 27% 9 2% 2 0% 587

7. Decennial census data used to allocate Chapter 1 funds to states should be modified frequently using current
low-income information.

#7 SA % SA A % A D % D SD % SD DK % DK NR % NR Totals
Teachers 2 8 33% 38 45% 6 7% 6 7% 5 6% 1 1% 84
Pamnts 2 0 42% 19 40% 7 15% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 48
Prindpals 1 4 26% 25 46% 7 13% 8 11% 2 4% 0 0% 54
Superintendents 1 1 26% 18 43% 7 17% 3 7% 3 7% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 5 6 39% 52 37% 12 8% 1 8 13% 3 2% 1 1% 142
Chl Supervisors 9 31% 9 31% 2 7% 7 24% 1 3% 1 3% 29
School Bd Members 1 4 44% 11 34% 3 9% 3 9% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 3 0 37% 46 44% 7 7% 10 10% 3 3% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 19 1 36% 218 41% 51 10% 54 10% 1 9 4% 3 1% 536
State Coordinators 1 8 35% 2 7 53% 4 8% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 51
Totals 20 9 36% 2 45 42% 55 9% 55 9% 20 3% 3 1% 587

8. LEAs should be given the option to identify as eligible and to select for participation school attendance areas
on a three year basis rather than on an annual basis

# 8 SA % SA A % A D % D SD % SD DK % DK NR % NR Totals
Teachers 2 7 32% 41 49% 10 12% 5 6% 1 1% 0 0% 84
Parents 8 17% 20 42% 12 25% 6 13% 2 4% 0 0% 48
Principals 2 3 43% 23 43% 4 7% 1 2% 3 6% 0 0% 54
Superintendents 1 7 40% 16 38% 1 2% 6 14% 2 5% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 7 6 54% 43 30% 15 11% 5 4% 3 2% 0 0% 142
Chl Supervisors 1 6 55% 7 24% 3 10% 2 7% 0 0% 1 3% 29
School Bd Members 1 8 56% 12 38% 2 6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 32
Other 4 8 44% 36 34% 12 11% 8 8% 3 3% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 231 43% 1 98 37% 59 11% 33 6% 1 4 3% 1 536
State Coordinators 12 24% 2 7 53% 8 16% 4 8% 0 0% 0 0% 51
Totals 24 3 41% 225 38% 67 11% 37 6% 14 2% 1 0% 587
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9. LEA low-income eligibility criteria for concentration grant funds should be increased from the current 15% of
enrollment or 6500 formula children.

89 SA %SA A %A 0 %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
leachers 13 15% 17 20% 15 18% 10 12% 29 35% 0 0% 84
Parents 8 17% 17 35% 10 21% 4 8% 9 19% 0 0% 48
Principals 5 9% 23 43% 10 19% 4 7% 11 20% 1 2% 54
Superintendents 7 17% 11 26% 7 17% 9 21% 7 17% 1 2% 42
Ch 1 Coadinators 21 15% 39 27% 24 17% 27 19% 30 21% 1 1% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 3 10% 7 24% 3 10% . 12 41% 3 10% 1 3% 29
School Rd Members), 4 13% 10 31% 9 28% 4 13% 4 13% 1 3% 32
Other 19 18% 23 22% 19 18% 22 21% 20 19% 2 2% 106
Subtotals 80 15% 147 27% 97 18% 92 17% 113 21% 7 1% 538
State Coordinators 7 14% 12 24% 19 37% 10 20% 3 6% 0 0% 51
Totals 87 15%. 159 27% 116 20% 102 17% 118 20% 7 1% 687

10. SEAs should be required to target concentration grant funds directly to high poverty schools rather than to
school districts.

#10 SA % SA A % A D %D SD %SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals
leathers 9 11% 21 25% 27 32% 19 23% 8 10% 0 0% 84
Pare lts 10 21% 8 17% 18 38% 10 21% 2 4% 0 0% 48
Prirspi als 4 7% 15 28% 16 30% 15 28% 2 4% 2 4% 54
Sverintendents 11 26% 8 14% 10 24% 12 29% 3 7% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 17 12% 28 20% 37 26% 52 37% 8 6% 0 0% 142
.7.h1 Supervisors 6 21% 3 10% 4 14% 15 52% 0 0% 1 3% 29
School Bd Members 5 16% 1 3% 14 44% 10 31% 1 3% 1 3% 32
Other 19 18% 17 16% 31 30% 33 31% 4 4% 1 1% 105
Subtotals 81 15% 99 18% 157 29% 188 31% 28 5% 5 1% 536
State Coordinators 12 24% 9 18% 14 27% 13 25% 3 6% 0 0% 51
Totals 93 16% 108 18% 171 29% 179 30% 31 5% 5 1% 587

11. LEM should have the option of serving previous Chapter 1 participants for rwo additional years if the
students remain educationally disadvantaged but are no longer in greatest need.

111 SA %SA A %A D %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 32 38% 42 50% 7 8% 3 4% 0 0% 0 0% 84
Parents 18 38% 25 52% 2 4% 1 2% 1 2% 1 2% 48
Principals 23 43% 28 48% 2 4% 1 2% 0 0% 2 4% 54
Superintendents 13 31% 25 60% 3 7% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 81 43% 83 44% 10 7% 7 5% 1 1% 0 0% 142
Chl Supervisors 16 55% 9 31% 3 10% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 29
School Eld Members 14 44% 16 50% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 32
Other 58 55% 39 37% 4 4% 2 2% 1 1% 1 1% 105
Subtotals 235 44% 245 46% 32 6% 17 3% 3 1% 4 1% 530
State Coordinators 13 25% 31 61% 4 8% 3 6% 0 0% 0 0% 51
Totals 248 42% 276 47% 38 6% 20 3% 3 1% 4 1% 587
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12. Incidental Chapter 1 services to non-eligible students should be allowed.

*12 SA %SA A %A 0 %D SD %SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 31 37% 36 43% 8 10% 6 7% 3 4% 0 0% 84
Parents 15 31% 1 5 31% 11 23% 5 10% 2 4% 0 0% 4 8
Principals 2 8 52% 2 0 37% 2 4% 1 2% 1 2% 2 4% 5 4
Superintendents 19 45% 16 36% 2 5% 5 12% 1 2% 0 0% 4 2
Ch 1 Coordinators 57 40% 52 37% 11 8% 1 9 13% 3 2% 0 0% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 8 28% 8 28% 4 14% 8 28% 0% 1 3% 2 9
School 8d Members 1 8 56% 9 28% 2 6% 1 3% 2 6% 0 0% 3 2
Other 37 35% 37 35% 1 6 15% 7 7% 8 8% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 213 40% 1 92 36% 5 6 10% 52 10% 2 0 4% 3 1% 536
State Coordinators 15 29% 25 49% 3 6% 7 14% 0 1 2% 51
Totals 2 28 39% 21 7 37% 59 10% 59 10% 2 0 3% 4 1% 587

13. SEAs should have the discretion to approve any promising innovative project at any reasonable funding
level

*13 SA %SA A % A D %D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 28 33% 45 54% 9 11% 0 0% 2 2% 0 0% 84
Parents 13 27% 1 8 38% 8 13% 3 6% 7 15% 1 2% 4 8
Principals 21 39% 27 50% 3 6% 2 4% 0 0% 1 2% 5 4
Superintendents 18 43% 16 38% 8 14% 2 5% 0 0% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 55 39% 54 38% 15 11% 1 8 13% 0 0% 0 0% 14 2
Chl Supervisors 1 2 41% 8 28% 1 3% 8 28% 0 0% 0 0% 2 9
School 13d Members 10 31% 1 6 50% 3 9% 2 6% 1 3% 0 0% 3 2
Other 31 30% 54 51% 11 10% 7 7% 2 2% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 188 35% 2 38 44% 54 10% 4 2 8% 1 2 2% 2 0% 536
State Coordinators 14 27% 23 45% 9 18% 5 10% 0 0% 0 0% 5 /
Totals 2 02 34% 261 44% 8 3 11% 4 7 8% 1 2 2% 2 0% 587

14. LEAs should be required annually to assess the effectiveness of the involvement of parents in Chapter 1
programs and conduct activities to address the training needs of parents.

*14 SA % SA A % A D % D SD %SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 33 39% 31 37% 14 17% 4 5% 2 2% 0 0% 8 4

Parents 3 5 73% 1 3 27% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 8
Principals 16 30% 2 5 46% 2 4% 9 17% 0 0% 2 4% 54
Superintendents 13 31% 1 6 38% 8 19% 5 12% 0 0% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 44 31% 6 0 42% 23 16% 1 4 10% 1 1% 0 0% 14 2
Chl Supervisors 14 48% 9 31% 2 7% 3 10% 0 0% 1 3% 2 9
School 13c1 Members 15 47% 10 31% 5 16% 2 6% 0 0% 0 0% 32
Other 50 48% 4 0 38% 9 9% 5 5% 1 1% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 220 41% 20 4 38% 63 12% 4 2 8% 4 1% 3 1% 535
State Coordinators 22 43% 21 41% 6 12% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 51
Totals 242 41% 22 5 38% 6 9 12% 4 3 7% 5 1% 3 1% 587
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15. A portion of the LEAs basic grant should be set-aside foe comprehensive training of parents of partidpating

children.

815 SA %SA A %A D %13 SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 22 26% 29 35% 21 25% 8 10% 4 5% 0 0% 84
Parents 30 63% 12 25% 3 6% 1 2% 2 4% 0 0% 48
Prtncipals 14 26% 21 39% 11 20% 5 9% 0 0% 3 6% 54

SuPorintendents 10 24% 16 38% . 0 19% 6 14% 2 5% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 31 22% 51 36% 30 21% 20 20% 1 1% 1 1% 142
Chl Supervisors 7 24% 8 28% 6 21% 8 2e% o o% o 0% 29
School Bd Members 12 38% 12 38% 6 19% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 28 27% 39 37% 18 17% 19 18% 1 1% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 154 29% 188 35% 103 19% 76 14% 11 2% 4 1% 538
Stale Coonlrsators 6 12% 17 33% 2 1 41% 6 12% 1 2% 0 0% 51

Totals 160 27% 205 35% 124 21% 82 14% 12 2% 4 1% 587

16. A portion of the LEAs basic grant should be set aside to train school personnel in effective strategies for

parent involvement.

016 SA % SA A %A D %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 28 33% 31 37% 17 20% 7 8% 1 1% 0 0% 84
Parents 26 54% 16 33% 6 13% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4$
Principals 15 28% 23 43% 11 20% 3 6% 0 0% 2 4% 54
Superintendents 8 19% 21 50% 8 19% 4 10% 1 2% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coominators 32 23% 52 37% 37 26% 21 15% 0 0% 0 0% 142
CM Supervisors 7 24% 9 31% 6 21% 7 24% 0 0% 0 0% 29
School Bd Mentors 13 41% 13 41% 5 18% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 32
Other 32 30% 31 30% 21 20% 17 16% 3 3% 1 1% 105
Subtotals 151 30% 196 37% 111 21% 60 11% 5 1% 3 1% 536
State Coordinators 7 14% 21 41% 1 7 33% 8 12% 0 0% 0 0% 51
Totals 168 217 37% 123 22% 66 11% 5 1% 3 1% 587

17. LEAs should be required annually to assess in consultation with parents the effectiveness of parental

involvement activities.

817 SA %SA A %A D %II SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 21 25% 41 49% 15 18% 4 5% 3 4% 0 0% 84
Parents 29 18 38% 0 0% 0 1 2% 0 48
Principals 13 24% 25 48% 9 17% 4 7% 0 0% 2 4% 54
Superintendents 9 21% 21 50% 7 17% 4 10% 1 2% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 34 24% 72 51% '28 20% 7 5% 1 1% 0 0% 142
Chl Supervisors 14 48% 9 31% 5 17% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 12 38% 17 53% 1 3% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 40 38% 49 47% 12 11% 3 3% 0 0% 1 1% 105
Subtotals 172 32% 253 47% 77 14% 24 4% 7 1% 3 1% 536
State Coordinators 15 29% 27 53% 5 10% 2 4% 1 2% 1 2% 51

Totals 187 32% 280 48% 82 14% 26 4% 3 1% 4 1% 587
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18. SEAS should have the flexibility to develop and align state Chapter 1 program improvement plans with state
school reform efforts.

#18 SA %SA A %A D %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 29 35% 46 55% 4 5% 2 2% 3 4% 0 0% 84
Parents 15 31% 17 35% 6 13% 5 10% 5 10% 0 0% 48
PrimipalS 19 35% 28 52% 1 2% 3 6% 1 2% 2 4% 54
Superintendents 15 36% 18 43% 6 14% 3 7% 0 0% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Caxdinators 57 40% 65 46% 4 3% 7 5% 9 6% 0 0% 142
CM Supervisors 14 48% 13 45% 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 7 22% 21 66% 3 9% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 32
Other 48 46% 40 38% 4 4% 7 7% 5 5% 1 1% 105
Subtotals 204 38% 248 46% 29 5% 28 5% 24 4% 3 1% 538
State Coordinators 27 53% 20 39% 3 6% 0 0% 1 2% 0 0% 51
Totals 231 39% 268 46% 32 5% 28 5% 25 4% 3 1% 587

19. Schools should be identified for program improvement using evaluation data that is collected from multiple
data sources tha may include norm referenced tCStr.

#19 SA %SA A %A D %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 40 48% 37 44% 3 4% 2 2% 2 2% 0 0% 84
Parents 24 50% 16 33% 5 10% 2 4% 1 2% 0 0% 48
Principals 26 48% 21 39% 5 9% 0 0% 0 0% 2 4% 54
SLmerintendents 11 26% 29 69% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 72 51% 64 45% 2 1% 3 2% 1 1% 0 e% 142
Chl Supervisors 17 59% 11 38% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 11 34% 17 53% 2 6% 0 0% 1 3% 1 3% 32
Other 53 50% 39 37% 6 6% 3 3% 2 2% 2 2% 105
Subtotals 254 47% 234 44% 25 5% 11 2% 7 1% 5 1% 536
State Coordinators 25 49% 25 49% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 51
Totals 270 48% 259 44% 25 4% 11 2% 7 1% 6 1% 587

20. Schools should be identified for program improvement using evaluation data collected over more than one
school year

# 20 SA % SA A % A 0 % 0 SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 36 43% 42 50% 4 5% 2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 84
Parents 15 31% 22 46% 9 19% 0 0% 1 2% 1 2% 48
Princijials 24 44% 25 46% 2 4% 1 2% 0 0% 2 4% 54

kjoerintendents 17 40% 20 48% 3 7% 0 0% 2 5% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 88 62% 45 32% 4 3% 4 3% 1 1% 0 0% 142
Chi Supervisors 14 48% 12 41% 1 3% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 13 41% 16 50% 2 6% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 58 55% 37 35% 4 4% 1 1% 3 3% 2 2% 105
Subtotals 265 49% 219 41% 29 5% 9 2% 9 2% 5 1% 536
State Coordinators 31 61% 14 27% 4 8% 0 0% 1 2% 1 2% 51
Totals 296 50% 233 40% 33 6% 9 2% 10 2% 6 1% 587
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21, The desired outcomes established for Chapter 1 participants should be equivalent to the achievement

expectations set for the entire student bcdy.

#21 SA %SA A %A 0 %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 1 1 13% 3 4 40% 24 29% 11 13% 4 5% 0 0% 84
Parents 1 4 29% 1 8 33% 12 25% 3 6% 2 4% 1 2% 48
Principals 12 22% 21 39% 13 24% 5 9% 2 4% 1 2% 54
Superintendents 5 12% 15 36% 14 33% 8 14% 2 5% 0 '0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 29 20% 40 28% 37 28% 32 23% 4 3% 0 0% 142
Chi Supervisors 3 10% 1 0 34% 3 10% 10 34% 2 7% 1 3% 29
Schocti Eld Member's_ 7 22% 1 5 47% 6 19% 3 7% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 36 34% 37 35% 15 17% 11 10% 1 1% 2 2% 105
Subtotals 11 7 22% 188 35% 127 24% 81 15% 18 3% 5 1% 530
State Coorclinatas 18 35% 24 47% 6 12% 1 2% 2 4% 0 0% 51

Totals 1 35 2356_ 212 36% 133 23% 82 14% 20 3% 6 1% 587

22. Program improvement requirements should apply only to subject matter instructional programs in which

more than 20 students participate.

1/ 22 SA %SA A %A D %0 SD %SD OK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 20 24% 29 36% 2 2 26% 6 6% 8 10% 0 0% 84
Parents 3 6% 15 31% 15 38% 8 17% 4 0 0% 48
Principals 15 28% 13 24% 1 5 28% 11% 4 7% 1 2% 54
Supedntendents 10 24% 1 0 24% 1 3 31% 6 14% 3 7% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 71 50% SO 35% 10 7% 3 2% 5 4% 3 2% 142
Chi Supervisors 14 48% 3 10% 4 14% 2 7% 4 14% 2 7% 2 9

School Eld Members 6 19% II 25% 0 28% 5 16% 4 13% 0 0% 32
Other 28 27% 211 27% 2 3 22% 1 5 14% 8 8% 3 3% 105
Subtotals 1 67 31% 1 55 11 4 21% SO 9% 40 7% I 2% 538
State Coordinators 17 33% 16 31% I S 29% 1 2% 2 4% 0 0% SI
Totals 1 14 31% 1 72 29% 12 9 22% 51 0% 42 TWA A 2% 597

23. Schools selected foc program improvement should be required to implement the school improvement plan

for at least one full school year.

#23 SA % SA A % A 0 % 0 SD % SD DK %DK KR %NR Totals
Teachers 24 29% 53 63% 3 4% 3 4% 1 1% 0 0% 84
Parents 22 46% 22 45% 2 4% 0 0% 2 4% 0 0% 4 8

Principals 17 31% 28 54% 4 7% 3 6% 0 0% 1 2% 54
Superintendents 14 33% 2 2 52% 3 7% 2 5% 1 2% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 58 41% 1111 46% 11 6% 5 4% 4 3% 1 1% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 17 59% 8 28% 1 3% 1 3% 1 3% 1 3% 29
School Bd Members 14 44% 13 41% 2 6% 2 6% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 41 44% 4 3 41% 1 0 10% 4 4% 1 1% 1 1% 1 05

Subtotals 212 40% 251 3 3 6% 20 4% 11 2% 4 1% 530
SU* Coordinators 27 19 37% 2 4% 0 0% 2 4% 1 2% SI
Totals 239 41% 2 75 47% 3 5 6% 20 3% 13 2% 5 1% 55 7
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24. Once identified for program improvement, schools should be required to continue improvement efforts
until increased student achievement is demonstrated over a multiple year time span.

