


An Evaluation 

of Implementation 

and Impact 



U.S. Department of Education 
Richard W. Rilev 
Secretary 

Marshall S. Smith 
Under Secretary 

Planning and Evaluation Service 
Alan Ginsburg 
Director 

Elementary and Secondary Education Division 
Valena Pliska 
Director 

Lois Peak 
Project Director 



FEDERAL EDUCATION LEGISLATION 

ENACTED IN 1994: 

An Evaluation of Implementation and Impact 

Planning and Evaluation Service 
Office of the Under Secretary 
U.S. Department of Education 



Independent Review Panel :\[embers 

Christopher Cross 
Chair or the Lndependent Review Panel 
President 
Council for Basic Education 

Joyce Benjamin 
Vice-Chair of the lndependent Review Panel 
Associate Superintendent 
Oregon Department of Education 

ha Baker 
Co- Director 
Center for Research on Evaluation. Standards and 

Srudent Testing (CRESST) 
Lniversiry of California at Los Angeles 

Rolf Blank 
Director 
Education Indicators 
Council of Chief State School Officers 

David Cohen 
Professor 
l'niversiry of :vtichigan 

George Corwell 
Director of Education 
New Jersey Catholic Conference 

Sharon Darling 
President 
National Center for Family Literacy 

Bill Demmert 
Associate Professor 
Western Washington Cniversiry 

Joyce Epstein 
Director 
Center on School. Family and 

Communiry Partnerships 
Johns Hopkins l..iniversity 

Susan Fuhnnan 
Dean 
Gr:iduate School of Education 
Lnivl!rsity of Pennsylvania 

Jack Jenmngs 
Dire~:or 

Center on Education Policy 

Joseph Johnson 
Director 
Collaborative for School Improvement 
Lniversiry of Texas at Austin 

Diana Lam 
Fonner Supenntendent 
San Antonio lndependent School District 

Wayne :vtartin 
Director 
State Education Assessment Center 
Council of Chief State School Officers 

Phyllis \frClure 
Independent Consultant on Educanon & Equiry 

Jessie \fontano 
'.\!tanager 
Leamer Option Division 
:vtinnesota Department of Children. 

Families & Leaming 

Jennifer O"Day 
Assistant Professor 
Cniversity of Wisconsin at \fadison 

Edward Reidy 
Program Officer of Education Programs 
The Pew Charitable Trusts 

Linda Rodriguez 
Supernsor of Title I 
Pasco (FL) Counry School Board 

Richard Ruiz 
Professor 
Universiry of Arizona 

Ramsay Se Iden 
Director 
Education Statlstic:il Sa"ices Instirute 
. .\men..:an lnstirutes for Rese:uch 

\faris \. inovskis 
Professor 
Universiry of \lichigan 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

FOREWORD 

EXECl"Tl'v'"E Sl°'l'.\IARY 

1. OVER\-lEW 

2. HOW WELL ARE STCDE:\TS DOI:\G? ARE KEY OCTCOMES lMPROVI~G? .......................... 10 

3. ARE FEDER-\.L EDl:CATIO:\ PROGR-\.,IS HELPI:\G TO PREPARE CHILDRE:\ 
FOR SCHOOL...................................................................................................................................... 27 

4. ARE FEDERAL PROGRA,IS HELPING STATES DEVELOP AND 
ll\:fPLEMENT ST.-\...."'DARDS? ............................................................................................................ 42 

5. ARE FEDER-\.L PROGR-\....\IS SCPPORTI:\G EFFECTIVE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOP'.\'IENT 
FOR TEACHERS?............................................................................................................................... 57 

6. IS THE SAFE Ai'W DRUG-FREE SCHOOLS AND COMMUNITIES ACT Sl!PPORTI'.\G 
EFFECTIVE SCHOOL DRl"G .-\...'\TD "10LENCE PREVENTION? ............................................ 85 

7. IS FEDERAL SL'PPORT STRE'.\GTHENING ACCESS TO A.."°D CSE OF TECIDOLOGY 
TO SUPPORT LEAR."1'.\G? ............................................................................................................... 103 

8. ARE FEDERAL PROGRA'.\IS CONTRIBt:TING TO GREATER CHOICE IN 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS? ........................................................................................................................... 126 

9. IS THE SCHOOL-TO-WORK OPPORTU~lTIES ACT HELPING GRADUATES LEAVE 
SCHOOL READY TO BEGIN CAREERS OR TO CONTI~L'"E THEIR STl'DIES? .... 146 

10. IS THE DEPARTMENT OF EDl"CATION PR0"1DING HIGH-QUALITY HELP 
-AND GllDANCE? .............................................................................................................................. 157 

11. ARE FEDER-\.L LAWS PRO'.\IOTl'.\G FLEXIBILITY AND ACCOUNT ABILITY 
FOR RESu'LTS? ................................................................................................................................... 181 

12. C01''CLUSI0'.\1S ...................................................................................................................................... 201 

APPE'.\DIX: Key Provisions of the 1994 Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act: School-to-Work Opportunities Act: and Goals 2000: Educate America Act ......................... 211 

ACK'.\OWLEDGE'.\IENTS .............................................................................................................................. 220 



I. Overview 

Exhibit I I 
Exhibit l. 2 
Exhibit 1.3 
Exhibit U 

List of Exhibits 

National Education Goals ................... . 
Treaunent Of Federal Educa11on Programs In TI1is Repon . 
Federal Funding For ESEA Goals 2000. And School-To-Work 
Major New Education Initiatives Enacted In 1998 . 