*24 SA %SA A % A D %D SD %SO OK %DK NR 96NR Totals
Teachers 21 25% 38 45% 17 20% 4 5% 3 4% 1 1% 84
Parents 22 46% 1 5 31% 6 13% 4 8% 1 2% 0 0% 48
PrincApals 13 24% 2 0 37% 1 1 20% 8 15% 1 2% 1 2% 54
Superintendents 8 19% 1 7 40% 1 1 26% 8 14% 0 0% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 2 8 20% 59 42% 35 25% 1 3 9% 6 4% 1 1% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 12 41% 9 31% 5 17% 2 7% 0 0% 1 3% 29
Schoot Bd Mernberk 13 41% 8 25% 6 19% 4 13% 1 3% Q 0% 32
Other 45 43% 35 33% 17 16% 6 6% 2 2% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 162 30% 201 38% 108 20% 47 9% 14 3% 4 1% 536
State Coordinators 16 31% 29 57% 5 10% 0 0% 1 2% 0 0% 51
Totals 178 30% 230 39% 113 19% 47 8% 15 3% 4 1% 687

25. Sanctions or reduction in funds should be imposed on Chapter I programs in schools that show no
improvement after a minimum number of years.

*25 SA % SA A %A D %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
leathers 7 8% 1 9 23% 31 37% 24 29% 3 4% 0 0% 84
Parents 8 17% 2 1 44% 8 17% 7 15% 4 8% 0 0% 48
Principals 7 13% 18 33% 1 7 31% 9 17% 2 4% 1 2% 54
Superintendents 6 14% 12 29% 1 1 26% 13 31% 0 0% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 1 2 8% 20 14% 42 30% 60 42% 6 4% 2 1% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 2 7% 8 21% 7 24% 1 2 41% 1 3% 1 3% 29
School Bd Members 6 19% 8 25% 8 25% 8 25% 2 6% 0 0% 32
Other 1 8 17% 2 9 28% 23 22% 31 30% 4 4% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 66 12% 13 3 25% 147 27% 164 31% 22 4% 4 1% 536
Stato Coordinators 11 22% 14 27% 13 25% 10 20% 3 6% 0 Ct% 51
Totals 77 13% 147 25% 160 27% 174 30% 25 4% 4 1% 587

26. School program improvement plans should be developed by a team that is representative of school
personnel and parents of participating children.

*26 SA % SA A %A D 94D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
leathers 39 46% 35 42% 6 7% 3 4% 1 1% 0 0% 84
Parents 28 58% 19 40% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 48
Principals 22 41% 24 44% 2 4% 5 9% 0 0% 1 2% 54
Superintendents 13 31% 21 50% 7 17% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 42
Oh 1 Coordinators 63 44% 87 47% 7 5% 5 4% 0 0% 0 13% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 14 48% 13 45% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 29
School Bd Mernbers 13 41% 19 59% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 32
Other 59 56% 41 39% 4 4% 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 105
Subtotals 251 47% 239 45% 26 5% 15 3% 2 0% 3 1% 536
State Coordinators 35 69% 1 6 31% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 51
Totals 286 49% 265 43% 26 4% 15 3% 2 0% 3 1% 587
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27 The schoolwide maintenance of effort requirement for state and local funds may be reduced up to 10% of

the previous year's per pupil expenditures as long as there is a similar districtwide reduction from state

and local funds.

*2 7 SA -% SA A % A D %I) SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals

Teachers 1 2 14% 2 7 32% 1 4 17% 9 11% 2 1 25% 1 1% 84

Parents 5 10% 1 7 35% 1 3 27% 2 4% 1 1 23% 0 0% 4 8

Principals 1 2 22% 1 9 35% 8 15% 6 119 i 6 11% 3 6% 5 4

Superintendents 1 6 38% 1 9 45% 2 5% 2 5°4 3 7% 0 0% 4 2

Oh 1 Coordinators 54 38% 5 4 38% 7 5% 13 6% 1 9 13% 0 0% 142

Ch1 Supervisors 9 31% 9 31% 2 7% 4 14% 4 14% 1 3% 2 9

School Bid Members 7 22% 12 38% 6 19% 1 3% 6 19% 0 0% 3 2

Other 3 4 32% 3 8 34% 1 1 10% 3 3% 2 1 20% 0 0% 105

Subtotals 149 28% 193 36% 6 3 12% 3 5 7% 9 1 17% 5 W. 53 6

State Coordinators 16 31% 28 55% 2 4% 0 0% 5 10% 0 0% 51

Totals 165 28% 221 38% 65 11% 35 6% 96 16% 5 1% 587

28. More Chapter 1 funds per pupil should be expended in schixilwide projects than in non-schoolwide project

schools

*28 SA % SA A % A D %D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals

Teachers 6 7% 1 4 17% 2 7 32% 1 8 19% 1 8 21% 3 4% 8 4

Parents 9 19% 14 29% 1 3 27% 4 8% 8 17% 0 0% 4 8

Principals 1 3 24% 13 24% 17 31% 8 15% 1 2% 2 4% 5 4

Superintendents 7 17% 10 24% 10 24% 7 17% 8 19% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 18 13% 24 17% 4 3 30% 36 25% 21 15% 0 0% 142

Chl Supervisors 3 10% 7 24% 7 24% 10 34% 1 3% 1 3% 2 9

School 6d Members 1 3% 11 34% 1 0 31% 5 16% 5 16% 0 0% 3 2

Other 14 13% 11 10% 33 31% 33 31% 13 12% 1 1% 105

Subtotals 71 13% 104 19% 180 30% 119 22% 75 14% 7 1% 536

State Coordinators 13 25% 1 6 31% 12 24% 4 8% 6 12% 0 0% 5 1

Totals 84 14% 120 20% 172 29% 123 21% 81 14% 7 1% 587

29 To lx implemented. schoolwide projects
should he comprehensive and require the use of all state, local.

and federal categorical progr.in is

02 9 S A % SA A % A 0 % D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NA Totals

Teachers 1 5 18% 3 3 39% 7 8% 5 6% 23 27% 1 1% 8 4

Parents 1 3 27% 22 46% 7_ 15% 1 2% 5 10% 0 0% 4 8

Principals 1 0 19% 25 46% 7 t 3% 5 9% 5 9% 2 4% 5 4

Sgoerintendents 5 12% 1 5 36% 8 19% 6 14% 8 19% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 37 26% 5 8 41% 2 1 15% 11 8% 1 5 11% 0 0% 142

Ch1 Supervisors 1 1 38% 11 38% 3 10% 0 0% 2 7% 2 7% 2 9

School Scl Members 5 16% 11 34% 7 22% 3 9% 6 19% 0 0% 3 2

Other 3 1 30% 34 32% 9 9% 11 10% 1 9 18% 1 1% 1 05

Subtotals 382 71% 1 21 23% 18 3% 5 1% 5 1% 5 1% 538

State Coordinators 16 31% 22 43% 6 12% 3 6% 4 R% 0 0% 5 /

Totals 398 68% 1 43 24% 24 4% 8 1% 9 2% 5 1% 587
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30 Local schoolwide plans should be required to evaluate the student achievemen of Chapter 1 eligible
students annually using multiple indicators consi!aent with the schoolwide projtct goals and objectives.

*3 0 SA % SA A % A D % D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 19 23% 51 61% 4 5% 4 5% 5 6% 1 1% 84
Parents 22 46% 21 44% 2 4% 1 2% 2 4% 0 0% 4 8
Principals 14 26% 34 63% 2 4% 3 6% 0 0% 1 2% 54
Superintendents 9 21% 28 67% 3 7% 2 5% 0 0% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 53 37% 71 50% 9 6% 4 3% 5 4% 0 0% 14 2
Chi Supervisors 12 41% 15 52% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 29
School Bd Members 8 25% 20 63% 3 9% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 32
Other 44 42% 48 46% 5 5% 3 3% 5 5% 0 0% 105Subtotals 1 81 34% 28 8 54% 29 5% 1 7 3% 1 7 3% 4 1% 536
State Coordinators 19 37% 25 49% 4 8% 1 2% 1 2% 1 2% 51Totals 200 34% 313 53% 33 6% 18 3% 1 8 3% 5 1% 587

31 One full year of planning and staff development should he required before schoolwide projects can be
implemented

k 31 SA %SA A %A D %D SD %SD OK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 30 36% 33 39% 13 15% 2 2% 5 6% 1 1% 84
Parents 18 38% 18 38% 12 25% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48
Principals 9 17% 23 43% 1 0 19% 7 13% 1 2% 4 7% 54
Superintendents 9 21% 1 6 38% 12 29% 3 7% 2 5% 0 0% 4 2
Ch 1 Coordinators 53 37% 52 37% 25 18% 4 3% 8 6% 0 0% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 15 52% 10 34% 1 3% 2 7% 1 3% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 11 34% 10 31% 9 28% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 3 2
Other 32 30% 37 35% 17 16% 8 8% 8 8% 3 3% 105Subtotals 1 77 33% 199 37% 99 18% 27 5% 26 5% 8 1% 538
State Coordinators 28 55% 17 33% 3 6% 0 0% 2 4% / 2% 51Totals 205 35% 21 6 37% 102 17% 27 5% 2 8 5% 9 2% 587

32 LEAN should he required to set aside Chapter 1 funds for ongoing high quality staff development specific to
the needs of Chapter 1 participants in individual schools.

1 32 SA %SA A % A 0 %D SO %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 37 44% 27 32% 15 18% 4 5% 0 0% 1 1% 84
Parents 23 48% 1 8 38% 2 4% 2 4% 3 6% 0 0% 48
Pnncipals 18 33% 19 35% 10 19% 3 6% 0 0% 4 7% 54
Superintendents 13 31% 14 33% 11 26% 2 5% 2 5% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 46 32% 41 29% 35 25% 20 14% a 0% o o% 142
Chl Supervisors 9 31% 13 45% 1 3% 6 21% 0 0% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 14 44% 14 44% 2 6% 2 6% 3 0% 0 0% 32
Other 34 32% 29 28% 18 17% 14 13% 7 7% 3 3% 105
Subtotals 1 94 36% 175 33% 94 18% 53 10% 1 2 2% 8 1% 538
State Coordinators 13 25% 21 t 1% 10 20% 5 10% 1 2% / 2% 51
Totals 207 35% 196 33% 104 18% 58 10% 13 2% 9 2% 587

1
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33 Chapter 1 staff development activities should be required for both Chapter 1 and regular program staff.

*33 SA %SA A %A D %D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals

Teachers 33 39% 32 38% 15 18% 1 1% 2 2% 1 1% 84

Parents 27 56% 15 31% 3 6% 1 2% 2 4% 0 0% 48

21 39% 19 35% 8 15% 2 4% 0 0% 4 7% 54
_Principals
Superintendents 14 33% 19 45% 8 14% 3 7% 0 0% 0 0% 42

Ch 1 Coordinators 50 35% 53 37% 19 13% 19 13% 1 1% 0 0% 142

Ch1 Supervisors 12 41% 10 34% 1 3% 6 21% 0 0% 0% 29

School Bd Members, 15 47% 11 34% 4 13% 1 3% 1 3% 0% 32

Other 51 49% 3 5 33% 6 6% 9 9% 2 2% 2 2% 105

Subtotals 223 42% 194 36% 62 12% 42 8% 8 1% 7 1% 536

State Coordinators 20 45% 25 49% 3 6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 1

Totals 246 42% _219 37% 65 11% 42 7% 8 1% 7 1% 587

31. LEA, should he required to set aside lunds for early childhood programs for preschool through grade 3

eligible i hildren

*34 SA % SA A %A D %D SD %SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals

Teachers 24 29% 2 3 27% 24 29% 10 12% 3 4% 0 0% 84

Parents 16 33% 18 38% 9 19% 2 4% 3 6% 0 0% 48

Principals 16 30% 11 20% 13 24% 8 15% 2 4% 4 7% 54

Superintendents 12 29% 7 17% 12 29% 9 21% 1 2% 1 2% 42

Ch 1 Coordinators 2 5 18% 29 20% 43 30% 44 31% 1 1% 0 0% 142

Cht Supervisors 10 34% 5 17% 6 21% 7 24% 1 3% 0 0% 29

School Bd Members 7 22% 14 4 4 Wo 6 19% 4 13% 1 3% 0 0% 32

Other 29 28% 2 5 24% 23 22% 21 20% 4 4% 3 3% 105

Subtotals 139 26% 132 25% 136 25% 105 20% 16 3% 8 1% 536

state coordniators 7 14% 5 10% 28 55% 9 18% 2 4% 0 0% 5 1

Totals 145 25% 137 23% 164 28% 114 19% 18 3,, 8 1% 587

35 LEA, hiiiiLl lx reguircd lii et muIr hind, I ir Chapter 1 prop2m, in scepluLiry seho< Is

St 35 SA % SA A %A D %D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals

Teachers 14 17% 2 6 31% 2 3 27% 15 18% 6 7% 0 0% 84

Parents 21 44% 14 29% 1 0 21% 2 4% 1 2% 0 0% 4 8

Principals 6 11% 14 26% 12 22% 15 28% 3 6% 4 7% 54

Supennlendents 6 14% 7 17% 13 31% 14 33% 2 5% 0 0% 42

Ch 1 Coordinators 17 12% 12 8% 47 33% 61 43% 4 3% 1 1% 142

Chl Supervisors 4 14% 5 17% 8 28% 11 38% 1 3% 0 0% 29

School ad Members 5 16% 7 22% 14 44% 5 16% 1 3% 0 0% 32

Other 16 15% 23 22% 37 35% 27 26% 1 1% 1 1% 105

Subtotals 89 17% 108 20% 164 31% 150 28% 19 4% 6 1% 536

State Coordinators 2 4% 4 8% 28 55% 1 7 33% 0 0% 0 0% 51

Totals 91 16% 112 19% 192 33% 167 28% 19 3% 6 1% 587

Fehruan



169

National Association of State Coordinators o/Conipensaloly Education Position Paperon choçrrJ Reautbon union 1.1

36. The use of predictors such as the educational level of the parent and the economic and social conditions
of the family should be allowed as valid indicators of educational need in determining the eligibility of
Chapter 1 pre-school children.

*38 SA % SA A %A D %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR TotalsTeachers 2 4 29% 39 46% 1 1 13% 2 2% 7 8% 1 1% 84
Parents 1 7 35% 1 8 38% 5 10% 5 10% 3 6% 0 0% 48Principals 1 3 24% 24 44% 7 13% 4 7% 2 4% 4 7% 54Superintendents 1 4 33% 20 48% 3 7% 0 0% 4 10% 1 2% 42Ch 1 Coordinators 4 9 35% 72 51% 1 2 8% 4 3% 5 4% 0 0% 142Chl Supervisors 9 31% 1 6 55% 0 0% 3 10% 1 3% 0 0% 29Schooled Members 1 1 34% 13 41% 3 9% 4 13% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 3 3 31% 37 35% 14 13% 12 11% 6 6% 3 3% 1 05Subtotals 170 32% 2 39 45% 55 10% 3 4 6% 2 9 5% 9 2% 5 36
State Coordinators 11 22% 26 51% 6 12% 6 12% 2 4% 0 0% 51Totals 1 8 1 31% 26 5 45% 6 1 10% 4 0 7% 31 5% 9 2% 587

LEAs should hc required to coordinate Chapter 1 early childhood programs with other available programs
including Even Stan, Head Stan, and other community service agencies providing family support to early
childhood education

*3 7 SA %SA A %A 0 %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR TotalsTeachers 2 6 31% 4 1 49% 10 12% 0 0% 5 6% 2 2% 84Parents 2 2 46% 19 40% 5 10% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 4 8Principals 1 6 30% 2 0 37% 4 7% 6- 11% 4 7% 4 7% 54
Superintendents 7 17% 2 0 48% 6 14% 7 17% 1 2% 1 2% 42
Ch I Coordinators 4 1 29% 50 35% 34 24% 10 7% 6 4% 1 1% 1 42
Chl Supervisors 9 31% 14 48% 3 10% 2 7% 1 3% 0 0% 29
School Rd Members 1 3 41% 10 31% 3 9% 5 16% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 4 3 41% 38 36% 1 0 10% 4 4% 6 6% 4 4% 1 05Subtotals 177 33% 21 2 40% 7 5 14% 3 5 7% 2 5 5% 1 2 2% 5 36
State Coordinators 23 45% 22 43% 6 12% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 1Totals 20 0 34% 234 40% 81 14% 3 5 6% 2 5 4% 12 2% 587

!45 Charger 1 programs for preschool chiklren should Iv comprehensive and include educational, social, and
health services

*3 8 SA % SA A % A D %D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NA Totals
Teachers 3 5 42% 2 8 33% 1 0 12% 4 5% 5 6% 2 2% 84Parents 1 8 38% 1 9 40% 8 17% 2 4% 1 2% 0 0% 48
Principals 2 1 39% 19 35% 5 9% 3 6% 2 4% 4 7% 54
Superintendents 1 3 31% 21 50% 4 10% 3 7% 1 2% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 5 2 37% 5 3 37% 14 10% 1 7 12% 6 4% 0 0% 1 42
Ch1 Supervisors 1 0- 34% 1 1 38% 2 7% 4 14% 2 7% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 1 2 38% 1 6 50% 1 3% 3 9% 0 0% 0 0% 32
Other 3 9 37% 3 8 36% 1 0 10% 1 1 10% 5 5% 2 2% 1 05Subtotals 20 0 37% 205 38% 5 4 10% 47 9% 22 4% 8 1% 53 6
Stale Coordinators 21 41% 24 47% 5 10% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 5 1Totals 22 1 38% 2 29 39% 5 9 10% 47 8% 22 4% 9 2% 5 87

1
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39 To implement Chapter 1 early childhood programs. LEAs should be required to employ certified staff and

pros ide appropriate training and staff development

#3 9 SA % SA A % A 0 % ID SD %SD DK %DK NR %NA Totals

Teachers 5 0 60% 2 4 29% 6 7% 1 1% 0 0% 3 4% 8 4

Parents 2 6 54% 1 5 31% 5 10% 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 4 8

Principals 2 6 48% 1 5 28% 4 7% 3 6% 2 4% 4 7% 54

Superintendents 1 5 36% 2 1 50% 3 7% 2 5% 0 0% 1 2% 42

Ch 1 Coordinators 7 6 54% 4 5 32% 1 3 9% 6 4% 2 1% 0 0% 142

Cht Supervisors 1 9 66% 8 28% 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 2 9

School Bd Members 1 7 53% 1 1 34% 1 3% 3 9% 0 0% 0 0% 32

Other 6 0 57% 2 9 28% 5 5% 2 2% 7 7% 2 2% 1 05

Subtotals 289 54% 168 31% 3 8 7% 19 4% 1 2 2% 1 0 2% 5 36

State Coordinators 1 9 37% 25 49% 5 10% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 51

Totals 308 52% 193 33% 4 3 7% 2 0 3% 1 3 2% 1 0 2% 587

.10 Early childhood programs (pre-school through grade 31 should set goals. objectives, and achievement

les els that are developmentally appri pate tor young children.

*40 SA % SA A % A D % D SD % SD DK % DK NR % AR Totals

Teachers 5 6 67% 2 3 27% 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 3 4% 84

Parents 3 1 65% 1 5 31% 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 48

Principals 3 3 61% 1 5 28% 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 4 7% 5 4

atsi enntendents 29 69% 1 2 29% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 1 1 0 77% 3 1 22% 0 0% 1 1% 0 0./. 0 0% 142

Chl Supervisors 24 83% 4- 14% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 29

School Bd Members 2 2 69% 9 28% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% n2

Other 77 71% 2 2 20% 1 1% 0 0% 3 3% 2 2% 108

Subtotals 3 82 71% 1 3 1 24% 8 1% 1 0% 5 1% 9 2% 53 6

State Coordinators 3 7 73% 12 24% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 5 1

Totals 419 71% 143 24% 9 2% 1 0% 5 10/n 1 0 2% 5 87

II The use ol norm referenced tests as the onls measure for Chapter I national csaluation purposes should be

disc( intinaed

It 4 1 SA %SA A % A D 460 SD %SD DK %DK NR %NA Totals

Teachers 54 64% 20 24% 6 7% 3 4% 1 1% 0 0% 84

Parents 1 9 40% 1 5- 31% 6 13% 2 4% 6 13% 0 0% 4 8

Pnricipals 2 9 54% 1 6 30% 7 t 3% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 5 4

Superintendents 1 9 45% 1 5 36% 4 10% 2 5% 2 5% 0 0% 42

Ch 1 Coordinators 81 57% 3 2 23% 1 3 9% 1 2 8% 4 3% 0 0% 14 2

Chl Supervisors 1 5 52% 1 0 34% 1 3% 1 3% 1 3% 1 3% 2 9

School Bd Members1 1 9 59% 7 22% 2 6% 1 3% 3 9% 0 0% 3 2

Other 58 55% 27 26% 9 9% 7 7% 3 3% 1 1% 1 05

Subtotals 2 94 j5% 142 26% 4 8 9% 2 9 5% 21 4% 2 0% 53 6

Slate Coordinators / 5 29% 24 47% 5 10% 5 10% 0 0% 2 4% 5 1

Totals 3 09 53% 1 66 28% 5 3 9% 3 4 6% 21 4% 4 1% 58 7
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42. The Chapter I statute should allow SEAs and L FAs the flexibility to use assessment and evaluation options
that best suit their specific purposes and tha are aligned with state and local assessment practices.

#42 SA % SA A % A 0 %D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 50 60% 29 35% 1 1% 3 4% 1 1% 0 0% 84
Parents 23 48% 1 6 33% 5 10% 1 2% 2 4% 1 2% 48
Principals 32 59% 20 37% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 54
Superintendents 26 62% 1 4 33% 1 2% 0 0% 1 2% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 79 56% 43 30% 6 4% 12 8% 2 1% 0 0% 142
CM Supervisors 11 38% 11 38% 4 14% 2 7% 0 0% 1 3% 29
School Ed Members 17 53% 13 41% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 11 0% 32
Other 54 51% 32 30% 6 6% 8 8% 3 3% 2 2% 105
Subtotals 292 54% 178 33% 25 5% 28 5% 9 2% 4 1% 536
State Coordinators 21 41% 20 39% 6 12% 2 4% 2 4% 0 0% 5 /
Totals 31 3 53, 198 34% 31 5% 30 5% 11 2% 4 1% 587

43 As,4.-Aracnt of achievement of children using standardized tests should not begin before fourth grade.

$43 SA % SA A %A D %ID SD % SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 35 42% 21 25% 16 19% 4 5% 7 8% 1 1% 84
Parents 5 10% 13 27% 17 35% 9 19% 4 8% 0 0% 48
Principals 26 48% 12 22% 9 17% 5 9% 2 4% 0 0% 54
Superintendents 12 29% 1 3 31% 11 26% 4 10% 2 5% 0 0% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 48 34% 33 23% 34 24% 22 15% 5 4% 0 0% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 6 21% 6 21% 8 28% 6 21% 2 7% 1 3% 29
School 8d Members 7 22% 11 34% 9 28% 2 6% 3 9% 0 0% 32
Other 39 37% 23 22% 25 24% 13 12% 4 4% 1 1% 105
Subtotals 178 33% 132 25% 1 29 24% 65 12% 29 5% 3 1% 536
State Coordinalors 1 7 33% 21 41% 10 20% 1 2% 1 2% 1 2% 51
Totals 195 33% 15 3 26% 1 39 24% 66 11% 30 5% 4 1% 587

14 ISA, should be allowed to develop and implement alterative assessment techniques in Chapter 1 programs
using innot ativi. funds

*44 SA % SA A % A D % D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 42 50% 33 39% 3 4% 2 2% 3 4% 1 1% 84
Parents 13 27% 24 50% 6 13% 1 2% 3 6% 1 2% 48
Pnncipals 31 57% 1 9 35% 0 0% 3 6% 1 2% 0 0% 54

Sual erintendents 16 38% 20 48% 3 7% 0 0% 2 5% 1 2% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 66 46% 59 42% 7 5% 2 1% 7 5% 1 1% 142
Chl Supervisors 10 34% 1 6 55% 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 1 3% 29
School Ed Members 13 41% 17 53% 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 42 40% 43 41% 8 8% 7 7% 4 4% 1 1% 1 05
Subtotals 233 43% 231 43% 29 5% 15 3% 22 4% 6 1% 536
State Coordinators 9 18% 26 51% 10 20% 3 6% 2 4% 1 2% 51
Totals 242 41% 257 44% 39 7% 18 3% 24 4% 7 1% 587

1
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45. The Chapter 1 statute should promote the use of measures other than norm referenced tests for student

selection.

045 SA % SA A % A D %D SD % SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals

Teachers 5 3 63% 27 32% 1 1% 2 2% 0 0% 1 1% 84

1-arents 1 7 35% 26 54% 3 6% 0 0% 2 4% 0 0% 48

Principals 3 4 63% 15 28% 1 2% 1 2% 2 4% 1 2% 54

Superintendents 22 52% 1 7 40% 0 0% 1 2% 2 5% 0 0% 42

Ch 1 Coordinators 8 4 59% 45 32% 10 7% 2 1% 1 1% 0 0% 142

CM Supervisors 1 8 62% 7 24% 2 7% 0 0% 1 3% 1 3% 29

School Bd Members 1 5 47% 14 44% 1 3% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 32

Other 5 7 54% 36 34% 5 5% 2 2% 3 3% 2 2% 105

Subtotals 300 56% 187 35% 23 4% 9 2% 12 2c 5 1% 536

State Coordinators 2 0 39% 2 4 47% 4 8% 2 4% 0 0% 1 2% 5 /

Totals 320 55% 21 1 36% 2 7 5% 1 1 2% 1 2 2% 6 1% 587

41i The Chapter 1 statute should promote the use of measures other than norm referenced tests for student

program improvement .

#46 SA %SA A % A D % 0 SD % SD DK %DK NR % NR Totals

Teachers 5 2 62% 3 0 36% 1 1% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0% 84

Parents 1 8 38% 26 54% 3 6% 0 0% 1 2% 0 0% 4 8

Principals 3 0 56% 1 9 35% 1 2% 2 4% 2 4% 0 0% 54

Superintendents 21 50% 1 6 38% 1 2% 1 2% 3 7% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 8 3 58% 4 6 32% 8 6% 4 3% 1 1% 0 0% 142

CM Supervisors 1 5 52% 1 1 38% 2 7% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 2 9

School Bd Members 1 7 53% 11 34% 2 6% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 3 2

Other 54 51% 4 2 40% 6 6% 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 1 05

Subtotals 290 54% 201 38% 2 4 4% 1 0 2% 9 2% 2 0% 5 36

State Coordinators T 0 39% 2 8 55% 3 6% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 1

Totals 310 53% 229 39% 2 7 5% 10 2% 9 2% 2 0%, 587

The Chapter 1 statute should promote the use of measures other than norm referenced tests for program

evaluation

#47 SA % SA A % A D %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
8 4

Teachers 54 64% 2 8 33% 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% 0 0%

Parents 19 40% 2 5 52% 3 6% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 48

Principals 3 4 63% 1 4 26% 1 2% 2 4% 3 6% 0 0% 54

Superintendents 1 9 45% 1 9 45% 0 0% 1 2% 2 5% 1 2% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 7 4 52% 4 2 30% 1 2 8% 10 7% 4 3% 0 0% 14 2

Chl Supervisors 1 1 38% 1 3 45% 3 10% 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 29

School Bd Members 1 7 53% 1 1 34% 2 6% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 3 2

Other 48 46% 4 2 40% 8 8% 4 4% 2 2% 1 1% 1 05

Subtotals 276 51% 194 36% 2 9 5% 20 4% 13 2% 4 1% 538

Stale Coordinators 1 8 35% 23 45% 8 16% 0 0% 2 4% 0 0% 5 1

Totals 294 50% 21 7 37% 3 7 6% 20 3% 15 3% 4 1% 587
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48 LEAs should have the option to use emerging assessment techniques such as portfolios and performance
tasks to evaluate annually the effectiveness of the Chapter 1 program.

*4 8 S A % SA A % A D % D SD % SD DK % DK MR %NR Totals
Teachers 5 1 61% 2 7 32% 1 1% 2 2% 3 4% 0 0% 84
Parents 1 7 35% 27 56% 2 4% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 4 8
Principals 3 6 67% 1 6 30% 0 0% 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 5 4
Superintendents 2 2 52% 1 6 38% 1 2% 1 2% 2 5% 0 0% 4 2
Ch 1 Coordinators 7 2 51% 46 32% 1 2 8% 8 6% 4 3% 0 0% 14 2
Chl Supervisors 1 1 38% 1 3 45% 2 7% 1 3% 1 3% 1 3% 2 9
School Bc1 Members 1 7 53% 1 2 38% 2 6% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 32
Other 5 3 50% 3 6 34% 8 8% 3 3% 4 4% 1 1% 1 05
Subtotals 279 52% 193 36% 2 8 5% 1 8 3% 1 6 3% 2 0% 536
State Coordinators 1 2 24% 29 57% 7 14% 2 4% 1 2% 0 0% 5 1
Totals 291 50% 2 22 38% 3 5 6% 20 3% 1 7 3% 2 0% 587

49 Mks should hase the option to use emerging assessment techniques such as portfolios and performance
tasks to demonstrate student progress for purposes of program improvement

* 49 S A % SA A % A D % 0 SD % SD DK % DK NR I %NR Totals
Teachers 5 1 61% 2 5 30% 2 2% 2 2% 4 5% 0 0% 84
Parents 1 7 35% 23 48% 4 8% 1 2% 3 6% 0 0% 4 8
Principals 3 3 61% 1 8 33% 1 2% 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 54

kinerintendents 2 3 55% 1 6 38% 1 2% 0 0% 2 5% 0 0% 4 2
Ch 1 Coordinators 8 3 58% 50 35% 4 3% 3 2% 2 1% 0 0% 142
Ch1 Supervisors 1 7 59% 9 31% 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 1 3% 2 9
School Sid Members 1 7 53% 1 3 41% 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 3 2
Other 5 8 55% 3 6 34% 6 6% 0 0% 3 3% 2 2% 1 05
Subtotals 299 56% 190 35% 20 4% 8 1% 1 6 3% 3 1% 5 36
State Coordinators 1 6 31% 3 0 59% 1 2 % 2 4% 2 4% 0 0% 5 1
Totals 31 5 54% 2 20 37% 21 4% 1 0 2% 18 3% 3 1% 5 87

SO Chapter I should focus only on advanced skills and es aluate performance only in advanced skills.

It 5 0 SA % SA A %A D %D SD %SD DK %DK NR %NR Totals
Teachers 6 7% 7 8% 3 8 45% 31 37% 2 2% 0 0% 8 4
Parents 5 10% 5 10% 27 56% 8 17% 3 6% 0 0% & 6
Principals 5 9% 2 4% 2 6 48% 1 8 33% 3 6% 0 0% 54
Superintendents 0 0% 2 5% 2 6 62% 1 2 29% 2 5% 0 0% 4 2
Ch 1 Coordinators 1 7 12% 18 13% 5 2 37% 52 37% 3 2% 0 0% 14 2
Chl Supervisors 2 7% 4 14% 8 28% 13 45% 1 3% 1 3% 29
School Eld Members 0 0% 0 0% 1 6 50% 14 44% 1 3% 1 3% 3 2
Other 4 4% 6 6% 4 6 44% 4 2 40% 6 6% 1 1% 105
Subtotals 3 9 7% 44 8% 2 39 45% 19 0 35% 21 4% 3 1% 53 6
State Coordinators 9 18% 10 20% 2 1 41% 8 16% 3 6% 0 0% 5 1
Totals 4 8 8% 54 9% 260 44% 1 98 34% 24 4% 3 1% 58 7
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51 The U S. Depanment of Education should develop an alternative process to collect national data on

Chapter 1 program effectiveness that may include sampling across states and case studies.

*51 SA % SA A %A 0 % D St tuSlJ DK % DK NR % NR Totals

Teachers 26 31% 44 52% 1 1% 1 1% 1 2 14% 0 0% 8 4

Parents 1 1 23% 32 67% 3 6% 0 0% 2 4% 0 0% 48

Principals 1 8 33% 25 46% 0 0% 4 7% 5 9% 2 4% 54

Superintendents 12 29% 20 48% 2 5% 2 5% 6 14% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 51 36% 60 42% 9 6% 1 3 9% 9 6% 0 0% 14 2

Chi Supervisors 7 24% 16 55% 1 3% 3 10% 2 7% 0 0% 29

School Bd Members 6 19% 1 9 59% 2 6% 1 3% 3 9% 1 3% 3 2

Other 41 39% 4 5 13% 2 2% 6 6% 1 0 10% 1 1% 105

Subtotals 17 2 32% 2 61 49% 20 4% 30 6% 4 9 9% 4 1% 536

State Coordinators 1 7 33% 23 45% 3 6% 1 2% 3 6% 4 8% 51

Totals 18 9 32% 284 48% 23 4% 3 1 5% 5 2 9% 8 1% 58 7

52 Multiple factors te . graduation rates and attendance) should be considered as valid indicators of Chapter 1

program succcs, and used as additional program evaluation tools

a 5 2 SA % SA A % A 0 % D SD % SD DK % DK NR %NR Totals

Teachers 34 40% 39 46% 4 5% 2 2% 5 6% 0 0% 8 4

Parents 17 35% 23 48% 5 10% 0 0% 2. 4% 1 2% 4 8

Principals 14 26% 33 61% 3 6% 2 4% 0 0% 2 4% 5 4

Superintendents 16 38% 18 43% 5 12% 1 2% 2 5% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 56 39% 62 44% 1 4 10% 6 4% 4 3% 0 0% 14 2

Chi Supervisors 13 45% 1 0 34% 2 7% 1 3% 3 10% 0 0% 2 9

School Bd Members 9 28% 17 53% 5 16% 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 3 2

Other 34 32% 5 5 52% 7 7% 8 8% 0 0% 1 1% 10 5

Subtotals 1 93 36% 257 48% 45 8% 20 4% 1 6 3% 5 1% 53 6

State Coordinators 14 27% 22 43% 8 16% 2 4% 2 4% 3 6% 51

Totals 20 7 35% 2 79 48% 53 9% 22 4% 18 3%, 8 1% 58 7

;3 The Ii mg term effectiveness of a Chapter I program should he demonstrated through program

improt ement requirements rather than thro igh Nepamte ,tistained effects studies

#53 SA % SA A % A 0 % D SD % SD OK % DK NR %NR Totals

Teachers 16 19% 38 45% 9 11% 2 2% 1 9 23% 0 0% 8 4

Parents 9 19% 16 33% 1 1 23% 2 4% 10 21% 0 0% 4 8

Principals 11 20% 1 6 30% 12 22% 3 6% 1 0 19% 2 4% 54

Superintendents 10 24% 1 6 38% 3 7% 1 2% 12 29% 0 0% 4 2

Ch 1 Coordinators 51 36% 47 33% 24 17% 6 4% 14 10% 0 0% 142

Cht Supervisors 14 48% 12 41% 1 3% 1 3% 1 3% 0 0% 2 9

School Bct Members 6 19% 13 41% 6 19% 2 6% 4 13% 1 3% 3 2

Other 20 19% 3 8 36% 2 0 19% 7 7% 17 16% 3 3% 1 05

Subtotals 137 26% 19 6 37% 86 16% 24 4% 87 16% 6 1% 5 36

State Coordinators 15 29% 18 35% 7 14% 1 2% 6 12% 4 8% 5 1

Totals 152 26% 214 36% 9 3 16% 25 4% 93 16% 1 0 2% 587
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LEAs should be required to provide Chapter I services to schools only if a minimum number of eligible
students have been identified. Which of the following should be the minimum number of students?
(a) 10 (h) 20 (c) 30 (d) 40 (e) 50 NR-No Response Given

*54 Minimum Eng 10 20 % 30 % 40 % 50 % NR %NR Totals
Teachers 33 39% 12 14% 13 15% 8 10% 14 17% 4 5% 84
Parents 22 46% 10 21% 5 10% 1 2% 9 19% 1 2% 48
Principals 22 41% 16 30% 5 9% 3 6% 6 11% 2 4% 54
Superintendents 19 45% 9 21% 3 7% 3 7% 5 12% 3 7% 42
Ch 1 Coordinators 45 32% 37 26% 24 17% 11 8% 21 15% 4 3% 142
Chl Supervisors 9 31% 5 17% 4 14% 2 7% 9 31% 0 0% 29
School Bd Members 15 47% 8 25% 4 13% 1 3% 2 6% 2 6% 32
Other 45 43% 22 21% 14 13% 7 7% 12 11% 5 5% 105Subtotals 210 39% 119 22% 72 13% 36 7% 78 15% 21 4% 536
State Coordinators 12 24% 20 39% 6 12% 1 2% 6 12% 6 12% 51Totals 222 38% 139 24% 78 13% 37 6% 84 14% 27 5% 587

55. Select the low-income percentage criteria that should be used to determine a school's eligibility for
participating in schoolwide projects.
(a) ,50,i) (I)) 7(1% (c) 65% :di 60% (e) 50% NR-No Response Given

*55 Schoolwlde 75% % 70% % 65% % 60% % 50% % NR %NR Totals
Teachers 11 13% 4 5% 13 15% 11 13% 39 46% 6 7% 84
Parents 10 21% 1 2% 4 8% 3 6% 29 60% 1 2% 48
Principals 3 6% 2 4% 3_ 6% 8 15% 36 67% 2 4% 54
Superintendents 4 10% 5 12% 3 7% 4 10% 24 57% 2 5% 4 2
Ch 1 Coordinators 50 35% 15 11% 17 12% 9 6% 47 33% 4 3% 142
Chl Supervisors 10 37% 1 2% 3 0% 0 0% 12 41% 3 10% 29
School 80 Members 3 9% 1 3% 3 9% 4 13% 20 63% 1 3% 32
Other 27 26% 5 5% 14 13% 16 15% 37 35% 6 6% 105Subtotals 118 22% 34 6% 60 II% 55 10% 244 46% 25 5% 536
State Coordinators 11 22% 3 6% 18 35% 7 14% 9 18% 3 6% 51Totals 129 22% 37 6% 78 13% 62 11% 253 43% 28 5% 587

'Response categones for items ..64 and %an a, indicated
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Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you all very much. Your testi-
mony was quite interesting.