2 
5 
7 

2. How Well Are Students Doing? .-\re Key Outcomes Improving? 

Exhibit 2. l 
Exhibit 2.2 
Exhibit 2.3 
Exhibit 2.4 
Exhibit 2.5 

Exhibit 2.6 

Exhibit 2.7 

Exhibit 2.8 
Exhibit 2. 9 
Exhibit 2. I 0 

Exhibit 211 
Exhibit 2.12 
Exhibit 2.13 

Exhibit 2.14 

Exhibit 2.15 

Exhibit 2.16 
E:Jubit 2.17 

National Repon Card . . . . . . . .. .. . . . .. ... .. .............................. .. . . . .............. .. . ....................... 12 
How NAEP Tests Are Used To Repon Progress ............ .... .. ............ .. ........................... 13 
Trends In Reading ..\clue\'ement On NAEP. 1971-1996 .... .... .. ......... .................... 14 
Trends In NAEP Reading Scores For 9-Year-Olds. By Race/Etlmicity .................................. 14 
Percentage Of Founh-Graders Perfonning At Or Above Basic And Proficient Levels In 
ReadingOn~lamNAEP.1992-1998 ................................................................................ 15 
:--.J AEP Main Reading Assessment Scale Scores Of Public Fourth-Graders By Percentile: 
l 992. 1994. And 1998. . ... . . ... ................................ ........................ ..... ..... ............... 16 
Percentage Of Fourth-Gr..iders Scoring At Or Above Basic In Reading On The l 998 
Mam NAEP. B~· Race1Etlmicity . . . ........................ . .. ............. . .. . . .......... ............ ..... 16 
Mathematics Achie\'ement On Trend NAEP. 1973-1996 .......................................... ............ 17 
Trends In NAEP \lath Scores For 13-Year-Olds, By Race/Ethnicity.................................... 18 
Percentage Of Eighth-Graders Scoring At Or Above Basic And Proficient Levels In Math 
On Main NAEP. 1992-1996 ..................................... .............. .. ........... 18 
Trends In Science . .\ch.ic\'ement On N AEP. 1970-1996 . . .. . . .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. . . . .. . ...... . 19 
Trends In N..\EP Science Scores For l 7-Year-Olds. By Race/Ethnicity ... ........ ................ 20 
Percentage Of ..\II Twelfth-Gr..ide Students Scoring At Or Above Basic And Proficient 
Levels In Science On f\larn NAEP. 1996..... .. . . .. .. .. . . . .. .. . .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . . . .. . . .. . . . .. .. . 20 
Number Of Advanced Placement (AP) Tests Administered Per l.000 l lth And 12th Grade 
Students. And Number With Test Scores Required For College Credit. 1991-1998. ............... 21 
High School Completion Rates For Persons Ages 18-2.i Not Currently Enrolled In High 
School. By Race1Etlmic1ry: October l 988 Through October 1996.......................................... 22 
Trends In Annual L'se Of Illicit Drugs Among Secondary School Students..... ......... . .......... 23 
Number Of Victimizations Of Students Age 12 To 18 Occurring At Or On The Way 
To School. Per I .UOO Students............. . . . ... ... . . ... ... . .. . . .. . .. ... . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . ....... 24 

3. .-\re Federal Education Programs Helping To Prepare Children For School? 

E:J11bit 3. I 

Exhibit 3.2 
Exh1b1t 3 3 

Preschool Participation Of Children From Low-. Middle-. And High-Income Families. 
1990-1997 . ··········· ······················· ·············· ·························· 29 
Timeline For School Readiness Programs ................................ . 32 
School Readiness Programs At A Glance ... . . ................ 33 

4. Are Federal Programs Helping States Develop And Implement Standards? 

bhibit 4.1 
E:Jubit 4.2 
Exhibit 4 3 
fah1bit .. u 

Timeline For Standards Related Programs . . .......... .. 
Federal Programs Supporting Development And Implementations Of Standards. 
District l.Jse Of Goals 2!lll0 Funds For Standards De\'elopment . 
Percentage Of ~"-Graders Sconng At Or Above Basic In ~lath On NAEP. Compared To 
Percentage \lceting State Standards. 1996 

.... 45 
46 
48 

51 



List of Exhibits (continued) 

. .\re Federal Programs Supporting Effective Professional Development For Teachers? 

E.xhibit 5.1 
E.xhib11 5 2 
Exhibit 5.3 

E.xhibit 5 -l 

E.xhibit 5 5 

Exhibit 5 (j 

E.xhibit 5.i 

Exhibn 5.8 

hhibit 5.9 

Exhibit 5. IO 

Exhibit 5.11 

Professional Den:lopment Timeline . . . .. .. . . .. . . . . .. .. .. ... . 59 
Professional Dc\elopment Programs At A Glance . ........... 62 
Percentage Of Full-Time Public School Teachers \Vho ParticipJted In Traditional Professional 
Development Acti\ities In The Last 12 Months Who IndicJted TI1at The . .\CUYity Improved 
Their Teaching ·· A LOT" In l 998....... . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 65 

Percentage Of Full-Time Public School Teachers Who ParticipJted In ColbboratiYe 
Professional Work In TI1e LJst 12 \lonths \vl10 Indicated ThJt TI1e Actirny Impro\·ed 
Theu TeJchmg ·A LOT" In l 998 . .. ......... .............. .. ................... 65 

Do Federal Programs Require Or Encourage Elements Of High Quality Proiessional 
Development.' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . .. . ... . . . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . .. . . .. . . . . . .... ... . .. . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . ... . .. . . ... 68 
Percentage OfTeJchers Reporting Enhanced Knowledge And Skills Due To Participation 
In Two Types Of Eisenhower-Assisted Professional De\elopment ActiYiUes ........ ............... 69 
Percentage Of TeJchers Reportmg Enhanced Knowledge And Skills Concerning State 
Assessments And Frameworks Due To Participation In Eisenhower-Assisted Professional 
De\·elopment ActiYities . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . ... . . . . .. 72 
Percentage Of TeJchers Reportmg Tiiat Specific LeJrning Opportunities \\'ere ProYided 
As Part Of Eisenhower-Assisted Professional De\elopment Acti\ities.... ....... .... .............. 74 
Percentage Of Teacher Participants From High Po\crty Schools In Eisenhower-Sponsored 
ActiYities.. . . . . . . ... . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . ... 76 
Percentage Of Disuict Title II Coordinators Reporting Cofunding With Other Federal 
Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 77 
Number Of State Program Administrators \Vho Report Developing Or Being Aware Of 
Performance IndicJtors . . . . . . . . . . . . . 79 

6. Is The Safe And Drug-Free Schools And Communities ..\ct Supporting Effective School Drug And 
Violence Prevention? 

E.xhibit 6. 1 
E.xhibit 62 

E:J1ibn 6. 3 
Exhibit 6 ~ 

Exhibit (j 5 

E:J1ib1t 6 6 

Exhibit 6.7 
E:J1ibit 6. 8 

Safe And Drug Free Schools And Communities Act Timeline . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .... .... 87 
Number Of Distinct Activities Undertaken B~· Schools To Pre,·ent Problem Behavior Or 
Promote A Safe And Orderly School Environment. B~· School Le\·el ............... 89 
ED's Programs For School Safet~· And Drug PreYenuon Al A Glance.. . . 90 
Percentage Of 12°' Graders Reporting TI1e Use Of MJnjuana ln TI1e PJst Year. At School 
And At Anv LocJtion . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 93 
Percentage.Of 12'.h Graders Reporting The Use Of Alcohol In The Past Year. At School 
And At Any Location . . . . ... . . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . ..... 93 
Factors L!sed To Allocate State Funds To Distncts With GreJtest Need School YeJrs 
1995-96 And l 996-97 .. ····························································· ................... . ... . .. ............. 95 
CharJcterist1cs Of SEA And Go\·emors· Progr:un Goals And Objecti,·es . 96 
Types Of Pre,·alence Surveys Used By States: School Years 1995-96 And 1996-97 96 

i. Is Federal Support Strengthening Access To And Use Of Technology To Support Learning? 

E:J1ibi1-: I 
E. ... hibit -: 2 
Exhibit - : 

bhibit - ~ 

E\hibit ~ :i 
E:Jubit - ri 
E\lubn - -

E:J1ib11 ":' x 
Exhibit 7 ') 

Timeline Of Federal Educat10nal Teclu10logy Programs . 
Technology-Focused Programs At A Gl;mce ... 
Financ1;II C ontnbut1on Of Fi'e Education Depmment Progr;uns To Tcchnolo~'Y 
In TI1c t •rr-•;x School YcJr .. 
Number Of Students Per Computer .. 
Percent Of lnstrnrnonal Rooms With Internet A-:ccss In TI1c Cbssroom 
Percentage Of High- And Low-Poverty Schools With Internet Access .. 
Barriers To Effecti\e Lse Of Technology In Schools 
(Percentage Of Principals Reporting. Spring I 99X) 
Percent Of Households \Vith A Computer. 8\ ln..:ome 
Distribution Of Technology Literacy Challenge Fund 
Enrollmell! .-\nd Funds By Urbanicity (FY 199-l. 

105 
106 

108 
110 
111 
112 

112 
..... ······· 113 

11-1-



List of Exhibits (continued) 

8. ..\re Federal Programs Contributing To Greater Choice In Public Schools? 

Exhibit 8.1 
Exhibit 8.2 
Exhibit 8 3 
Exhibit 8.4 
Exhibit 85 

ED"s Public School Choice Programs At A Glance ... 
Public School Choice Timcline . .. . .. ........... . 
Number Of States With Charter Schools Leg1slauon 
Public Charter Schools Program 1997 Grant Awards ...... 
Magnet Schools Assistance Program FY 1998 Grant Awards .. 

128 
130 
132 
133 
137 

9. Is The School-To-Work Opportunities ..\ct (STWOA) Helping Graduates Leave School Ready To 
Begin Careers Or To Continue Their Studies? 

Exhibit 91 
Exhibit 9.2 
Exhibit 93 

School-To-Work Opponunities Act Timeline....... .. ............ . 
Annual ST\VOA Appropriations. 1994-1999 (In 1999 Dollars) 
School To Work Opponunities At A Glance ................... .. 

148 
149 
150 

IO. Is The Department Of Education Providing High-Quality Help And Guidance? 

Exhibit 10 1 
Exhibit 10 2 
Exlub1t 10. 3 

Federal Tcchruc.11 . ..\ssistance Timeline ........ . 
Teclmical Assistance ProgrJms At A Glance 
Examples Of State-Supponed Techrucal Assistance Acti\'ities .... 

160 
162 
170 

l l. Are Federal Laws Promoting Flexibility And Accountability For Results? 

Exhibit I I.I 
Ex11ibit 112 
Exhibit 11.3 
Exhibit 114 
Exhibit 115 
Exhibit 11.6 

What Are The Kc\' Flex1b1 lity And Accountability Pro,·isions ln The 1994 Legislauon''........ 184 
School Eligibility For And lmplementation Of Schoolwide Programs.. .. .............. 186 
Wai\'ers Granted By The L! S Deparunent Of Educauon.. . . . . ..... . . . ............. 189 
Waivers Granted In Ed-Flex States From 1995-1997 .. .. .... . . .... . .. . . . .. . . .. .. .. .. . . .. . .. ............ 190 
Types Of Wai\'ers GrJnted By Ed-Flex States From 1995-1997 .............. 190 
Accountabilit\' At A. Glance.. . . . ... . . .... .. .. ... . .. .. .. . .. . .. .. .. .. . . . . . . .. .. .. . . .............. 192 



FOREWORD 

This report is mandated by Title XJV. Section 14701 of the reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (Improving America's Schools Act), which requires the Secretary of 
Education to conduct a comprehensiH evaluation and review of federal assistance to states in their 
efforts to reform their educational systems through legislation passed in 1994. The report was to 
summanze changes to ex1stmg federal education programs contained in the 1994 ESEA legislation as 
well as the then-new m1tiatives Goals 2000: Educate America Act. and the School-to-Work 
Opportunities Act of 1994. Because of the scope of its legislative mandate. the report does not address 
programs established by other important education-related legislation such as the Higher Education Act 
and the Individuals With D1sab11ities Education Act. 

The law requires the Secretary of Educat10n to summanze and analyze the overall effects of the 1994 
legislative changes and developments. Specifically, the law requires the Secretary to consider effects on 
school readiness. improvement in sru.dent outcomes. school-to-work relationships. schools' adoption of 
higher standards for curricula and teacher training, assessment practices. and student populations that 
have traditionally benefited from federal assistance. 

Title XIV of ESEA also requires the Secretary to appoint an Independent Review Panel of distinguished 
researchers and educators to review the plans for the evaluation of the relevant programs, to advise the 
Secretary on the progress of the evaluat10n. and to comment on the final report. This report is being 
submitted to the Committee on Education and the Workforce of the U.S. House of Representatives and to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Resources of the U.S. Senate. 

This report has been prepared pursuant to that legislative mandate. The information contained in it is 
based on the best available national data. and on numerous evaluations undertaken specifically for this 
report. It has been informed by the advice of the Independent Review Panel, through meetings held since 
the inception of the project. The members of the Independent Review Panel are listed on the inside front 
cover of this report. 