Essentially your message is very emphatic and unequivocal. That
is not always the case when we have asked people to review Feder-
al programs. There is usually a lot of hedging. You seem to have
arrived at the same set of basic principles, both about our children
and about our schools, and the fact that each of them is capable of
doing much more. I happen to think that you have laid out a tre-
mendous road map here if we want to take the modernization of
this program seriously.

Your testimony is premised on the basis that Chapter l's instruc-
tional practices such as "pull" outs and supplemental time on top
of the regular program, are no longer held to be valid, that they
have taken us about as far as they can take us; and that if we keep
that model while underlying basic reforms are taking place within
the schools, some of the losses you document in your reports in
terms of the gap will continue. Is that a fair statement?

Let the record show nodding heads in the affirmative.
Let me add that this is not necessarily an indictment or a blame.

As I read through the research that you are presenting, the sugges-
tion is we know something different now. We started to look at it
in 1988, but we haven't gone far enough.

Dr. ROTBERG. I think, to elaborate what you are saying, a central
point that I heard among everyone was the need for more re-
sources in the poorest communities. If I had to select in my own
testimony the one point that I think is most important, it is that
point, and whether or not the appropriations go up this year, I
think, instituting the concept of a weighted formula can make a lot
of difference over the years in whether or not the proposals that
people are making are realistic.

In my view, we can't do a lot without more resources in these
schools. In terms of the change in focus, Chapter 1 has focused on
basic skills, reading and math instruction. These skills continue to
be iportant. That hasn't changed. But I think the point that I am
making, and some others, is that we need to reform Chapter 1 so it
can serve a much broader range of low-income children with a
much broader range of subject matter in poor communities and
that this should be the focus of the program.

I will add to that--
Mr. MILLER of California. Before we get to the questions of how

we fund it and whether we concentrate it and what the cutoffs and
threshold are for schools participatingwhich is important, let me
ask this: Dr. Hornbeck, in your statement you say that the times
have changed; it isn't working; we are dragging instruction down to.
very low levels; it was limited to very basic skills; it doesn't work
at all; with more complex skills you cannot compensate in 25 to 30
minutes a day for the effects of watered down instruction in the
rest of the school day. Those are rather unequivocal statements.

We have now an opportunity to head off in a different direction.
Is that what you are telling us?

Mr. HORNBECK. That is correct.
Let me make a comment in the way that you addressed that. The

Chapter 1 commission would be very enthusiastic about more
money. But if we only had more money and we didn't change the
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structure, we wouldn't get the results that we are seeking. There
are some fundamental structural practices in the way in which we
do the education business in the United States and in some ways
more emphatically now in Chapter 1 programs that don't yield thekinds of results that we have come to recognize are necessary for
kids to know and be able to do.

We do not, by and large, focus on high expectation outcomes, on
complex thinking. We focus on relatively low-level skills. To change
from the one to the other is a huge jump in the United States gen-
erally, and it is even a bigger jump in the United States for disad-vantaged kids.

Mr. MILLER of California. The other side of that may be that if it
is based upon the research and the literature, it is also a very posi-
tive realization. We have been spending 25 years suggesting that
these kids just weren't going to measure up and that we were
either going to "dumb down" for them or find them low-skill jobs.
The suggestion in the literature is that these kids are capable of
participating in a high skill educational system.

Mr. HORNBECK. Expectations become self-fulfilling prophecies
every day. If you use dumb down tests with low-level norms, that isthe results you will get.

If you use more aggressive, higher level, expectation norms, kids
are going to generally rise to that level of expectation.

One of the factors that drives low-level expectations across the
United States for disadvantaged kids now is the set of Chapter 1
requirements, because it touchesas has been pointed outtwo-
thirds or three-quarters of the schools in the United States.

But it is not even just the outcomes. It has to do with the charac-ter of the assessment strategies. I mentioned that some people
think that this call for different assessment strategies envisions the
equivalent of Buck Rogers in that context. Not so. The kind of tests
that we are talking about, for example, is reflected in writing tests
that are being used in a widespread way across the United States
today. Those are "authentic assessments," and they are valid; and
we know how to do them.

In an interim kind of way, the State of Kentucky has embarked
on a statewide system of that kind. There is s )me of the work that
is going on in the California Assessment Program of the same kind.
These are not way out kinds of notions. There is a consortium of 17
States and 6 cities that will be field testing 4th and 8th grade math
and English arts tests of this kind with 60,000 kids this spring in
all those consortia States. Not one test required nationwide. We are
not supporting that. But we are supporting the use of a variety of
different kinds of assessment strategies out across the land. And
we are supportingthe point here is to have those standards relate
to disadvantaged kids. I think of the State of Washington, for ex-
ample, where in Washington State the chairman of Boeing and the
governor and others are supporting a system for everybody very
much like what we have described here.

Now if, on the one handand the same thing is happening with
Governor Voinovich and Senator Aronoff and others in the Ohio
State legislature. If those programs go forwardas I hope they
do--and at the same time the Federal Government is continuing to
require, in effect, dumb down outcomes and dumb down tests, there

r/.
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will be this kind of disparity that exists for kids for whom the
norm is a higher State-based standard and a Federal drag on the
system.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mrs. McClure, you served on two
Ms. MCCLURE. That is correct.
Mr. MILLER of California. You discussed migrants and non-public

schools. Those were not in the report. Wasn't that part of your dis-
cussion?

MS. MCCLURE. The commission dealt only with the basic pro-
gram. The reason the panel dealt with those other two programs
was because that was part of the congressional instructions for the
national assessments.

Mr. MILLER of California. I will give my colleagues an opportuni-
ty to ask questions, and on the second round of questioning, I will
come back to the questions of concentrations and funding alloca-
tions.

I would just say for this committee that we may not be able to
drive national reform with this bill because, as I think was pointed
out in some States, if we try to do that in terms of leveling the
playing field in funding, that is not enough to get them to engage
in the other fiscal decisions they would have to make.

But from a programmatic point of view, we do have an opportu-
nity to make a Federal statement and either validate what gover-
nors and riany other people are suggesting needs to be done with
our educational institutions and also, the whole discussion that is
swirling around this Congress. Your recommendations from each of
these reports go from unnecessary paperwork and accountability
and recordkeeping that drives people crazy in this process, to the
questions of standards and assessments, to the notion that the con-
tinued investment in the infrastructure of education, in the profes-
sionalization, and the skills of our teachers; and the parental advi-
sory committees we started a long time ago.

But I think the suggestion here is more integral to this program
in terms of parental involvement and participation and perhaps
the advisory committees which we got rid of them in 1981, as well
as the notion that we may have the ability to streamline this by
looking at outcomes as opposed to how you are managing every
second of a student's day. This would be rather refreshing for a
number of people.

Let me thank you very much for the work that you have done
and again just recommend to my colleagues your background docu-
ments. We have an incredible blueprint for some actions that we
may want to consider.

With that, Congressman Becerra?
Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wish we had all day

to go into this. I have many questions.
Let me begin with a concern for some of us coming from high

growth States. As a result of the population growth, the Chapter 1
formula will affect the funding going to some States.

There is a proposal now that some of these low-growth States
that will lose money be given funds to help offset the immediate
loss of Chapter 1 dollars, a hold harmless package of dollars. I
think most high-growth State members of tais Congress are willing
to give the money to those lowest growth States to help them, to
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buffer the lbss of funds. But we look back at the fact that 1980
census figures have been used for the last 12 years and have, for
that reason, cost high growth States money for the last 12 or so
years.

Given that we are dealing with a zero budget growth gain and a
Chapter 1 dollar going here means one is not going here, how can
we provide a hold harmless clause for the low-growth States and
try to deal with the concerns of the loss of that particular amount
of dollars in the high growth States and the concern that the hold
harmless clause will be applied to us when it comes to Chapter 1
funding?

Mr. GINSBURG. I will answer in two parts. Most proposals are for
a 1-year transition so that there would be, for example, a hold
harmlessI believe the administration considered a proposal of
something like 921/2 percent hold 1,armless for 1 year. That would
apply next year to that lower amount, so eventually the hold harm-
less would decline.

How do we prevent it from happening in the future because
these States are going to continue to be high-growth States? We
have contacted the Census Bureau. They are confident that we
could make estimates at least every 2 years that would allow you
to update the accounts at the State level, and there is work under-
way that they think that they maybe could do that at the county
level. We are confident that we could do that.

Mr. MILLER of California. If the gentleman would yield, where
will they get the capacity to do that?

Mr. GINSBURG. From census surveys I can obtain accurate esti-
mates at the State level. You may have to pool data over a couple
of years, but at the State level we can come closer than we can by
using the 1990 census in 1992.

Mr. BECERRA. It sounds like this were day one and we start the
hold harmless funding as of today.

In California, where the high -t growth occurred, we have lost
funding because 1980 census figures have been used. Let's service
the kids.

What about States that for the last 12 years have perhaps lost as
much as these low-growth have lost or are going to lose? What do
you tell the State of California that would make it feel better in
going along with a program that provides hold harmless moneys to
low-growth States when the State of California has had to deal
with the high cost over the last 12 years without adequate funding
from the Federal Government?

Mr. GINSBURG. We would not be in favor of a hold harmless. The
hold harmless would phase out. It is reasonable to have some type
of transition policy. Congress has always built in a transition policy
in terms of hold harmless.

We do not represent the administration views with respect to the
formula.

Mr. BECERRA. It sounds like you are saying you can understand
the rationale for the hold harmless funding. Would you think at
the same time the logic would run that States that have been high
growth for the last 12 years should receive some funding to com-
pensate them for the last 12 years?

1 '7
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Mr. GINSBURG. As long as you had, for a decade, a formula which
is not going to change, you get into problems. We got into the same
problems in 1980.

The real issue is to try and prevent it from happening, and the
best way is to update the census during the mid-decade; and we
have the technology to do that at least at the State level.

Mr. BECERRA. That is not what I wanted to hear. How do you set
assessment standards that will equitably accommodate all stu-
dents? How do you accommodate, in the real world, the needs of
LEP students?

Mr. HORNBECK. Let me respond to that. My view, as it relates to
LEP students in particular, but all kids, the issue is, in my view,
the improvement in the capacity of the school to succeed with kids
across the board. That is to say the accountability system ought to
be built on the basis of how School A does to School A's previous
performance, not School A's performance to School B's perform-
ance so that you create, in that sense, a level playing field.

A second big piece of it, in the context of the commission recom-
mendation, is to eliminate the parts of the law that inhibit signifi-
cantlyand some argue even excludeLEP kids, and if you com-
bine those two futures, e.g., have kids in, and then, B, create a
level playing field. So the issue is a movement of improvement over
time. I think it would respond positively to the issue you raise.

Mr. BECERRA. Everybody on the panel addressed that point very
well.

MS. MCCLURE. The Independent Review Panel addressed this
issue as well.

Especially in your part of the country, it is a multilingual issue.
MT. BECERRA. My district.
MS. MCCLURE. Right. There is going to have to be a lot of work

done in this area. With the numbers of languages that are taught
in L.A. Unified, some of these recommendations are not going to
work well because the recommendation of the panel basically is
that LEP students should be assessed in the language of construc-
tion, whether it is English or their native language. But the stu-
dents must have had sufficient instruction in the language in
which they are tested.

Does that mean that we have to have State assessments in Arme-
nian as well as every other language that is taught in the LA
School district? I am not sure that that would be practical.

But on the other hand, there are a lot of LEP students who are
even getting services from Chapter 1 now who aren't in the assess-
ment and accountability system at all. They are excluded.

One member of our panel estimated that probably a third of the
students in the L.A. Chapter 1 program aren't even included in
this assessment system. You have to include the LEP kids; other-
wise the schools will not take them seriously.

Mr. BECERRA. I agree. My biggest concern is that it is almost im-
possible for a district like L.A. Unified to be able to accommodate
its students and achieve the goals set forth. I will be interested in
hearing specifics of any proposal to try to help, once we determine
the formula and standards, how we integrate into a district like
L.A. Unified that has so many different variables involved.
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Dr. ROTBERG. Your point about how we would implement the
standards for LEP students, I think, brings up a broader point. The
goal of high expectations for students is an important one. Howev-
er, we have to be very careful that as we try to reduce regulations
and paperwork we don't replace it with a set of regulations and re-
quirements and standards that are every bit as cumbersome and
inflexible as the ones that we are trying to replace.

Mr. BECERRA. That is right.
Mr. GINSBURG. There is another assessment issue, eligibility for

kids. And the law now is kind of a lawyer's nightmare. It requires
that limited English proficient students participate only on the
basis of educational deprivation, not on the basis of language depri-
vation.

How can you conduct assessments that lead to that kind of dis-
tinction? In practice, a district will receive limited English profi-
cient children only with their Title VII bilingual educational
money first; and later, if there is Chapter 1 in those grades, they
will use Chapter 1.

We recommend those distinctions be eliminated.
Mr. BECERRA. One more question. Let me package four questions

into one. The resourcesMr. Hornbeck, you mentioned that about
20 percent of Chapter 1 dollars, perhaps, should be spent on profes-
sional training, teachers and personnel. Would that include, within
the 20 percent, moneys to make sure there are professionals who
can deal with the LEP student as well?

Mr. HORNBECK. Yes. The professional development activities that
would be involved would be across the board in terms of the skills
and capacities that instructional people would need in order to re-
spond to whoever the kids are that they are having to deal with.

In fact, that is a good example of why we need to increase, very
significantly, professional development money.

Mr. BECERRA. But then the question becomes how you actually
determine that the money earmarked for professional development
is spent in an area where needed.

In a place like L.A. where you need to develop professionals to
communicate with kids that speak another language, how do you
assure the professionals are getting the training they need?

Mr. HORNBECK. That has to do with the basic flavor of the act
and whether one continues to move down a route where you re-
quire lots of paper in what is often a failed attempt to reach that
conclusion or whether in the final analysis you look to see whether
LEP kids are able to do science and math and read and think or
whatever the set of outcomes are.

The issue is whether we are going to shift from a process-driven
or input-based focus to one that focuses on outcomes, including
youngsters thatwhose first language is not English or whose eco-
nomic circumstances is one of poverty.

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Ms. LOWRY. May I add, I didn't hear mentioned here the school-

wide and the program improvement because those should be part
and parcel of the full working with these students, the whole staff
development.

A school or a district should be required to set up this plan that
they want to follow including the curriculum design staff develop-
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ment, assessment, all of those areas, and then follow that to meet
the needs of the students. Whether they are Chapter 1, LEP, spe-
cial education, whatever they are, it should meet all of those needs.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Reed.
Mr. REED. I recall testimony I heard in the 102d Congress regard-

ing studies on the use of aides in the Chapter 1 program and the
relative effectiveness of those aides. Does anyone have a sense of
how much money is devoted to aides, and what is the most recent
data on their ability to improve performance in schools?

Mr. GINSBURG. Roughly I would say for all staffing, there is
almost an equal number of aides being paid for out of Chapter 1
moneys as there are for regular teachers, about 80 percent for the
aides relative to Chapter 1 teachers. What we found that was dis-
turbing is that the majority of high degrees, the aides, are doing
direct instruction. Frequently we will not only pull kids out or sep-
arate the Chapter 1 students, but we are going to separate them
and provide them instruction by staff, by aides that only have a
high school degree. That can't be superior instruction.

There are terrific roles for aides, though. Places are using aides
to reach out to parents. They know the community. They can do
recordkeeping. They may do some kind of drill and practice and
they may do that fairly well, but they E gould not be in the position
of offering primary direct instruction. That is one consequence of
the pull-out programs that we are having now.

Mr. REED. Roughly 50 percent of the money might be directedto
Mr. GINSBURG. It would be less money because they would not be

paid as much. There is almost an equal number. Maybe a third of
the funds if yon were to prorate it would go to aides, maybe a little
less.

Ms. LOWRY. I haven't seen this written but I saw something yes-
terday that this study had been done and was released. In talking
to a few State coordinators about this, they said in their States as
well as in mine these aides are generally working in the classroom
under the supervision of classroom teachers or Chapter 1 teachers.
The goal is to integrate Chapter 1 into the classroom, so they are
working under the supervision of those people in our circum-
stances.

I do know that a good share of these people, and I don't know if
you call them teacher aides, paraprofessionals or teacher assist-
ants, a good share of them in our State and others to whom I spoke
do have college degrees. I am not talking a lot of them, but I know
that many in my State have college degrees. They choose to work
as teacher assistants because they don't want the responsibility of
a classroom. So they work as teacher assistants or aides or parapro-
fessionals.

These people are achieving the goal, we feel, of working Chapter
1 into the classroom and helping the students achieve in the regu-
lar classroom.

Ms. MCCLURE. The assessment data Mr. Ginsburg referred to
shows that the aides with college degrees are the ones serving in
the low poverty Chapter 1 schools and aides with high school diplo-
mas only are in the high poverty schools. So there is a big, big dif-
ference in the kinds of aides and educational level.
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Mr. REED. Let me clarify. The statistics suggest that those people
with advanced education who act as aides are in low poverty
schools, and it is in poor low income schools where you tend to find
the less educated aides?

Ms. MCCLURE. Correct,
Mr. REED. Is there any inference that you draw from that?
Ms. MCCLURE. I didn t want the inference drawn that there are

aides out there who have college degrees who are working in the
Chapter 1 program. I want to draw the inference of the disparity
kinds of aides, given the wide range of poverty levels that this pro-
gram covers. This program has used aides as one way to encourage
parent involvement, so I think that is something this committee
will have to find out. We are not in favor of tossing them out on
the street, but something has to be done to upgrade the quality of
their education, and they ought to be involved in the professional
development as well as teachers.

Dr. ROTBERG. The question you raise about aides is a very impor-
tant one and the finding that aides provide instruction in some
Chapter 1 programs is really part of a broader concern, and that is
that children in low income communities, even apart from Chapter
1, have less resources devoted to their education and the primary
way in which those resources translate into services is that they
have teachers with less expertise, less years of experience devoted
to their education.

This is part of a larger problem. Although the early research re-
lating resources to outcomes didn't show a correlation, the more
recent research looks at how the resources are spent, and the main
finding is that the skills of the teacher are the most important
factor along with, believe it or not, class size, in determining stu-
dent effects.

Mr. REED. Just to follow up before I yield back my time, your
point is that if you look not only at the aides but also at the teach-
ers, that those at low income schools have lower educational ac-
complishment levels?

Dr. ROTBERG. My point is, in Chapter 1 it is hard to divide it out
because some aides have a high level of training, others have a low
level of training. So it is very difficult when talking about aides to
know exactly what that proportion is. But in general in low income
schools the students have teachers with less training, lessa lower
number of years of experience. They are in larger classes.

The Chapter 1 findings that we are talking about are really part
of that larger complex. As I said, teacher experience as everyone
else noted here is a very important determinant of children's
achievement.

Mr. GINSBURG. Let me add that while Chapter 1 may not be
doing what it should be doing in overall performance, when you
look at the Chapter 1 regular teachers, they have more profession-
al development, higher levels of education than the regular teach-
ers in the school, and frequently they are looked to as the leaders.

So while at the same time we say there are problems with Chap-
ter 1, Chapter 1 is doing some good, too.

Mr. REED. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. [presiding] I would like to apologize for not

being here at the beginning pf your testimony. I am a Member of
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Budget Committee also and I was there trying to fathom the
budget presented and make some exceptions to it. As you know, the
budget submitted by President Clinton calls for a freeze for Chap-
ter 1 for 1994. We have to run through the budget. They came to
function 500, so I wanted to be there to raise objections. I apologize.
Mr. Green.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. .2hairman. Just a brief comment so I
don't take up question time. Congressman Becerra was correct.
Coming from an urban area in Texas, we have received $120 mil-
lion more of Chapter 1 money for our students because of the high
growth. I am familiar with the hold harmless clause because you
did it every year so we wouldn't have huge tax increases on several
districts, but over a 10-year period that was hold harmless itself to
an extent instead of extending it.

When you talk about systemic change, and one of the frustra-
tions I know a lot of people in teaching and particularly Chapter 1
teachers is where students are taken out of the class only for 10
minutes a day instead of 30 minutes. One of the suggestions I have
heard is to try to funnel that together within the class so that
pupil/teacher ratio is smaller, particularly in high Chapter 1
schools or districts.

Instead of having that disruption where the student goes out, it
could be incorporated in the program. In a lot of States we went
through the basic skills effort and now we are trying tc recognize
that. That may be something that we could do to reorient Chapter
1 funding to those districts with a smaller pupil/teacher ratio. In
Texas we are required 22 to 1 in K through 4. Fifteen would be

better and maybewe can talk about in those schoolsmaybe 15
to 1 in a Chapter 1 elementary school would be better and we could

see improvement because of the pupil/teacher ratio. That is impor-
tant to the outcome and emphasis on the students.

The last question before we come back around, Congressman
Miller talked about using Federal funding, particularly Chapter 1,
for kind of a carrot for schools or States that are not equalized.
Texas has been struggling with that. Hopefully on May 1 we will
have something that will do that. But dealing with a lot of schools
around Texas, that is not enough carrot to bring them on board.

If we use that as a carrot on a statewide level, most Chapter 1
students in urban areas who are in the poorer school districts
would be hurt. But if they didn't receive that funding for Chapter
1, then they would be hurt by it themselves. That concerns me be-
cause coming from an urban area that has lots of Chapter 1, in fact
in all my elementary schools, Chapter 1 is in every schoolI would
be concerned if we lost that because of an effort in Austin or wher-

ever that they couldn't get an equalized formula.
Mr. HORNBECK. I think you raise quite properly the very difficult

features of that proposal of trying to use it as a carrot. I want to

raise up and be clear about where the recommendation comes
from. The point of Chapter 1 is to supplement for poor kids what
regular kids get in an effort for poor kids to be able to achieve at
the same level.

If I take my own State, the one I live in nowI was raised in

Texas, but I am from Maryland nowwe have had a situation in
Maryland for many years where in Baltimore City they spend

1 I," 1
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about $2,500 less per kid than Montgomery County. Then the $800
per kid comes into Maryland from Chapter 1 and basically what itdoes is to fill up a little bit of the gap the State of Maryland has
not had the whatever to deal with itself.

And the issue is what kind of pressure can you bring to bear thatwill not simply as a technical matter get Maryland to do what
Maryland ought to do, but instead to create the circumstances in
which Chapter 1, your program can in fact meet the goals that it
ets out itself. Whether or not Chapter 1 funds by themselves canbe that carrot, I think the questions that Mr. Miller and you have

raised and others are quite legitimate.
Maybe we have to add other moneys to it, but I think that the

issue of simply funneling money out and filling up a bit of a bucket
that States are not coming to terms with themselves is the point of
the recommendation.

Mr. GREEN. I understand and I don't want Chapter 1 to fill in for
what a State should be doing but I realize if Baltimore isn't goingto get the $800, that will not be a push to get the assembly in
Maryland to do that anymore than it would be to get the legisla-
ture in Texas, because the folks voting for it in Texas weren't from
districts with poor students anyway.

Mr. GINSBURG. Reports State-by-State on the amount of inequal-
ity that exists in relation to the types of children who are in differ-
ent districtsyou cannot get that information now at the Federal
level.

Mr. GREEN. One of the other concerns I have in talking aboutChapter 1 funding and formula changes, to talk about not only
comparison of the equalization but also the cost of education for ex-ample, is that if you have an urban or rural district, it is easier
maybe to have an aide with a teaching degree or a certificate in
some school districts than it is in other districts.

Take a typical urban district like mine. Very few of our aides
have college degrees, but in suburban districts, the aides all have adegree. So I think the cost of education might be compared too in
those statistics that we could see what is being spent. I think that
would be interesting on a nationwide level. We have had that frus-tration.

Mr. GINSBURG. In addition to the total amount of resources, one
disturbing finding we experienced is that we have schools that
have computers and can't get pencils for teachers. Particularly in
many of the urban communities, 40 cents out of every dollar will
go to instruction and 60 cents will go to other things. There has tobe concern about using the resources wisely. We have to talk about
systemic reform in terms of efficiency as well.

Mr. GREEN. My wife teaches algebra in high school. I am familiarwith it because every time I go home on Thursday nights, I hear
about it. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Mrs. Unsoeld.
Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you. Mr. Hornbeck, how do you suggestthat we move the Chapter 1 program with its current focus on

basic skills to high order thinking skills, and what risks do we run
of leaving behind those still requiring the basic skills they need if'
we do this?
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Mr. HORNBECK. I think that we need to develop on a State-by-
State basis the kinds of high level expectations that we have been
talking about both of the subject matter variety, science, math and
et cetera, and of the crosscutting skills like thinking and problem
solving and integration of knowledge.

To make it very specific to Washington State, for example, you
have a Commissioner of Student Learning there that is about the
business of identifying outcomes for kids. Other States have similar
kinds of initiatives. Those kinds of initiatives are going to identify
standards for the State as a whole that would rise to the level of
expectation that our Commission is talking about, and those would
in my view meet the kinds of standards nationally that we would
be in favor of.

You have been considering in the content and performance
standard context last year and again this year the issue of content
and performance standards, and I might also say delivery stand-
ards, and I think that the kinds of standards that are envisioned
there, the kinds of standards that were envisioned by the National
Council on Education standards and testing, are the kinds of stand-
ards against which the various State standards should be meas-
ured.

Now it is my own view and that of the Commission that simply
setting outcome standards by themselves don't address the point.
That only goes part way. And that is the reason that I did sort of
underline that reference to delivery standards; because not only do
we have to tell kids how high the bar is that you got to jump oCrer,
but you got to help kids get there.

I think that If in fact we do that, that we will then be in a pos-
ture of dealing with the youngsters who otherwise might be left
behind and do need the basic skills. But if we do both those things,
I think there is every reasonable reason to believe that we will see
kids rising to that level of expectation that we have helped them to
achieve.

Mrs. UNSOELD. There are advocates for a greater concentration
or a narrowing of the targeting of funds to try to steer them to the
neediest children. Can you suggest any strategies for how we would
narrow our focus so that we really are hitting this target?

Mr. HOENBECK. I think that there are technical formula strate-
gies that can be suggested. I am much less confident of my ability
to offer political advice on that question. My own view is that there
ought to be, as others have suggested, and that is the recommenda-
tion of the Commission a kind of weighted formula in which you
might, for example for youngsters who reside in school districts
that have X concentration of poor kids, each kid counts a kid and a
half or two kids and then you back it off all the way down and it
seems to me that if you did that, then you would in fact not cut
anybody out entirely, but concentrate in places that have greater
concentrations.

Unfortunately, how you do that as I say in a political sense is a
lot more difficult. Related to that and it has been hinted at several
times in the comments and questions is that to the degree that it is
possible, I would implore you as you consider these issues to go as
far as you can in thinking through the substantive educational and
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structural issues first and then coming back around and dealing
with the formula questions.

My greatest fear in the world because my sense is, Mr. Miller ob-
served how similar all of our recommendations arewe have
moved down the stretch in coming to some measure of commonal-
ity or consensus in the very major changes that need to take place.
My greatest fear is that all of that will be left on the cutting room
floor when people fight instead about dividing the money up and
the eleventh hour will come and we won't have the structure in
place that permits us to move forward.

Mrs. UNSOELD. How much Chapter 1 funding is used for early
childhood programs, and in your opinion, how does that compare
with the Head Start program, and should more funds be used in
that area?

Mr. HORNBECK. Relatively little. Phyllis may know with particu-
larity. About three-quarters I guess are in elementary schools but
still relatively littlebegins 12 percent pre-K and 5 percent kinder-
garten. So Chapter 1 is a program for K through 7 or 8. We have
preliminary evidence showing that kids in Chapter 1 programs in
pre-K will do at least as well as they would in Head Start. So they
do perform well when we deliver the services. That is not where
the money is going now.

Mrs. TJNSOELD. Anyone else want to comment on that?
Mr. MILLER of California. Who is an example of a pre-K non-

Head Start program?
Mr. GINSBURG. It would be a very similar program, it is just that

it would be funded through the public schools through Chapter 1
because there is not enough money in the Head Start program to
fund everybody

Mr. MILLER of California. You are talking about basically the
same kind of program?

Mr. GINSBURG. In many respects they look the same, yes.
Mr. HORNBECK. Where it is different, you would find in Head

Start some important additional features like immunization, like
wraparound child care before and after school. The actual educa-
tional program of say 3 or 4 hours duration is frequently similar.

Mrs. UNSOELD. Might your instructors be better educated or
better reimbursed?

Mr. HORNBECK. In the school program. One of the real problems
in Head Start is the lousy salaries that teachers are paid and that
does in many places put a very serious burden in precisely the way
that you suggest.

Mr. GINSBURG. Roughly about double would be the salary of
someone in public schools.

Ms. LOWRY. I would like to add something about Even Start that
has not been mentioned. That is geared more toward family liter-
acy, working with the parents of these young children so that they
can break the cycle of illiteracy and poverty and hopefully get
them educated and they will be motivated to go on and do more in
that area.

It is a beginning of the whole family being involved in education
Mrs. UNSOELD. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. I appreciate your question and Mr. Horn-

beci,'s response because that is reason we are having these

1 ci
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hearings, first to look at program changes before we get into the
formula fight. Your advice is good advice. Mr. Sawyer.

Mr. SAWYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You weren't here but
earlier I made a brief somewhat pungent and I hope uncharacteris-
tic commentary. I welcome this opportunity to rephrase myself. Let
me just begin by offering a couple of observations and then ask forcomment.

First of all, I believe absolutely that the substance that Mr. Be-
cerra and Mr. Green and Mr. Miller raised earlier about the conse-- quences of enormous and rapid demographic movability in thiscountry has profound consequence for whether or not we can suc-ceed in the Chapter 1 reforms that have been talked about here
today. Absolutely everything that you have said as a panel from
the need for formulas to be sensitive to that move, to the critical
character of those formulas reflecting concentrations of need andpoverty is important.

I sit here frustrated by knowing how important what you say is
and knowing how difficult it is to get where we are going. We don't
even have a decent definition of homelessness in this country. Wetalk blithely about trying to measure it and don't include in that
questions about whether or not people are doubled up in public
housing or living in the back of cars or on the street. That is frus-
trating enough but that is a small portion of our population.

When we talk about migratory children, it is important to under-
standimpoverished kids are migratory and poor kids, I supposethey move a lot. And rich kids are highly mobile. But the fact is
that the population of the United States is moving at a rate that
we haven't seen probably in a century and it is having conse-
quences of the kind we are describing hereif we dumb down tests,
we wind up with self-fulfilling prophecies. If we don't get the num-
bers right, then we are going to bring about even worse distortions
in the way in which we distribute funds to achieve those necessary
policy ends and I am very worried about that.

I am not incidentally particularly worriedI come from a low
growth State. I am not worried about that. If we look at the mathe-
matical questions of concentrations of need, then those urban dis-
tricts that have been abandoned by substantial portions of their
populations will qualify as even higher levels. I appreciate your in-terest

,. Mr. BECERRA. That is the answer I was looking for.
Mr. SAWYER. If we get the numbers right, then we will get the

policy right. But if we get the numbers wrong and have to skew the
policy in order to account for that, we are never going to get it
right. The importance of measuring movements of poverty over
smaller increments of time is critically important.

The only thing I regret is that there are those who would say can
we reflect the changes in populations in States, tuid they say yes
we can estimate that every 2 years. They can't. When it comes to
ability to target populations and dollars with precision to the dis-
trict level, then we will get into the technicalities that plagued us
during 1980 as we tried to make the broad population count of this
country more accurate than it was.

I think that the work that we do on thi subcommittee and the
work that we do across the board to improve the quality and time-

ef
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liness of our statistical systems is going to in no small way meas-
ure the success that we are able to achieve. That is what I meant
when I said what I said. I apologize. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Payne.
Mr. PAYNE. Thank you very much. I am sorry that I missed most

of your testimony but I have been browsing through and I see that
in the statements there is an emphasis on national standards and
assessments and measuring these outcomes. This committee last
year passed a bill which included an emphasis on national testing
standards, and I am interested really to hear your recommenda-
tions in terms of the system and the system's responsibility, in en-
suring that the schools get the necessary resources in order to
achieve the goals; in other words, I suppose all of you are certainly
familiar I; zth Salvaging Equities by Jonathan Kozar. In my State
you have school districts that extend maybe 50 percent more in
Camden than they would in Princeton, when national standardized
tests prove thatI could almost save the money and maybe use it
for something else, because I don't think anyone would be sur-
prised to find out that Princeton, where twice as much is spent,
would probably do maybe twice as good or maybe more or less; the
whole question of national testing baffles me. We could almost pre-
determine and of course we talk about equalization and I know
they are doing that in Texas.

Tennessee was the only place able to get it done without having
a revolution. We tried it in New Jersey and I think after the gover-
nor introduced an equalization bill just to tap funds to the richer
districts and roll it over to the poorest districts, his rating went
down to 9 percent. So I don't suppose it encourages other governors
to try that.

So what do you see with national testing and how can you give
an urban community or school district a fair shot on that unlevel
playing field?

Mr. HORNBECK. If I may respond first, Mr. Payne. the Commis-
sion on Chapter I couldn't agree more that testing by itself ought
not to be undertaken, sort of period. And the significance of what
we tried to recommend was that there has to be several features of
a tctally re-done effort only one piece of which are high standards.

The high standards are important because you can bet that the
non-disadvantaged kids are going to be held to those high stand-
ards and so they, in fact, since 1990 the evidence shows that the
gap is beginning to widen again. So this isn't a question of shall we
have high standards or shall we not have high standards. This is a
question of shall disadvantaged children also have the opportuni-
ties of high standards or shall they be left behind in the dust while

others move ahead.
It would be difficult for me to emphasize too much the Commis-

sion's point of view that it takes the high standards and it takes
the new assessment and it takes the new delivery standards and it
takes the staff development and on down the line. There are sever-
al different features. And so we would simply come back to encour-
age you both in the context of this legislation and in other legisla-
tion that you are going to have to wrestle with to pay attention
both to the standards of assessment and to the wherewithal that
school districts and kids lyive to meet those.

e".
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I think with congressional leadership we can achieve those in the
United States.