This report has two companion reports, Promising Results, Co11ti11ui11g Clrallenges: tire Final Report 
of tire National Assessment of Title/, by the U.S. Department of Education; and Measured Progress: 
A11 Evaluation oft/re Impact of Federal Education Legislation Enacted i11 1994. by the Independent 
Review Panel on the Evaluation of Federal Education Legislation. Promising Results. Continuing 
Challenges, written by the Department of Education. provides an intensive examination of the Title I 
program. Measured Programs offers a non-governmental expert perspective on federal support for 
elementary and secondary education focused on Title I. 



EXECUTIVE SUl\'IMARY 

Introduction 

The education legislation passed m 1 99.+-the Improving Am enc a· s School Act which reauthonzed the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act ( ESEA), the Goals 2000: Educate Amenca Act, and the School 
to Work Opportunities Act-reflects the Federal government's tradit10nal role in helping all students. 
particularly those at risk of school failure. to reach challenging standards and in supportmg state and local 
efforts to provide students with a high quality education. In FY99. Congress appropnated more than $14 
billion for programs authorized under the 1994 legislation. 

What Was Accomplished in the 1994 Legislation? 

The 1994 legislation fundamentally changed the direct10n of federal education programs. Federal 
programs shifted to stimulate and support state standards-dnven reform. The idea that all children can 
succeed to high standards replaced the notion that a remedial educat10n was good enough for some 
children. Flexibility increased and federal program mtegration with the regular education program 
improved. A new policy framework designed to propel the country toward reaching the Nat10nal 
Education goals informed the development of ESEA, Goals 2000. and the School to Work Act: 

• High standards for all children-with the elements of education aligned. so that everything is 
working together to help all students reach those standards: 

• A focus on teaching and learning: 

• Flexibility to stimulate local school-based and distnct initiatives. coupled wnh responsibility and 
accountability for student performance: and 

• Links among schools. parents. and communities. 

Principles for the Federal Role 

In elementary and secondary education. the federal government works with states. school systems and 
communities to support its dual m1ss1on of equity and excellence in schooling for all students. Some of 
its programs are mtended to target resources to areas where educational needs are the greatest: others are 
designed to leverage support for school improvement overall. 

Goals 1000 leg1slat1on and reauthorization of the ESEA m 1994 mtroduced a new federal approach built 
around a framework of state standards-dnven reform to promote equity and excellence. It was envisioned 
that federal resources would help underwrite the development and implementation of challenging state 
standards for all children. State standards \\'Ould focus federal. state and local efforts to work in concert 
on impro,·ing teaching and learning. New and re:iuthonzed feder<il programs \Vould pro,·ide support for 
leadership. resources and assistance to improve schools through professional development of teachers. 
access to new technology. and resources for a sate climate for learning. Federal programs would provide 



flexibility and increase public school choice to stimulate local initiatives. Programs would couple 
increased flexibility with respons1btl1ry for student performance. 

The Goals 2000 legislation and ESE.\ reauthorization intended that federal programs support and 
stimulate state and local reform efforts. consistent with the national purposes of the programs authorized. 
Some states were at the forefront of refonning their educational systems and farther advanced than federal 
programs: others had yet to begin. Federally supported efforts were to help underwrite and be well 
integrated into the reforms of states and local school distncts. Distinctions between federal support and 
the efforts to which they contnbuted were blurred. At the same time. the passage of the Government 
Performance and Results Act m 1994 called for heightened anention to analyzing and reporting on 
individual program impacts. 

Analytic Approach 

In reauthorization, Congress mandated a national assessment of Title I and an evaluation of the impact of 
federal programs on state and local refonns in the reauthorization of ESEA. The Department" s Plannmg 
and Evaluat10n Service approached the task of assessing the implementation and impact of the programs 
legislated m 1994 by grouping programs into the two broad purposes: ( 1) strengthenmg the effectiveness 
and capacity of the elementary and secondary educational system. and ( 2) 1mpro\·mg education for 
special-need populations. While these twin purposes of excellence and equity are inextricably linked, the 
Department's evaluations reported separately on the impact of the legislation in building capacity in ( l) 
all federal programs included m ESE...\. Goals 2000, and School to Work legislation, and (2) in Title I 
specifically. This report on the impact of federal education legislation enacted in 1994 mcludes Title I 
among the other federal elementary and secondary programs that it treats. The report on Title I. 
Promising Results, Continuing Challenges: The Final Report of the National Assessment of Title I 
focuses in depth on that program and Its components. The two reports are complementary analyses, and 
both benefited from the guidance of a congressionally mandated Independent Review Panel. 

This report looks across the various programs which serve the broad educational prionties set forth in the 
Department of Education's Strategic Plan. The priority areas in which the federal government \vorks 
with states. districts, and schools are: ( 1) enabling young children to enter school ready to learn. (.2) 
adoptmg high and challenging standards for school-age children. (3) secunng skilled teachers. a safe and 
drug-free environment m which to learn. and advanced technology so that students can achie\"e those 
standards, and (4) preparing young adults for the world of work. These broad educational priority areas 
are also reflected in the Department of Education's Strategic Plan. 

Within these broad pnority areas. programs are evaluated in terms of the follo\vmg three questions: 

• How well are federal prot.TTams achieving their desired outcomes·.> 

• Are programs being effcct1\·ely implemented? 

• Do programs demonstrate sound perfonnance accoumabiltty'1 

In reviewing the evaluaiion results. 1t 1s important to remember that the federal effort m elementary and 
secondary education contributes to and 1s mtluenced by broader refonns m '' h1ch it plays a small but 
strategic part. As has been sho,,·n m eari1cr evaluations. federal prosrrams do not and should not operate 
m isolation. The state and local tnH:stmcnt in educ:ltlon is much larger than that of the federal 
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government. The 1994 legislation recognized the fundamental responsibility of states and local school 
systems to provide a quality education to all children. by calling for a partnership m which the rederal 
government contnbuted resources. leadership. and assistance. For these re::isons. it 1s not poss1bie to 
disentangle the impact of federal progr::ims from the impact of the state and local reform effons that the 
federal programs are designed to suppon. 

Key Findings 

Based on available evidence from e\'aluat1ons of the programs included in the 1994 ESEA Improving 
Amenca 's Schools Act. Goals 2000. and School to Work legislation. this report tinds that: 

Reform is headed in the right direction. but states are still in the process of implementing reforms. 
The rapid development of statewide academic standards is unprecedented m the United States. and 
awareness of the need to change practice to suppon standards 1s strong across states, d1str1cts. and 
schools. Federal programs have been a major force in supponing and stimulating state-based re:orm. 
However. implementing standards-driven reform at the school and classroom level 1s a much more 
difficult and long-term effort. 

States made sig~ificant progress in developing content standards. but progress is considerably 
slower with respect to developing performance standards and aligned assessments. Variability in the 
rigor of standards is a concern, given the lack of evidence when states have benchmarked standards 
against outside criteria. including N AEP. 

The impact of standards-based reform is only beginning to be seen. as evidenced by the tindmgs 
presented in vanous chapters of this rcpon. 

How Well Are Students Doing? Are Key Outcomes Improving? 

The reforms begun under ESEA. Goals :woo. and the School to Work Act. have begun to produce 
changes m the nation's classrooms. Data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress CNAEP) 
and two international assessments provide some clear indication that these changes are working m some 
subject areas. 

Overall. our nation's students have made s1gmficant progress smce the 1994 reauthonzauon. The 
percentage of all students perform mg at or above the basic achievement level has impro\'ed for most 
grade levels in reading and mathematics. However. in comparison with their international counterparts, 
U.S. students' standing in core subjects declines from among the highest in the world at the 4'h grade to 
among the lowest at the 12'" grade. Exhibit 2.1 provides U.S. students· National Repon Card on progress 
in core subjects smce 1994 (or m some cases 1992. if that was the most recent assessment). 
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I 

I 
I 

4 GRADE 

1998 READl:"'G 

1996 MXl'H i 
1996 SCIENCE I 

8 "GRADE 

1998 READING 

1996 MATH 
1996 SCIE:-;CE 

12'" GRADE 

1998 READING I 
1996 ;\!:\TH 

1996 SCIENCE 

Exhibit 2.1 
'.'iational Report Card; 

PERCENTAGE OF 

STIJDENTS SCORING AT 

OR ABOVE THE BASIC CHANGE SINCE 

LEVEL ON THE MOST PREVIOUS NAEP 

RECENT ~AEP TEST ASSESSMENT 
. 

62'% Q 

64% 11 ( ""5~'0) 
6-o: 

I 'o NA 

74% 11(+4%) 

62% 1f (+4%) 

61% ~A 

I 
no-~ II 1-2%) 
69% Ir (+5%) 

57~/o NA 

• Only statistically significant differences are reported. 

U.S. PERFORMANCE COMPARED 

TO INTERNATIONAL A VER..\GE ON I 
LA TEST ASSESSMENT 

! 
I ( 1992) ABOVE AVER..\GE 

' ( 1995) ABOVE AVER..\GE I 

( 1995) ABOVE A VER..\GE ! 
I 

' I 

(1992) ABOVE A VER..\GE I 
( 1995) BELOW A VER..\GE 

( 1995) ABOVE AVER.-\GE ; 

No OAT . .\ 

( 1995) BELOW AVER.-\GE I 

( 1995) BELOW AVER.-\GE I 

Sources: National Assessment ot Educational Progress (Main NAEP). 1996 and 1998; Third International 
Mathematics and Science Study (TI'.\1SS); !EA Reading Literacy Study. 

Reading: A long-term view of reading achievement shows that scores on the trend National Assessment 
of Educational Progress (NAEP) ha\·e improved slightly over the past two decades for 9- and 13-year 
olds. and remained stable for 17-year olds. In the short tenn. the percentage of 4th graders sconng at or 
above the basic achievement le\'el on main NAEP remained stable between 1994 and 1998. while 8th and 
12th graders· scores increased. 

In addition to examining scores for all students. it is also important to examine the progress of those 
students most at risk of school failure. the target population for Title I. Exhibit 2.6 shows that the 
reading scores of fourth-grade students who scored in the lowest percentiles have improved significantly 
since 1994, after dropping between 1992 and 1994. 
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EXHIBIT 2.6 
NAEP :\IA~ READING ASSESSME~T 

SCALE SCORES OF PUBLIC FOCRTH-GR.\DERS 
BY PERCE~TILE: 1992. 1994 .. .\...'\TI 1998 
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Mathematics: A long-term view of mathematics achievement shows that 9. 13. and 17-year olds' scores 
on the trend NAEP assessment have improved over the past two decades. wnh 9 year-olds making the 
largest improvements. In the short term. the percentage of grh graders scoring at or above the basic 
achievement level on main NAEP increased between the two most recent assessments ( 1992 and 1996) 

Co11rse-Taki11g: Students are taking more rigorous courses. and the percentage of high school students 
taking challenging math and science courses such as geometry, calculus. and chemistry has increased 
throughout the decade for all racial and ethnic groups. Since 1990. an increasing proportton of l l 1h and 
1th grade students have been taking Advanced Placement courses and successfully passing them. 

High School Completion: There has been some small progress in increasing the high school completion 
rates in the last rwo decades. The high school completion rate of 18-24 year-olds wavered around 84 
percent between 1972 and 1983 and then m 1994 increased to 86 percent where 1t has remained since. 

Drug L\e: Drug use 1s declining but remains a concern. In 1998. after six years of steady increases in 
the use of illicit drugs. use among secondary school students 1s down. as shown in Exhibit 2.15." This 
do\vntum represents the second year of decreases for 8'" graders and the tirst for l 0' 11 and 12'11 graders 
:;mce their low pomts early m the decade. 
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Are Federal Education Programs Helping to Prepare Children for School? 

Progress to date. Administered through the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. the Head 
Start program represents the Federal government's largest investment in early childhood services. serving 
almost 800.000 children in 1998. Sen·ing about 260,000 preschool-age children. Title I. Part A. is the 
largest of the Department's early chtldhood efforts. yet little data e:mt on the quality of preschool 
services funded under the program or program performance. Daia are available on the progress of the 
Even Start Family Literacy Program. haluat1ons of the Even Start program md1cate that this program is 
enhancing children ·s language development and readiness for school. Findings from these evaluations 
include: 

Program Indicator: The projects will continue to recruit low-income. disadvantaged families 
with low literacy levels. The Even Start Family Literacy Program serves economically and 
educationally disadvantaged families and their children. 
Progress to Date: The second national evaluation found that at least 90 percent of families 
participating in 1996-97 had incomes at or below the federal poverty level. Eighty-five percent 
of adults who enrolled in 1996-97 had not earned a high school diploma or GED. 