MS. MCCLURE. Mr. Payne, we already have a national testing
system in this country and it is called Chapter 1. I think everybody
is calling for eliminating that system. We already have a national
testing system in this country and it is called Chapter 1 and every-
body on this panel I hear is calling for the elimination of that.

Dr. ROTBERG. I would just like to go back to your major point
which I think is the key one. Any test that we do will show us
what we already know and that is the effects of inadequate re-
sources and of poverty on the learning experience. That is the
major point.

I think the second point which I made earlier is the new assess-
ment measures that we talk about although available in some
cases for use in a school or perhaps a district are not anywhere
near the stage they need to be in for national accountability use.
People have different predictions on when and if they will but I
think everyone would agree they don't exist now.

But even if they did exist, the basic point that you made still
stands, that unless we do something about poverty and inadequate
resources in our schools, we are going to learn from any test, good
or had, what we already know.

Ms. LOWRY. In our document we recommended that the Compen-
satory Education Office and parts of the Department of Education
should develop and implement a national matrix sampling pro-
gram to assess the national aggregate effectiveness of Chapter 1
which would not necessarily have to he done annually but over a
time span. States and locals should do this based upon their reform
packages and it should be part of the overall plan they have to
work with and improve their respective States and districts in
schools.

Mr. GINSBURG. On the resource end, the most effective strategy
might be to target Chapter 1 moneys on those places that need it
the most. If we had good concentration, many of the communities,
such as the one you serve) would benefit greatly. There may be
limits in what Chapter 1 can do in moving the money around but
at least you have control over the $6 billion of Federal money.

Mr. PAYNE. We realize that standards are necessary. If people
are going to move ahead, it will be based on their ability to com-
prehend technology and higher education. There is no problem
with the fact that people have to achieve. It is just that when we
hear talk about national standards, the opposition to it is that it is
a self-fulfilling prophecy end that we ought to start to look at how
we can lift those standards since we know that is the key for suc-
cess in the future.

So many times national educators feel that persons representing
poor school districts are opposed to standards. There is no opposi-
tion to standards, it is just that people simply would like to have
an opportunity to be on a level playing field and to be able to haw
the wherewithal to have the kids out of the poor districts have the
resources and even additional resources just to reverse, the ones
that need the resources the least, at least in my State, get the most
because school districts are based on local tax properties.
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So those who need the least, get the most. Those who need the
most, get the least and everyone is surprised at the low scores.

Mr. MILLER of California. I think that this is on our minds be-
cause we have scheduled today a discussion about standards with
the Secretary. The question is about linkage because there is a
rush to go ahead with standards and assessments, but as far as I
know, we still haven't crossed the bridge on delivery standards and
decided they are part of it.

Those of us who represent communities that are stressed out in
terms of educational infrastructure, if you will, are concerned that
you can put togetherand there seems to be growing confidence
that you can put togetheran assessment program to measure the
things that we want to measure and to provide for increased im-
provement. But if we can't get concentrations and we can't get the
changes that you are talking about, those standards are going to
have very little impact on this group of students. It is a mismatch.

"Standards." Everybody wants them this month and this pro-
gram may not be in place until a year or 18 months from now. It is
like the incentive package and the cuts in the economic program.
There is concern that we will not be able to deliver on both.
Nobody disagrees with the purpose but I think you have to ask
yourself when you represent districts and schools that simply don't
have the basic resources in any way, shape or form, are we really
misleading our constituents when we put $200 million nationally
into voluntary assessment standards? Are we changing the course
of this ship at all? The preliminary answer is w are not.

Once again, I am concerned about what happens here.
Mr. HORNBFCK. You are right and it seems to me that that is

what makes the issue of delivery standards so central to this dis-
cussion. I hope that you maintain yourthey are tough to get at
and you don't want them to be overly prescriptive and you don't
want them to be a big financial burden and you don't want, to get
involved in lots of monitoring, but there is no doubt in my mind
that one could craft a set of standards of either an input character
or I would even urge you to consider one of an outcome character
that would be nemssary preconditions to the use of any tests that
were to get developed under the aegis of the Federal Government
for purpaaes of high stakes with kids. You can prevent that.

Mr. MILLER of California. In my district and Mr. Becerra's and
Mr. Payne's district, if the standards suggested are that every stu-
dent have books and resources, we couldn't meet those standards
today.

Mr. HORNBECK. But minimally California ought not to be able to
use the assessment instruments that would get developed under a
Federal or national standards and assessments program for high
stakes purposes with kids until whatever, books, teachers who can
pass the test themselves, et cetera, were in place.

Mr. MILLER of California. There aren't many governors interest-
ed in that part of this program.

Mr. PAYNE. A final point. As a former teacher, and my daughter
who teaches right now in the school district, you talk about the
lack of things like pencils and paperthere are schools over 100
years old where you can't stop thq leaks in some places and
strange illnesses come about because of lack of ventilation or re-
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ventilating of stale air, which creates illnesses not only in students
but teachers.

When you talk about the national standards, my daughter must
spend at least $1,000 a year just on some things so the kids can
have activities to do. Forget what her daddy has to do. That is an-
other storywhen they need a bus to go on a trip. Things have
gone too far with the disparity in the wealthy districts and the
poor districts. We cannot have a system half poor and half rich.
That is what Lincoln said a long time ago, you can't have a country
half slave and half free.

That is basically what you are back to if these schools continue
to have an educational genocide on kids who live in communities
where you don't have the resources nor is the will of the legisla-
ture as has been indicatedgovernors don't run on equalizing
school districts. As a matter of fact, they want to know one thing
not to run on, although everyone talks about equal and quality
education, that is probably the last thing a person would talk about
running for governor or a legislature for four-fifths of the districts
in States.

I hope we can get to some of those basic isE ties as we talk to the
new Secretary about the national standards, et cetera.

Chairman KILDEE. Last year I served on the National Council on
Education Standards and Testing and I was pushing for delivery
standards. I was doing quite well. I appeared to be very reasonable
until the White House representative, the light went on and he re-
alized that would cost money to bring the schools up to standard.
He raced to the White House and raced back and really killed our
proposal for having delivery standards.

I think that is an extremely important thing, we give standards
for kids and want to measure kids but we don't develop standards
for schools. I can go to schools of this country and predict what the
assessment is going to be by delivery standards. My kids went to
Langley High School in McLean and they have great delivery
standards and 10 miles away they have poor delivery standards.
That is going to reveal much about the kids when we assess them.

The White House recognized it might cost money to bring school
delivery standardb up and they opposed it. I would like to yield to
Jane Baird, who has questions on behalf of the Republican mem-
bers of the committee.

Ms. BAIRD. In the final report you state that 69 percent of the
families participating in the first year of Even Start did not contin-
ue in the second year. Do you have an explanation for that for the
record?

Mr. GINSBURG. Yes. That number second year participants who
did not go on will be 35 percent. Even Start was a new program.
There were also eligibility problems in terms of some of the chil-
dren who were initially participating. They were ineligible. Some
got GEDs.

One reason that we have higher rates of non-participation in the
second year, it is 27 percent of the participants got GEDs. We pro-
pose that we look at technical assistance to the communities that
are implementing the Even Start program in terms of getting
adults to stay in the program. There are strategies you can use.
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For example, it looks like if you deliver services in housing
projects if people live there, you have greater access to it. We are
trying to offer more technical assistance. At the same time I would
also note that the gains that the kids are making are quite high in
the program and to the extent that the adults stay in the program,
they are making significant gains in literacy as well.

Ms. BAIRD. Do you have any figures on those gains?
Mr. GINSBURG. We will be reporting that in a few weeks in a sep-

arate report and we will be happy to provide it to you.
Mr. BECERRA. We discussed that we should consider delinking

funding to the student and talk more about systemic reform and
not peg it to the number of students or that particular student in
the classroom. If we do that, what are the safeguards we will have
to make sure those districts and States which have not given a pri-
ority to achieving success through Chapter 1 will in fact now do so.
Especially given that we are cutting off the only link we had to
show if uhese students are getting any services provided by the
school, the district or the State?

Mr. HORNBECK. In the Commission report we make two recom-
mendations that relate directly to that question. One is that we
propose an accountability system that both identifies increasing
proportions of kids including low-income children from non-profi-
cient levels to proficient levels, and a movement in performance
even at the lowest levels up, so that the focus on outcomes would
actually capture whether or not the kids can or cannot do what
you decided that they should be able to do.

Secondly, we suggest linking the enforcement system to whether
or not those outcomes are achieved. And we lead in our recommen-
dations the actual design of such a system to a State-by-State basis,
but to illustrate one way that one State has determined to do such
a system, in the State of Kentucky, based on those kinds of ac-
countability performance standards, they have built an enforce-
ment system, if you will, in which staffs of teachers in schools that
improve a significant amount in the proportions of kids in those
schools being successful can get as much as 40 percent of annual
salary as a financial bonus and those in schools that fail, have
their tenure suspended and are subject to dismissal without appeal.

That is a different way of enforcing and it is an outcome based
way of enforcement, rather than on process and paper.

Mr. BECERRA. Does the money for the incentives for the bonuses
to thl teachers come from Chapter 1 funds?

Mr. HORNBECK. They would not as a general matter. This is a
statewide program that I am describing at this time. But with par-
ticular State legislative focus, not on all kids, but as a disaggregat-
ed group on kids who are low income kids so it could be used proto-
typically in a Chapter 1 context.

Mr. BEaltRA. What was the reaction of the teacher organizations
to the carrot and stick approach?

Mr. HORNBECK. The executive board of Kentucky Education As-
sociation unanimously endorsed not just that piece, as I said to Mr.
Payne a while ago, if one is going to be about the business of sys-
tems changes, it is notthere is no silver bullet answer to it. It is a
complex of factors.
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But that comprehensive integrated effort which included what I
described to you was unanimously endorsed by the executive board.

Mr. BECERRA. As a package?
Mr. HORNBECK. Yes.
MS. MCCLURE. Your premise about we can now trace certain

services to certain kids and will that be lost under a schoolwide ap-
proach, I think the Independent Review Panel's answer to that is
you may be able to trace the services but we don't find the services
worth the investment that is being made.

And that what you really need to do is do something about the
total hours that the child is in the school. It simply won't help chil-
dren at all to continue to work in the margins of this program, and
there have been references made to how little Federal money there
is in the total scheme of things.

That is true, but on the other hand, Chapter 1 is in most schools,
particularly high poverty schools is one of the few pots of discre-
tionary money that they have, that can make a big difference.
Most money is tied up in the basic operations, the heat, the equip-
ment and the personnel. With Chapter 1 money you could do some
significant things. Much of what we are talking about in changing
Chapter 1 is going to require changing how you are spending dol-
lars, not just adding more.

I wouldn't be in favor of adding more money if we are just spend-
ing it the way we are now.

Mr. BECERRA. Your answer is it is not working now, let's try
something that maybe will work better? I tend to agree. I know
there are schools in districts that because the pot of money isn't
significant, do not give Chapter 1 the attention they might other-
wise give it and some of these kids get lost in the shuffle. I hope we
find a way to ha ve accountability there.

If schools are to be held accountable for results to make sure
that kids are achieving, how will we fairly judge the poor school
districts without unduly penalizing them when perhaps they don't
reach a particular level of attainment that we might expect? Will
we judge them internally, as Mr. Hornbeck you mentioned before,
when students are doing better in their own school than they did
previous years comparing them to students in other States. Could
you be more specific about the particular standards that would be
used?

Mr. HORNBECK. A couple of thingsyou would compare School
A's performance to School A's previous performance. That could
result if you didn't go a little further in the kind of situation we
have today where a school can avoid the implications of program
improvement by going up one of those NCE things that you have to
improve and that is not very much and we will be dead and buried
before kids make progress on that.

I would have to identify meaningful levels of improvement that
would constitute satisfactory and then you would reward to the
degree that a school went beyond satisfactory in that way. I think
that if you do that, then you in effect create a level playing field I
think that the standards are rooted in the standards that you iden-
tify when you say be more specific. It has to do with what you
think.
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In the Commission report we have suggested that those stand-
ards be identified in at least English, math, science, history and ge-
ography and that the standards in those five areas at least be of a
character that places kids in the posture of being able to enter the
workforce productively.

MS. LOWRY. I think that it is important to note that I think all
States have what we call accreditation through their elementary
and secondary units in their education departments. Through that
every school or district has to meet certain levels. They are now
going more toward outcomes for all students, Chapter 1 students as
well as other students.

That should be part of the local and the State plan that is in
place when they determine what gains they should make. Current-
ly under current law, several States have set standards such as two
NCEs or five, whatever you want as well as a certain number of
desired outcomes or percent of desired outcomes that must be
gained by the students.

Districts must set these but States have set standards on NCEs
and desired outcomes so there are options that States and local dis-
tricts may have to do that. I would encourage that be done more in
the reauthorization.

Mr. GINSBURG. I strongly encourage you to come to grips with
this. You can't just leave it to the department. Once you have set
in motion and say that if you don't fall back, that is sufficient, we
are at a loss in terms of where we begin to ratchet this up. You
have a couple of strategies. First when you move to the debate
about national standards, the issue will come up as to how States
will align with national standards and where Chapter 1 fits in.

You might want to view this as a system that works together be-
cause the Congress is likely to deal with the matters at the same
time. You could adopt approaches such as South Carolina where at
least they look at other schools of similar poverty. We did it in
terms of our assessments. We found that while on the average
schools with 75 percent or more poor go:ng to the 30th percentile
can do it, there is no reason why other schools couldn't. You could
at least take the top within their own State and set that as a
target.

In the long run you are going to have to worry about how this
meshes with the systemic reform bills you are going to have to deal
with.

Mr. BECERRA. I Would agree with what was said earlier by my
colleagues. I believe we are fooling ourselves if we think that even
this good reform will be enough to really upgrade the quality of
education for our kids if we first don't resolve the problem that a
lot of schools in my district have to spend a good chunk of money
to paint over graffiti on the walls, provide law enforcement to
patrol the grounds, and help kids who come to class without having
eaten.

Until we get past those questions, even the reform to Chapter 1
will not do anything. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KILDEz. Thank you. Mr. Miller.
Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Miss

McClure, in your discussion you talk about incentives that we
might use to bring resources into those schools and into the corn-
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munities. You talked about the Board, the use of Board-certified
teachers and whether or not we would pay a bonus on that. You
had another suggestion in terms of additional funds for those
schools. Have the rest of the other people looking at this issue
raised that question? I didn't see it in the other reports. How you
stop the flight of good teachers out of bad schools and reverse those
trends and the flights of resources to those schools are important
issues. We may not be able to call equalize money across districts
but there may be some things we can do within a district.

Mr. HORNBECK. Two observations. The Commission supports the
proposition of paying teachers who are board-certified more. I
think we recommended $2,500 and I think that isI think that the
board will begin to certify teachers and if we don't do something
like that, we are going to end up in a context where board-certified
people will end up in rich schools and non-certified board people
will end up in poorer schools.

Mr. MILLER of California. We should have confidence in that
Board certification?

Mr. HORNBECK. It is our judgment that it comes close to being
the only entity that I know of that has systematically gone about
the business of trying to identify what teachers need to know and
be able to do at a high level of efficiency and be able to help kids.
It is the place to begin.

Mr. MILLER of California. It comes on line when?
Mr. HORNBECK. The first tests will be ready for use next year. So

':,efore the reauthorization of this, if it were to go into effect, you
can also design the enforcement system or the incentive system in
a manner that leads to that encouragement. Illustrating from the
experience in Kentucky, where they created a system in which for
example to move from 20 percent of the kids being successful to 30
or 35 percent of the kids being successful would result in signifi-
cant awardsif you get up to the top of the heap at 95 percent, it
is darn tough to eke out the next percentage of successful kids and
one day when that was being discussed in the legislature, a legisla-
tor said that is going to mean that some teachers in the rich
schools are going to be going to the poor schools in order to achieve
that and that in fact is going on.

Mr. MILLER of California. In your report on the table of NEP
reading scores for white and Hispanic students, you are talking
about the gap. What can we infer from this measurement between
1988 and 1990 where we see a reversal in the closing of the gap? It
is comparing 20 years of measuring this and now we see this wid-
ening once again.

Mr. HORNBECK. I don't know and I don't know of any res' arch
that actually undergirds that. One of my suppositions is that we
had established these relatively low level outcomes through not
only the Chapter 1 program but through minimum economy efforts
across the United States and Chapter 1 and minimum competency
and other things contributed to kids at the lower ends moving up
and to some extent to overstate it somewhat, I believe that there
was a high level of achievement of those low level outcomes and
having achieved them that movement, that momentum began to
tail off at precisely the same time that all of this language and
rhetoric about high level skills and being able to think and so on
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began to move in, all of that having more impact on the more
wealthy school districts than on the poofer ones.

I think a combination of those factors are beginning to be re-
vealed.

Mr. MILLER of California. So you stand by the suggestion that we
have pushed the current system as far as we can push it

Mr. HORNBECK. We did well and milked it for all it was worth
and it was worth a lot and now it is time to move ahead in a differ-
ent way.

Mr. MILLER of California. I think it was the Rand study that sug-
gested that we might want to consider merging the concentration
of basic grants. Was that yours?

Dr. ROTBERG. Yes.
Mr. MILLER of California. Where are the rest of you on that?

When we did concentrations, we were trying to sail against the
wind in the late 1980s.

Ms. MCCLURE. The panel supports that. Concentration grants are
not so concentrated. Sixty percent of the counties in the country fit
under your definition of concentration and only 10 percent of the
total appropriation is concentrated. I gather the Rand suggestion is
to combine the concentration and basic grant together and attach
the weights to that.

Mr. GINSBURG. Let me add one concern. People have to look at
the numbers. I think it is a good way to go but you have to be sure
in some of the major cities in which they may have a heterogene-
ous population and pockets of poverty that this formula will pick it
up. One would have to do simulations to make sure we don't miss
those. Another way to do it is to make concentration real.

Mr. MILLER of California. Two last questions, on concentration
you agree that we have spread this all too thin? That was the proc-
ess that I have watched over 20 years. Secondly,I forgct what I
was going to say, so you are home free.