Program Indicator: By fall 200 I. 60 percent of Even Start children will achieve significant 
gains on measures of language development and reading readiness. 
Progress to Date: In 1995-96. 50 percent of children in the second national evaluation of Even 
Start achieved moderate to large gains on a test of language development. Children who 
participate in Even Start for at least one year make more progress on measures of school 
readiness and language development than normal development would suggest. 

Program Indicator: Increasing percentages of parents will show significant impro\·ement on 
measures of parenting skills. home environment. and expectations for their children. 
Progress to Date: Parents also showed moderate gains on a measure of the home environment 
for literacy, gains not found in a control group of parents in a study of the Comprehensive Child 
Development Program. 

Program Indicator: By fall 2001. half of projects will offer at least 60 hours of adult education 
per month. 20 hours of parenting education per month, and 65 hours of early childhood education 
per month. 
Progress to Date: On average. [\·en Start projects have increased the amount of instruct10n they 
have offered over time. However. only about 25 percent of projects meet or exceed the 
Department's performance indicator tor the number of sen·1cc hours offered in the three core 
instructional components. 

Program Indicator: By fall 200 I. at least 60 percent of new families will stay in the program 
for more than one year. 
Progress to Date: Of nt:w famil1t:s cntt:nng in 1995-96. 41 percent stayed for more than one 
year. Almost 5 percent met family-defined goals and 6 percent mo,·ed out of the area. 
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Program Indicator: .-\n mcreo.smg percentage of preschool-age homeless children will enroll m 
preschool programs. 
Progress to Date: For the Education of Homeless Children and Youth program. preltmmary 
data from a 1998 study suggest that access to preschool programs among homeless chtldren may 
be improqng. 

Optio11s for strengthening the programs. 

• Clarify the objectives of the programs by helping to define school readiness. Determining 
whether or not preschool programs are meeting their objectives as well as anempts to hold 
programs accountable are complicated by the fact that there are no consistent standards on school 
readiness at the national or state levels. Legislation could help define school readiness. 

• Improve the intensity and retention in Even Start through the use of common indicators. 
Although earlter evaluations of Even Start provided evidence that more intense programs led to 
greater educational gains for children and their parents. few projects offer an amount of service 
that might be expected to produce large literacy gains for most in need families. Projects face a 
tradeoff between the number of families they can serve and the intensity of ser.-1ce they can offer 
to each family. In addition. only 41 percent of families who enrolled in 1995-96 remained in 
Even Start programs for more than a year (although almost 10 percent of families reported 
meeting their goals or mo\·ing as the reason for their departure). States could be required to 
assess the intensiry of serY1ces and efforts to retain families through the use of common 
indicators. 

• Strengthen accountabili~· by requiring preschool programs to report on a common core set 
of results-based indicators. While Even Start's national evaluation provides adequate 
performance data. it 1s unclear how the states use performance information to hold projects 
accountable. States could use the results-based indicators of quality they are required to develop 
under recent amendments to the program to hold projects accountable. Title I preschool has no 
performance accountability. More information is needed on the quality and outcomes of 
preschool programs funded under Title I. Part A. Title I preschool programs could report on the 
same results-based indicators required of Even Start programs. These could include child-based 
indicators (such as reading readiness). and where appropnate. adult-based indicators (such as 
receipt of a high school diploma or GED). 

Are Federal Programs Helping States Develop and Implement Standards? 

Progre.u to date. ESEA and Goals 2000 have been essential in spumng standards-based reform in local 
schools and communities. Almost half of all school distncts nat1onw1de and more than 80 percent of poor 
dismcts reported that Title I 1s '"dm·mg standards-based reform in the d1stnct as a whole."' :\recent study 
by the General Accounting Office 1GAO) finds that states report that Goals 2000 has been a significant 
factor in promoting their cduc::it1on reform efforts. St::ites have m::ide subst::int1al progress de,·elopmg state 
content standards. Currently. 48 states. Puerto Rico. and the D1stnct of Columbia ha\·e completed the 
de,·elopment of state content standards. 
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• Twenty states and Puerto Rico have completed the development of student performance standards 
in at least reading. language arts and mathematics. 

Program Indicator: Aligned Assessments. By 2000-0 I. all states will have :issessments 
aligned with content and performance standards for core subjects. 
Progress to Date: Fourteen states and Puerto Rico report that they have transltlonal assessments 
aligned to state content standards in place. 

• Six states have policies that link or align teacher professional development to state content 
standards and 11 states are developing such policies. 

Although there has been s1gmficant progress in the development of content standards. a number of states 
did not meet the 1997-98 deadline for completion of content and performance standards outlined in the 
1994 legislation. In many cases. the reason for this delay 1s that states are developing their performance 
standards in tandem with their final assessment. Many states are now operating under a waiver from the 
u.S. Department of Education. All states have adopted a timeline that will produce assessments aligned 
with content and performance standards by 2000-01. 

Options for stre11gtlzeni11g the programs. Federal efforts to support standards-based reform need to be 
strengthened in at least four key areas: 

• Ensure the rigor of state standards. Independent studies have revealed different and sometimes 
contradictory findings on the quality and rigor of state standards. Differences in student 
achievement on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and student 
performance on state assessments suggest wide variation in the challenge of state standards. 

• Ensure alignment of standards and assessments. States report needing .. a great deal .. more 
assistance in the development of aligned assessments and linking those assessments to 
accountability systems. 

• Include all students, particularly limited-English proficient and special education students 
in assessments. Guidelines and cntena for the inclusion of LEP students are inconsistent across 
and within states. 

• Align all aspects of educational systems with standards. Standards-based reform requires 
systemic change including retraining teachers, aligning curriculum and classroom practices with 
standards. involving families. and developing effective systems of holding schools and districts 
accountable for performance. 
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Are Federal Programs Supporting Effective Professional Development for 
Teachers? 

Progress to date. Under the 1994 ESE.-\ reauthonzation and Goals 2000. Congress explicitly provided 
for programs intended to enhance teacher competence. The Eisenhower Program is the largest of these 
efforts. Professional development ;s an allowable act1vny under Titles I. VI. and VII. and varymg 
portions of these funds are used to support professional development. However, little is known about the 
quality of the professional de\'elopment activities supponed by these programs, or about their outcomes 
or impact on teacher practice. Effectl\'e professional development is cntical to helping the nation move 
toward the full implementation of standards m the classroom. 

• A national survey of teachers shows that most do not yet think that they are fully eqmpped to 
implement standards. Dunng the 1997-98 school year, only 36 percent of teachers of the core 
academic subjects said that they felt "very well prepared" to implement state or distnct standards. 

Program Indicator: By 1998. o\·er 50 percent of teachers participating m distnct-level or 
higher education Eisenhower-assisted professional development will panicipate in activities that 
are aligned with high standards. 
Progress to Date: Half of teachers who participated in distnct-sponsored Eisenhower activities 
reported that the activities enhanced their ability to teach m \vays consistent with state standards 
and cumculum frameworks. 

Program Indicator: By 1998. over 50 percent of a sample of teachers participating in 
Eisenhower-assisted professional de\'elopment will show e\'idence that panic1pation has resulted 
man improvement m their knowledge and skills. 
Progress to Date: About two-thirds reported that those activities enhanced their knowledge and 
skills in instructional methods. and half reported that participation deepened their knowledge in 
mathematics and science. Now that the initial indicator goal has been met. future program 
activities could help teachers further deepen their knowledge and skills. 

• The Eisenhower activities sponsored by institutions of higher education ( IHEs) and non-profit 
organizations (NPOsJ are producing results comparable to exemplary professional development 
programs. Seventy-five percent of the participants in the Eisenhower activities sponsored by 
IHEs and NPOs reported that the activities deepened their content knowledge in mathematics and 
science. 

• The goal of providing ex tended. m-depth learn mg for teachers as part of d1stnct-provided 
Eisenhower professional de\'elopment has not yet been achieved. Results are more positive for 
professional development provided by institutwns of higher education and non-profit 
organizations. 

• Eisenhower professional de\'t:lopment activities are not especially targeted on teachers from high­
poverty schools. 
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• The 1994 reauthorization required states to develop performance indicators for profess10nal 
development. Thus far. only 30 states have done so for the Eisenhower program. The quality of 
these indicators is uneven. 

Options for strengthening the programs. Federal efforts to improve the quality of our nation· s teachers 
could consider the following opt10ns: 

• Emphasize professional development that focuses on subject matter content and how to 
teach it. This professional de\·elopment could be provided in extended. intensive. collaborative. 
active learning opporrumt1es. 

• Federal professional development programs could place a much greater emphasis on 
serving teachers who work in high-poverty schools and teachers who would not necessarily 
volunteer to participate in professional development. 

• Strengthen state and local performance indicator reporting systems through technical 
assistance and increased resources. The requirement that states and districts develop indicators 
has resulted in more ::ind higher quality indicators than other federal programs. but these 
indicators are still uneven. 

• Grantees could be required to use performance indicator data from their programs for both 
continuous improvement and accountability. 

Is the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act Supporting Effective 
School Drug and Violence Prevention? 

Progress to date. The Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Program is the primary source of 
federal funds to support school-based education to prevent drug use and violence. Annual surveys show 
that drug use among gth. I 0th. and 12th graders 1s declining after rising steadily in the early I 990's. Drug 
use in schools remains much lower than use in other locat10ns. 

Program Indicator: By 200 I: rates of annual alcohol use in schools will decline to 4% for 8th graders 
and i% for I 0th and 12th graders and rates of annual manJuana use in school for the same time period 
will decline to 3%. 9°,'0 and i% for Sth. 10th, and 12th graders. 
Progress to Date: In 1996. annual alcohol use rates a( school were 6% for gth graders. 9% for I om 
graders, and 8% for I th graders. In 1996. rates of annual man Juana use at school were 6% for gm 
graders. 11 % for I O'h graders. and I 0% for l 2'h graders (for 8th and I om graders, rates include other drugs 
in addit10n to marijuana). 

• Crime in schools has also lkclined in recent years. and the rate of students experiencing serious 
violent cnme remains much lower in schools than out of school. 

Program Indicator: By 200 I. the proportion of high school students in a physical tight on school 
property will decrease to I Y'~ and the annual rate of students aged 12 to 18 \1.:ho report expenencing 
senous violent crime. in schools or going to and from school. will decrease to 8 per 1.000. 
Progress to Date: In I ')95. 16° :, of high school students were in a fight on school property: in 1995. 11 
per 1.000 students aged 12 to IS reported expenencing senous violent cnme in school or to and from 
school. 



• Progress under the Saie and Drug Free Communities and Schools . .\ct has been harder to 
measure. A review of state goals and ob3ecti\'es for the pro~am found that these goals were 
sometimes poorly amculated or they lacked a data source or methodology for assessing 
outcomes. 

• The Department recently established Principles of Effectiveness for the program that require 
districts to establish measurable goals and ob3ect1ves. implement research-based programs, and 
evaluate programs regularly. :\n e\'aluation of state and local implementation of these pnnciples 
will be completed in the spring of 1999. 

• To target a greater percentage of program funds on high-quality programs in areas of significant 
need, the Department will expand \!atwnal Programs activities in Fiscal Year 1999 by investing 
more than S95 million m competitive grants designed to meet that goal. In this way. the 
Department seeks to focus ltmtted resources on high-quality programs and enlarge the available 
pool of strategies of demonstrated effectiveness. 

Options for stre11gtlre11ing the programs. Federal policy makers might consider balancing the flexibility 
of the SDFSCA with accountability for implementing strong programs and accountability for results. 

• Incorporate the Principles of Effectiveness. This would require grant recipients to use 
research-based prevention approaches. engage in coordinated. comprehensive planning. and use 
evaluation data for program planning and development. 

• Explore ways to target funds more effectively. This would support high-need areas and high­
quality programming. 

• Encourage states and districts to move towards outcomes-based performance measurement 
and improved perfonnance reporting. 

• Increase coordination within states between the SEA and Governors· programs. 

Is Federal Support Strengthening Access to and Use of Technology to Support 
Learning? 

Progress to date. Access to modem computers and the Internet is gro\ving rapidly. The ratio of students 
to modem multimedia computers m the nation's classrooms was cut by almost half bet\veen 1997 and 
1998. 