Ms. LOWRY. Regarding concentration and basic grants, our asso-
ciation would like to have them separate. We recommend keeping
them separate

Mr. MILLER of California. I read that this morning.
Ms. LOWRY. However we know that the concentration grants

should be more equitably assigned and that means work, we do
know that. Because there are many poor districts in affluent coun-
ties that are not receiving concentration grant money so that does
need to be carefully reviewed and something done on that. But we
are in favor of keeping them separate.

Mr. MILLER of California. Dr. Ginsburg, on page 4, you talked
about high poverty schoolsthere is a sentence at the top or para-
graph; am I right?

Mr. GINSBURG. Right.
Mr. MILLER of California. Is that the same thing Dr. Hornbeck is

saying about the impact of high poverty schools on students?
Mr. GINSBURG. Yes. The statement is that the average achieve-

ment of all students in high poverty .schools is about the same as
Chapter 1 participants in low poverty schools. In a low poverty
school if you took the neediest students, the average student in a
high poverty school would still be needier. In other words, we did
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not target very well and there is a great deal of need in high pover-
ty schools that is going unmet.

Dr. ROTBERG. I would like to reinforce why we have recommend-
ed combining the basic and the concentration grant. Theoretically
if kept separate, you could make the concentration grant more
powerful but in practice it hasn't happened and. I think it is unlike-
ly to happen. It is more likely that they would happen if combin, d
along with a weighted formula.

Mr. MILLER of California. Thank you.
Chairman KILDEE. I feel like a conductor, here. I think I will use

my baton this morning and not ask any questions. Great questions
have been asked. I want to thank the witnesses this morning. We
have been commenting up here on what an extraordinarily good
panel you are. Each one of you brings individually so much to this
panel and collectively you have helped us a great deal. You have
certainly served this committee and the children of this country
very, very well.

I think this hearing could very well be a turning point in how
Chapter 1 should be changed because it is a very significant hear-
ing. I think we will be able to point back to this as a point where
this committee has been enlightened as to what should happen to
Chapter 1 as we address the changing society in which we live and
the changing needs.

Each of you have obviously given a great thought to Chapter 1
and have a great deal of concern for it too. This committee will
want to keep in touch with you collectively and individually as we
go through the authorization. I think you have presented to us
both your knowledge and a 0- allenge to the committee.

I want to thank you for your testimony. We will keep the record
open for 2 additional weeks for any further submissions. Unless
there are further comments from the people at the table, we will
stand adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
[Additional material submitted for the record followsl



190

February 22, 1993

Testimony of Sherry L. Kolbe

Executive Director

National Association of Private Schools
for Exceptional Mires

Before the

United States House of Representatives

Sakommittee on Elementary and Secondary Education



191

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I appreciate having the opportunity to present
testimony on behalf of the National Association of Private Schools for Exceptional Children
(NAPSEC). NAPSEC is a non-profit association whose mission is to promote excellence in
educational opportunities for children with disabilities. NAPSEC is the only national organization
consisting exclusively of private schools serving children and young adults with mild to severe
disabilities. NAPSEC represents over 200 schools throughout the nation that provide special education
to both privately placed and publicly placed children. The NAPSEC membership serves
approximately 20,000 children with special needs. Roughly one-half of our member schools are day
schools and the others are residential facilities. For your information, I have included a complete
listing of NAPSEC member schools with my statement.

My testimony today will focus on the Chapter 1 Handicapped program which is authorized
under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

When the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program (P.L. 89-313), was enacted in 1965, its original
intent was to supply states with the financial assistance necessary to provide educational
opportunities to those children with disabilities who were confined to State operated or State
supported institutions, most of whom were low incidence - children with severe disabilities.

Following the passage of the !individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), more
children with disabilities were served in local public schools, creating the illusion that a duplication
of services between IDEA and the Chapter 1 program existed. However, nothing could be more
inaccurate.

Current data shows that most children with disabilities that are counted under the Chapter
1 Handicapped program are being educated in separate settings due to the severity of their
disability. Children with severe disabilities require more frequent and intensive services over a long
period of time, some in need of life long services.

These types of services are more costly to administer, and it is exactly these types of services
that are made possible through the supplemental funding provided by the Chapter 1 Handicapped
program. Recognizing the fact that our children with the most severe disabilities continue to require
more intensive services apart from the local public school's special education program in day
treatment or residential programs. It is critical that the supplemental funding provided through this
program be preserved so that these services will continue to be provided to our most needy children.

Today these funds provide a wide array of services to severely disabled children ranging
from early intervention to comprehensive career and transition programs. The following are a few
examples of programs that serve children with disabilities with Chapter 1 Handicapped Program
funding.

Illinois Center for Autism, Fairview Heights, IL.
Chapter 1 monies fund simultaneous language training for the children and their
families. This is just one of the needed services provided autistic children at the
Center. Children at the Center also receive behavior modification therapy, speech
therapy, individualized habilitation programs, parent 1 family services, and care
coordination. Training in behavior modificstion and sign language is provided to all
staf f and parents, as well as para- professionals and professionals in the mental
health and education field that work at the Center. The Center has art enrollment of
65 children of all ages in its day program. The programs al the Center are
developed to specifically educate autistic students by addressing their characteristics
of extreme withdrawal, self stimulation, cognitive deficits, and language disorders.
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Ligistiboure School, Chelmsfore4 MA.
The Lighthouse school serves children with psychosocial I behavioral disabilities and
developmental I multiple disabilities. These types of disabling conditions strongly
affect a person's future chances of achieving functional adaptation because they are
lacking the set of skills and abilities that collectively represent a person's capacity
to successfully cope with the challenges of life. The Lighthouse School has 116
children enrolled, ages 3 through 22, in its day program. Chapter 1 supplemental
funding provides support for its Community Resource Utilization Program. This
program provides community-based integrated services to students for whom
community services are essential resources. Without these additional resources,
students would in many instances be enrolled in much more restrictive settings in
order to address their complex needs.

Henry Viscardi School, Albertson, blY.
The Henry Viscardi School serves children with spina bifida, cerebral palsy, muscular
dystrophy, dysautonomia, osteogenesis imperfecta other orthopedic disabilities,
neurological impairments, and special health problems. The school uses Chapter 1
funds to provide supplemental recreational, educational and therapeutic programs.
Funding enables instruction for socialization skills for high school students, which
proves critical to their ability to fin ! employment. Programs in drug abuse prevention
and AIDS education are also made possible through Chapter 1 funding. Most
recently the school has developed a highly effective multimedia approach to
education as a valuable alternative to traditional means of presenting material. The
Henry Viscardi School educates infants through high school-aged children in its day
program, which has an enrollment of 245 students.

Jefferson County Community Center for Developmental Disabilities, Lakewood, CO.
The Center serves children with autisim, mental retardation, multiple disabilities,
deafness, blindness and visual impairments, developmental disabilities, severe
mental retardation, trainable mental retardation, physical disabilities or who have
cerebral palsy, spina bifida, communications disorders, and behavior disorders. The
Center has several private schools in four counties in the State that serve children
with these types of disabling conditions. The agency provides birth to death programs
which include infant stimulation, special pres.:hools, two special schools, adult
vocational services, supported employment, residential services, and a nursing
facility. Elimination of Chapter 1 funding would affect the Center's ability to
provide an in- home evaluation program, several types of therapies, the in-school
assessment program, and the additional training necessary to maintain these
programs for its participants. The Center has day, residendal, summer, and clinic
programs, with an enrollment of 350 children and adults.

Pemuylvania SCIIC for the Deaf, Philadelphia, PA.
PSD is a center sc:lool for deaf children aged 2 through 15 in day placements. Its
enrollment is 180 students. PSD offers a specialized program and the highly trained
staff required to meet the unique needs of deaf children. In addition to an innovative
academic program, PSD maintains a comprehensive child study team and related
services staf. f. The loss of Chapter 1 funding would force PSD to cut back its speech
communications program, eliminate three resource rooms, and special music
programs.
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Obviously, there are many more programs like these that are serving children with severe
disabilities. As you can see from these examples, this is a program that works. NAPSEC strongly
urges the Committee to preserve the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program when it reauthorizes the ESEA
and make the needed modifications to improve the program.

NAPSEC recommends making the following changes in the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program
when the ESEA is reauthorized.

Chage the funding formula: In an attempt to make the program more equitable to all states
identifying children with dfsabilities in need of more intensive services, the funding formula should
be based on each state's share of the nation's total number of children with disabilities, as
determined by the count of children in the current IDEA, part B, and the Chapter 1 Handicapped
Program. This approach will provide funding based totally on need and not on over identification.
Each state would have to target those child-en to be served with program funds. Having to target the
most needy children will also help to avoid the problem of preschoolers who remain in the program
after they are placed in the regular classroom when they reach school age and no longer are in need
of more intensive services. This will also help to prevent a duplication of services between IDEA and
the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program.

Phase in funding reduction: Due to the fact that this new funding formula will redistribute
funding among states, some states that currently receive high allocations will be cut severely. To
lessen the impact on current programs that states provide, the total amount of each state's funding
cut will be evenly distributed over a three year period. This will allow states to plan ahead and know
the exact amount of reduction in funding to expect each of the three years. This three year phase
in will also help to ensure a much smoother transition of services for those children who are currently
being served.

Eliminate the transfer provision: When IDEA became law in 1975, it legislated that children
with disabilities must be placed in the least restrictive environment and be educated with nondisabled
children to the maximum extent appropriate, causing the push needed to transfer the children
targeted by the transfer provision out of state operated facilities and into local school districts.
IDEA eliminated the need for the transfer provision.

Serve the infant and toddler population: ft is estimated th it some 30-40,000 infants and
toddlers currently receive services under the Chapter 1 Handicapped Program. Continuing to serve
this population is extremely critical due to the fact that there is not funding available under IDEA
for services for this population.

Program evaluation: A program evaluation will provide Congress with a detailed analysis
of the program's effectiveness and accountability to follow the legislative intent of the program by
serving children with disabilities in need of supplemental services. This report will help further
structure the program if necessary and correct any additional problems that may arise due to the
reauthorized changes or lack of additional needed changes in the program.

Although the Chapter I program is not a large dollar program, it IS providing very essential
and critical services to thousands of students with very severe needs. The program provides the
funding and the flexibility that enables schools to develop innovative specialized services -services
that are making a difference for these children - services that enable these children to recognize
their full potential and benefit from a free appropriate public education. There is no question that
there are additional needs associated with children with severe disabilities, and the Chapter 1
program makes addressing these needs a little easier.

Again, I would like to thank the Committee for giving me the opportunity to present testimony
On behalf of the National Association of Private Schools for Exceptional Children.
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Nemo City 51.1e Director Phone
Y A L. E_ SOW Cho(5 Nil. IL) Louis SaroMoules (609) 7991266
Yarn, CormUletco Centef Newark. NJ Mal Carthl

-
(201) 46241411

Pooh Dev11op000.1 Ccwhorneon !roma. CM MAP 14. Flostrec (614) 377.9000

Council of AftIiettod Slate Associations

Name Director CFO/ State Phone
ASA/-1 Gerard Thmm RobbinwIllo, NJ (609) 259 6885
CAPSFF Maiy Keenan Piarwalo, CT (203) 525.2207
CAPSES Wayne Mlyienoto Sacramento. CA (916) 447-7061

Child Cato Posccialion ot 1:11noci 690301 Holmholz Cincotta IL (2(7) 528-4409
INtSEC Pamela Barnet Owego, IL (312) 769.3500
MAAPS Jamas EINor Oar Nets, MA (617) 245-1220
MANSEF Mymn Cardin Towson. MD (410) 938-3000
NPPSFA Sharon Keeler Knone. Nth (603) 378.3.184
NYSAPSAEC Or Po00:1 Cati MO Bionx. NY (212) 519-7000
OASES T110111d5 Darnowskl SprIngllok1 Carcenk. NY (718) 525-3414
PCCS Dr John P once Harnsbuig. PA (717) 2311600
VAISEF Bole Skutca RIcnmond, VA (804) 049-4978
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Office of ftPiestdont

The College Board
45 Columbus &yew New York New Yodi 10023-6992
(2)21713-8000

STATEMENT OF THE COLLEGE BOARD

ON THE REAUTHORIZATION OF

CHAFFER 1 OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY

EDUCATION ACT

BY

DONALD M. STEWART
PRESIDENT

TO THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY

AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

HONORABLE DALE E. KILDEE
CHAIRMAN

A nonprofit educational association serving students. schools, and colleges through programs designed to expand educational opportunity
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MY NAME IS DONALD M. STEWART, PRESIDENT OF THE COLLEGE BOARD.

I AM PLEASED TO SUBMIT THIS STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE BOARD, A

NATIONAL NONPROFIT MEMBERSHIP ASSOCIATION OF MORE THAN 2800 MEMBER

SCHOOLS, COLLEGES, AND AGENCIES IN SECONDARY AND POSTSECONDARY

EDUCATION THAT IS WORKING FOR EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE AND EQUITY

AND FOR ATTAINMENT OF THE NATIONAL EDUCATION GOALS. THE BOARD

PROMOTES--BY MEANS OF RESPONSIVE FORUMS, RESEARCH, PROGRAMS, AND

POLICY DEVELOPMENT--UNIVERSAL ACCESS TO HIGH STANDARDS OF LEARNING ,

EQUITY OF OPPORTUNITY, AND SUFFICIENT FINANCIAL SUPPORT SO THAT

EVERY STUDENT IS PREPARED FOR SUCCESS IN COLLEGE AND WORK.

IT IS BECAUSE OF OUR INTEREST IN PROMOTING EDUCATIONAL

EXCELLENCE AND EQUITY THAT I AM COMPELLED TO SPEAK ABOUT THE

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT

(ESEA), THE ISSUES THAT LED TO THE PASSAGE OF THE ESEA IN 1965 AND THE

FORMULATION OF THE CHAPTER I PROGRAM REMAIN THE SAME. A KEY ISSUE

THEN WAS, AND IS NOW, HOW DO WE PROVIDE EQUAL EDUCATIONAL

OPPORTUNITY FOR ALL STUDENTS? THE ANSWER THEN, IN THE MINDS OF

MANY, WAS PROVIDING REMEDIAL EDUCATION TO MAKE UP FOR THE

INTELLECTUAL SHORTCOMINGS OF SOME STUDENTS. AND THE ANSWER THEN

INCLUDED AN APPROACH IN WHICH WASHINGTON IMPOSED A SOLUTION ON

LOCAL EDUCATORS WITH LITTLE ROOM FOR FLEXIBILITY OR CREATIVITY.

TODAY THE ANSWERS ARE MUCH DIFIFRENT, DUE IN LARGE PART TO THE

EFFORTS OF THIS SUBCOMMITTEE UNDER FORMER CHAIRMAN AUGUSTUS

21'1;
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HAWKINS. THE HAWKINS-STAFFORD AMENDMENTS TO THE ACT FIVE YEARS

AGO BROUGHT ABOUT MANY OF THE CHANGES WE LONG FELT WERE NEEDED

TO IMPROVE THE PROGRAM. TODAY THERE IS MUCH LESS EMPHASIS ON

REMEDIATION AND MUCH MORE EMPHASIS ON HIGH STANDARDS. AND THERE

IS GROWING OlYTIMISM THAT THE PROGRAM CAN ACHIEVE THE FULL PROMISE

IT HELD MANY YEARS AGO."'

YET EVEN TODAY WE ARE NOT AT THE POINT WE NEED TO BE WITH THIS

PROGRAM. THE SINGLE MOST PRESSING ISSUE CONFRONTING AMERICAN

EDUCATION DURING THE NEXT TWENTY-FIVE YEARS IS: HOW CAN WE

MOBILIZE CHANGE IN THIS NATION'S SCHOOLS TO ENSURE THAT EVERY

STUDENT--EVERY STUDENT-- HAS THE OPPORTUNITY TO ACHIEVE ACADEMIC

EXCELLENCE?

ANYONE INVOLVED WITH CHAPTER 1 UNDERSTANDS THE VITAL ROLE OF

THIS PROGRAM, AS WELL AS THE STAKES INVOLVED. THE STUDENTS IN

CHAPTER 1 PROGRAMS HAVE BEEN GIVEN MANY LABELS, SOME OF WHICH ARE

QUITE PERNICIOUS. THES1 STUDENTS MIGHT BEST BE CLASSIFIED AS

*EDUCATIONALLY DISENFRANCHISED," BECAUSE WHILE THE WHOLE OF

SOCIETY HAS MOVED FORWARD ECONOMICALLY, CULTURALLY AND SOCIALLY,

THESE STUDENTS HAVE BEEN LEFT BEHIND, THROUGH NO FAULT OF THEIR

OWN. HOWEVER, WITH SUFFICIENT GUIDANCE AND SUPPORT THESE STUDENTS

RECEIVE THE OPPORTUNITIES THEY NEED, AND DESERVE, TO HAVE A CHANCE

AT ACADEMIC SUCCESS.

2
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MUCH OF THE TALK IN WASHINGTON AND IN STATE CAPITALS ACROSS

THE COUNTRY IS ABOUT "SYSTEMIC REFORM." WE CAN ADD THIS PHRASE TO

THE LONG LIST OF EDUCATIONAL JARGON. HOWEVER, IT SEEMS TO CAPTURE

THE ESSENCE OF WHAT WE MUST ACHIEVE IF WE ARE TO BRING MEANINGFUL,

SUSTAINED CHANGE TO OUR SCHOOLS. IT CAPTURES THE VISION AND THE

SPIRIT OF CHANGES BEING PURSUED IN MANY PARTS OF THE COUNTRY,

THROUGH CHAPTER I REFORM INITIATIVES, THROUGH PARTICIPATION IN

INDEPENDENT PROGRAMS SUCH AS THE COLLEGE BOARD'S BOUITY 2000 AND

pAcESEITER, AND THROUGH PARTNERSHIPS WITH INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER

EDUCATION IN THE AREA.

THE OLD WAY OF GOING ABOUT MAKING CHANGES IN EDUCATION-

SOLVING INDIVIDUAL PROBLEMS AND MAKING INCREMENTAL PROGRESS--

SIMPLY WON'T CUT IT ANYMORE. TOO MANY STUDENTS STILL GET LEFT

BEHIND, AND TOO MANY STILL END UP EDUCATIONALLY DISENFRANCHISED.

THE EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES HAS DEVELOPED A SET OF

CRITERIA (TO WHICH THE COLLEGE BOARD AND OTHER GROUPS SUBSCRIBE) TO

HELP DE I bRMINE WHEN SYSTEMIC REFORM HAS BEEN ACHIEVED. THESE ARE:

FIRST, BROAD AGREEMENT THAT, IN THE NEW SYSTEM, ALL

STUDENTS ARE PUSHED TO LEARN AT HIGHER LEVELS; THE

TEACHER IS A COACH, FACILITATOR, AND SUPPORTER; THE

COUNSELOR HAS A PROMINENT ROLE IN MOTIVATING STUDENTS TO

2 _ C
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EXCEL; AND PRINCIPALS AND SUPERINTENDENTS FUNCTION AS

CHIEF ACADEMIC OFFICERS;

SECOND, WITHIN THE SCHOOLS, THE NORM INCLUDES ALL

STUDENTS ACTIVELY ENGAGED IN LEARNING, AND STUDENT

ASSESSMENTS BASED ON A COMMON VISION OF DESIRED

OUTCOMES.

THIRD, SYSTEM-WIDE POLICIES THAT SUPPORT CONTINUOUS

REASSESSMENT AND REFORM OF PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES,

CURRICULUM FRAMEWORKS WITH HIGH ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS,

AND FLEXIBLE INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS AND METHODS TO

MEET DIVERSE STUDENT NEEDS.

CONSISTENT WITH THESE PRINCIPLES OF SYSTEMIC REFORM, WE

CONTEND THAT HIGH STANDARDS FOR AIL MUST, AND WILL, BECOME THE

HALLMARK OF ALL EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN THE 1990'S, INCLUDING CHAPTER

I. THE COLLEGE BOARD, IN RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE ELEMENTARY AND

SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT SUBMITTED TO CONGRESS, SUGGESTED THAT

CHAPTER 1 SHOULD ENCOURAGE ATTAINMENT OF THE SAME HIGH STANDARD&

AMONG SO-CALLED *STUDENTS AT RISK* THAT ARE EXPECTED OF THOSE WHO

ARE NOT, AND IT MUST PROVIDE THE NECESSARY RESOURCES TO ENABLE ALL

STUDENTS TO ACHIEVE THOSE STANDARDS. ALL STUDENTS-ALL STUDENTS-

SHOULD BE HELPED TO SUCCEED IN A RIGOROUS ACADEMIC PROGRAM.

4
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THESE ARE SOME OF THE PARTICULAR CHANGES WE RECOMMENDED FOR

CHAPTER 1:

EXTENDING CHAPTER 1 ASSISTANCE TO ALL STUDENTS AT RISK IN

GRADES PRE-K THROUGH 12. GAINS MADE WITH FEDERAL SUPPORT

IN THE ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE SCHOOL YEARS MUST BE

SUSTAINED THROUGH THE SECONDARY LEVEL. THOSE WHO INVEST

SO MUCH ENERGY AND COMMITMENT INTO STUDENTS AT THE

EARLY YEARS KNOW AND UNDERSTAND THE HEARTBREAK OF

WATCHING STUDENTS BECOME DISENFRANCHISED BECAUSE OF

LACK OF SUPPORT AT THE MIDDLE AND HIGH SCHOOL LEVELS.

AMENDING THE CURRENT LAW TO BETTER COORDINATE CHAPTER

1 SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT WITH REGULAR SCHOOL PROGRAMS TO

ENHANCE STUDENTS' PERFORMANCE LEVELS. LET'S MAKE EVERY

ASPECT OF THE SCHOOL EXPERIENCE WORK AS A "SEAMLESS WEB"

IN SUPPORT OF EACH STUDENT'S ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT.

EMPHASIZING GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING, PARTICULARLY FOR

LOWER-ACHIEVING STUDENTS. OUR EXPERIENCE WITH COLLEGE

BOARD INITIATIVES SUCH AS EQIBI_Y_2M SUGGESTS THAT WHEN

TEACHERS AND COUNSELORS WORK JOINTLY THEY HAVE A

TREMENDOUS IMPACT ON STUDENT MOTIVATIONS AND

ASPIRATIONS TO SUCCEED TO HIGHER LEVELS. WHEN WE ALSO

BRING PARENTS IN AS ACTIVE PARTNERS IN THEIR CHILD'S

208
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LEARNING, WE HAVE MADE SIGNIFICANT STRIDES TOWARD

ENSURING A CHILD'S SUCCESS IN SCHOOL AND BEYOND.

- INTEGRATING INSTRUCTION AND ASSESSMENT THAT WILL HELP

TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS FOCUS ON WHAT STUDENTS

SHOULD KNOW AND BE ABLE TO DO IN CORE SUBJECT AREAS.

SEPARATING TESTING FOR ACCOUNTABILITY AND TESTING FOR

INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT UNDER CHAPTER 1 AND RELATED

FEDERAL PROGRAMS.

SEEKING AN END TO TRACKING AND TO "PULLOUT" PRACTICES,

COMMON IN CHAPTER I, THAT LEAD TO ACADEMIC TRACKING.

WE'RE FORTUNATE IN ONE SENSE, AND THAT IS THAT THE QUESTION IS

NO LONGER "WHAT CAN WE DO?" OR "WHAT CAN POSSIBLY WORK?" WHEN IT

COMES TO PROVIDING EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR LOWER-ACHIEVING

STUDENTS. WE KNOW WHAT WORKS! THE QUESTION NOW IS, DO EDUCATORS

HAVE THE RESOLVE AND COMMITMENT TO IMPLEMENT WHAT WORKS? SOME

DO. SOME, THROUGH DEDICATION AND CREATiVITY, HAVE REACHED THE

MINDS AND HEARTS OF STUDENTS. SOME SCHOOL SYSTEMS HAVE SHOWN THE

RESOLVE TO TAKE THE BIG STEPS TOWARD EDUCATIONAL REFORM.

OF COURSE. AS THOSE WHO ARE PILOTING NEW AND INNOVATIVE

PROGRAMS CAN ATTEST TO, TAKING ON THIS CHALLENGE IS NOT EASY. IT'S

NOT EASY BECAUSE IT MEANS RE-THINKING THE TRADITIONAL APPROACH TO

EDUCATION. IT MEANS CHALLENGING TRADITIONAL ASSUMPTIONS OF THE

6
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EDUCATIONAL ESTABLISHMENT. IT MEANS Gbl I ING TEACHERS AND

COUNSELORS TO OPERATE UNDER A BELIEF SYSTEM THAT SAYS THAT EVERY

STUDENT CAN LEARN GIVEN THE PROPER SYSTEM OF SUPPORT. IT MEANS

"BUSINESS AS USUAL" SIMPLY WON'T CUT IT ANY MORE--IN THE SCHOOLS, OR

IN POLICYMAKING BODIES CONSIDERING LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS FOR

THOROUGHGOING SYSTEMIC EDUCATION REFORM.

THE COLLEGE BOARD'S PRE-COLLEGE INTERVENTION MODEL PROGRAM,

PDUITY 2000 EXEMPLIFIES THIS NEW APPROACH TO EDUCATIONAL REFORM--

ONE THAT ENSURES MEANINGFUL, SYSTEMIC CHANGE TO HELP EVERY

STUDENT.

EOUITY 2000 IS A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT UNDERWAY AT SIX SITES--

FORT WORTH, TEXAS, SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA, MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN,

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE, PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND AND PRINCE GEORGE'S

COUNTY, MARYLAND. BASED ON RESEARCH SHOWING THAT MASTERY OF

MATHEMATICS IS A "LINCHPIN" FOR ACCESS TO AND SUCCESS IN COLLEGE,

EQUITY_MQ AIMS TO FOSTER SCHOOL DISTRICT-WIDE IMPROVEMENT IN

MATHEMATICS AS A KEY INGREDIENT IN EQUALIZING ACCESS TO AND SUCCESS

IN COLLEGE FOR MINORITY AND MAJORITY STUDENTS. THE PROJECT

INTEGRATES MUCH OF WHAT THE NATIONAL CURRICULUM AND ASSESSMENT

MOVEMENT NOW IDENTIFIES AS ESSENTIAL, INCLUDING STANDARD-SEITING,

PREPARING TEACHERS TO HELP STUDENTS SUCCEED, ELIMINATING TRACKING,

2 JO
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ESTABLISHING HIGH EXPECTATIONS FOR ALL STUDENTS, AND OFFERING

GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING SUPPORT.

THE PROGRAM SEEKS TO ENSURE THAT, BY THE END OF THE CENTURY,

MINORITY STUDENTS WILL ATTEND COLLEGE AT THE SAME RATE AS NON-

MINORITY STUDENTS. THIS AMBITIOUS GOAL REPRESENTS THE COLLEGE

BOARD'S COMMITMENT TO THE DUAL PRINCIPLES OF ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE

AND ACADEMIC EQUITY, AND THE BELIEF THAT ALL WE DO IN EDUCATION

MUST BE GUIDED BY ADHERENCE TO THOSE PRINCIPLES.

EDIMJAND FOCUSES DIRECTLY ON WHAT NEEDS TO HAPPEN TO GET

TRADITIONALLY UNDERREPRESENTED MINORITY STUDENTS INTERESTED IN

ATTENDING COLLEGE, BEGINNING WITH THE MIDDLE GRADES. ITS EMPHASIS

IS ON ELIMINATING ACADEMIC TRACKING--THE PERNICIOUS BUT ALL-T00-

COMMON PRACTICE THAT MAKES JUDGMENTS ON STUDENT ABILITIES AND

ENDS WITH AN OVERREPRESENTATION OF LOW-INCOME AND MINORITY

STUDENTS IN DEAD-END TRACKS..

AS WE KNOW, TRACKING ALMOST ALWAYS MEANS THAT THOSE

STUDENTS WHO NEED THE MOST SUPPORT TO RAISE PERFORMANCE LEVELS GET

THE LEAST, WHILE THOSE WHO NEED IT THE LEAST HAVE IT SHOWERED ON

THEM. THE CONSEQUENCE IS A TWO-TIERED ELITIST SYSTEM OF EDUCATION

CHARACTERIZED BY THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:

FIRST, POOR AND MINORITY STUDENTS ARE UNDERREPRESENTED

IN COLLEGE-PREP CLASSES SUCH AS ALGEBRA AND GEOMETRY,

8
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AND OVERREPRESENTED IN DEAD-END CLASSES SUCH AS

CONSUMER MATH AND GENERAL MATH. THESE DEAD-END

CLASSES, INCIDENTALLY, LEAD DIRECTLY TO DEAD-END CAREERS

AND, FOR SOME, A DEAD-END LIFE.

SECOND, THIS TWO-TIERED SYSTEM MEANS HAVING GUIDANCE

COUNSELORS WHO AUTOMATICALLY PRESUME THAT POOR AND

MINORITY STUDENTS HAVE NEITHER THE CAPABILITIES NOR THE

INCLINATIONS TO ATTEND COLLEGE, AND WHO THEREFORE DON'T

EVEN BOTHER TO GIVE THEM INFORMATION ABOUT COURSE

REQUIREMENTS FOR COLLEGE OR FINANCIAL AID OPTIONS;

THIRD, THE SYSTEM MEANS HAVING TEACHERS WHO FAIL TO

PROVIDE THE NECESSARY ENCOURAGEMENT AND ENRICHMENT TO

MINORITY AND POOR STUDENTS BECAUSE THEIR EXPECTATIONS OF

THOSE STUDENTS' SUCCESS ARE SO LOW.

WHAT IS MOST DISCOURAGING IS THAT TRACKING FREQUENTLY STARTS

WITH ABILITY GROUPING AT THE PRIMARY SCHOOL LEVEL, KINDERGARTEN

AND FIRST OR SECOND GRADE, WHEN SOME KIDS ARE PUT IN THE "BLUEBIRDS"

GROUP AND OTHER KIDS ARE PUT IN THE "REDBIRDS" GROUP. IT TAKES KIDS

JUST A FEW MINUTES TO FIGURE OUT WHICH IS THE MORE DESIRABLE GROUP.

IT IS TRULY REGRETTABLE THAT, WITHIN SOME SCHOOLS, CHAPTER I EVEN

CONTRIBUTES TO THIS ABILITY GROUPING SYSTEM. THAT LEADS TO TRACKING

AT THE LATER GRADE LEVEIS.

9
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AND IT IS HEARTBREAKING TO KNOW THAT ONCE A CHILD IS PUT IN A

GROUP, MANY TiMES THEY CAN'T GEr OUT OF IT NO MATTER HOW WELL THEY

DO. THERE IS, IN EFFECT, A 'GLASS CEILING" IN THE FIRST AND SECOND

GRADE.

INSTEAD OF TRACKING KIDS INTO REMEDIAL MATHEMATICS AND OTHER

COLLEGE-PREP COURSESi. anunita REQUIRES ALL STUDENTS TO TAKE

ALGEBRA AND GEOMETRY IN THE NINTH AND TENTH GRADES, AND GIVES THEM

SUPPORT AND ENCOURAGEMENT TO ACHIEVE EXCELLENCE IN THE CLASSROOM

AND THEREBY ASPIRE TO ATTEND COLLEGE, EQUITL2a0D ATTEMPTS TO GET

AT THE CORE OF WHAT NEEDS TO BE DONE TO DIVERSIFY OUR SCHOOLS, OUR

UNIVERSITY CAMPUSES, AND EVENTUALLY OUR PROFESSIONAL OFFICES.

BOUITY ENCOMPASSES SEVERAL COMPONENTS, INCLUDING:

-- SUMMER INSTITUTES FOR ALL EIGHTH, NINTH AND TENTH GRADE MATH

TEACHERS, TO ASSIST THEM IN MASTERING THEIR CONTENT KNOWLEDGE AND

IMPROVING THEIR INSTRUCTIONAL SKILLS IN ALGEBRA AND GEOMETRY, AND

TO HELP THEM IMPROVE THEIR UNDERSTANDING OF EOUITY ISSUES. BECAUSE

STAFF DEVELOPMENT IS ABSOLUTELY VITAL TO ANY PROGRAM OF REFORM, WE

PLACE A HIGH PRIORITY ON INSERVICE"ARAINING FOR TEACHERS AND

COUNSELORS.

-- INSTITUTES AND WORKSHOPS FOR GUIDANCE COUNSELORS, WHO CAN

WORK COOPERATIVELY WITH MATH TEACHERS TO FOSTER ENROLLMENT IN

10
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THESE COLLEGE-PREP CLASSES, AND WHO CAN BUILD STUDENT ASPIRATIONS

TOWARD A COLLEGE DEGREE BEGINNING EVEN AT THE MIDDLE GRADE LEVEL;

ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES FOR STUDENTS. OUR STUDENT

ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT ACTIVITIES, WHICH WE WILL INITIATE THIS YEAR AT

EACH SITE, REPRESENT THE CORE OF OUR PROGRAM. THOSE ACTIVITIES

INCLUDE SUMMER SCHOLARS PROGRAMS, SATURDAY ACADEMIES, AND

ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT LABS.

AS YOU CAN SEE, NONE OF THESE PROGRAM COMPONENTS IS NEW IN AND

OF ITSELF. WHAT a NEW IS THAT EQUITY MO REPRESENTS THE FIRST

COORDINATED EFFORT TO ELIMINATE TRACKING THROUGHOUT AN ENERE

scHcz2Laysinm, AND TO OFFER THE ACADEMIC PREPARATION AND SUPPORT

EACH STUDENT NEEDS TO EXCEL IN COLLEGE-PREP CLASSES. WE AREN'T RE-

INVENTING THE WHEEL, WE'RE SIMPLY TAKING THE BEST PARTS OF TIME-

TESTED PRE-COLLEGE INTERVENTION STRATEGIES AND APPLYING THEM IN A

COMPREHENSIVE WAY THROUGHOUT ENTIRE SCHOOL SYSTEMS.

THE CHALLENGE IS NOT IN TRYING TO OUTSMART THE EXPERTS AND

COME UP WITH COMPLETELY NEW AND INNOVATIVE PLANS. THE CHALLENGE

IS GETTING SUPERINTENDENTS, PRINCIPALS, COUNSELORS AND TEACHERS TO

BELIEVE THAT EVERY STUDENT CAN LEARN AT THE HIGHEST LEVELS, AND

TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES TO ENABLE EVERY STUDENT TO FULFILL HIS OR

HER ACADEMIC POTENTIAL. WE CAN DO SO BY PUTTING INTO PLACE THE

2!4
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TIME-TESTED, SUCCESSFUL INTERVENTIONS THAT HAVE ALREADY GIVEN

THOUSANDS OF KIDS AN OPPORTUNITY TO PURSUE A COLLEGE DEGREE.

WHILE EQUITY 2000 INITIALLY FOCUSES ON THE MIDDLE GRADES AND

CHAPTER 1 'S PRINCIPAL EMPHASIS IS ON THE PRIMARY GRADE LEVELS, THERE

IS AN IMPORTANT CONNECTION BETWEEN THE TWO. THE COLLEGE BOARD

ENVISIONS A "SEAMLESS IMPLEMENTATION' OF SYSTEMIC REFORM THAT

BEGINS AT THE PRE-K LEVEL AND EXTENDS THROUGH THE COLLEGE

EXPERIENCE. THEREFORE, PARTNERSHIPS BETWEEN EQUITY 2000, AS WELL AS

SIMILAR INITIATIVES, AND CHAPTER 1 ARE ABSOLUTELY VITAL TO OUR

SUCCESS.

WE HOPE THAT THIS REAUTHORIZATION OF THE ESEA WILL BUILD ON THE

CONSIDERABLE SUCCESSES TO DATE IN CHAPTER T'S NEARLY 30-YEAR HISTORY,

BY KEEPING OR MODIFYING THOSE PARTS THAT WORK WELL AND CHANGING

OR ELIMINATING THOSE THAT DO NOT-IN PARTICULAR, SUCH AS TRACKING.

WE ALSO HOPE THAT THE REAUTHORIZATION WILL RECOGNIZE-AND WHERE

POSSIBLE ATTEMPT TO INCORPORATE-THE DIVERSE RANGE OF INNOVATIVE

EDUCATION REFORM EFFORTS THAT ARE SPRINGING UP AT ALL LEVELS AND IN

MANY PARTS. OF THE COUNTRY.

THANT( YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO SUBMIT THIS TESTIMONY.

12

21.5

70-041 ( 216)



ISBN 0-16-041214-5

ii
9 780160 412141

216

9 0 0 00

P.