Program Indicator: The ratio of students per modem multimedia computer m public schools will 
improve to five students per modem multimedia computer by the year 2000. 
Progress to Date: The ratio of students per modem multimedia computer fell from 21: l in 1997 to 
1-L I in 1998. 
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• More than half of all public school classrooms have access to the Internet. compared wnh almost 
none in 1994. 

Program Indicator: The percentage of public school instructional rooms connected to the 
Information Superhighway will increase from 14% in 1996 to 25% m 1998, and higher percentages 
thereafter. 
Progress to Date: In l 994. 4 percent of public school classrooms had Internet access. compared 
wnh 5 l percent in 1995. 

• The "d1g1tal divide" between students m high- and low-poverty schools has been nearly 
eliminated in terms of access to instructional computers. Gaps remain m classroom access to 
modem multimedia computers. Internet access, and in access outside of school. For example. i6 
percent of households earning over S75,000,000 in 1997 0\\11ed a computer, compared wnh less 
than 17 percent of households earning less than $20.000. However, these gaps are closing. 

• Federal funds paid for a quarter of all computers received by schools last year. Federal funds 
paid for half of all new computers m high-poverty schools. and they paid for more computers in 
high-poverty schools than m low-poverty schools. 

• Distncts report that long-term district plans. such as the education technology plans required by 
the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, are important factors in influencing their educational 
technology activities. 

• States and subgrantees vary widely m their allocation of the Technology Literacy Challenge 
Funds to high-need areas. Star Schools and Technology Innovation Challenge Grant programs 
are demonstrating effective uses of educational technology, but are not providing a clear focus for 
federal leadership in developing the knowledge base. 

• Many states and other grantees have not devoted sufficient effort to evaluating the effectiveness 
of their programs. They also collect very different data. makm it difficult to monitor performance 
and impact across distncts ~nd sites. 

Options for strengtlrening tire programs. Smee the pioneering creation of the Star Schools program to 
provide national leadership m educational technology a decade ago, the context for federal policy in 
educat10nal technology has changed m fundamental ways. This includes rapidly growmg and widespread 
access to computers and the emergence of the Internet. the E-rate and a growing understanding of how 
these technologies can be used to improve teaching and learning. The following options could help 
ensure that this mvestrnent m technology works to increase equity and excellence in our nation's schools: 

• Focus the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund on professional development. Gi\'en the 
rapid rate of growth m computers. O\'erall. increasing access through education programs is no 
longer as important as strengthening teachers· ability to effectively use these technologies for 
improved teaching anc.i learning. 

• Target Technology Literacy Challenge Fund resources to ensure that. m combination with 
state and local resources. high poverty and high need schools recei,·e adequate resources to 
effectively use educational r~chnology. 
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• Clarify the purposes of the Technology Innovation Challenge Grants as to whether it is 
simply a funding source for educational technology, or 1s focused on developing the knowledge 
base and demonstrating strategies for effective use of educational technology. \Vi th the 
tremendous growth m technology access. the Department could launch rigorous evaluations of 
strategies that could opt1m1ze technology's potential to improve teaching and learning. 

• Adopt a uniform set of_ core performance indicators m the leg1slauon for states to use in 
prepanng their technology performance reports for the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund, the 
Technology Innovation Challenge Grants. Star Schools and other relevant programs. 

Are Federal Programs Contributing to Greater Choice in Public Schools? 

Progress to date. The federal government has promoted public school choice pnmarily by supporting the 
development and expansion of charter schools and magnet schools. On balance. both the PCSP and the 
MSAP support the public school choice standards described in the report. 

Charter Schools: 

• The Public Charter Schools Program (PCSP) has supported nearly three-fourths of the roughly 
1.100 charter schools currently operating, and an even larger proportion of charter schools in the 
planning stages. PCSP funds represent about 6 percent of the total costs incurred by these 
schools. 

Program Indicator: By the year 2002. there \'-nil be 3.000 charter schools m operation around the 
nation. 
Progress to Date: In 1998, there ,.,,·ere l, l 00 charter schools in operation. 

• There are 31 states plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico that received grants in 
1998. 

Program Indicator: By the year 2000, 40 states will have charter schools leg1slauon. 
Progress to Date: As of January of l 999. there were 34 states (plus DC and Puerto Rico) that have 
charter school authonzmg legislation. 

• A lack of access to start-up funds continues to be the largest single barrier to the successful 
implementation of charter schools. 

• Charter schools serve a demographic profile of students similar to those m public schools. 
although national averages mask sigmficant state-by-state ,·anability. 

• It is too early to tell if student achievement is improving in charter schools. both because the 
research base is limited and the schools are young. State and district-level evaluations are another 
source of information about the achievement of students enrolkd in charter schools. but so far, 
preliminary com:lus1ons arc mixed. These evaluations of the impact of charter schools on student 
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achievement reveal the d1 fficult1es m collecting unifonn. comparable student achievement data 
across schools. 

\fagnet Schools: 

• A 1996 evaluation found that about ha! f of d1stncts that received 1991-93 gr:mts met their 
desegregation targets. Progress m achieving desegregation obJeCt1\·es is still unkn0\\11 for the 
1998 grantees: however. preltmmary data shows that these grantees have a greater ability to 
specify their desegregation obJect1ves than the 1991-93 grantees. 

Program Indicator: Targeted schools will t!liminate. reduce. or prevent minority group 
isolation according to the desegregation objective they set for themselves. 
Progress to Date: A comprehensive e\·aluauon of the Magnet Schools Assistance Program 
(MS.AJ>) 1s currently underway. which will obtain mfonnation about the four MSAP purposes: 
reduce minority group isolauon: contnbute to systemic refonn: offer innovative educational 
programs: and improve student perfonnance. 

Options for stre11gtlze11i11g the programs. 

Charter Schools: 

While the 1998 reauthorizat10n of the PCSP did address such important issues as flexibility and 
accountability, there are still several ways the PCSP can be strengthened through admm1strati\·e means. 

• Increase federal PCSP support for states that target disadvantaged students. While the 
PCSP does currently consider how states target educat10nally disadvantaged students when 
detennming the grant awards. the PCSP may want to direct more funds to those states. 

• Ensure that charter schools receive equitable and sufficient funds. A logical federal role 
may be to direct PCSP funds to those states that ensure that charter schools receive funding that is 
comparable to other publtc schools m the district or state. 

Ma1rTiet Schools 

Although infonnauon on the effectiveness of the MSAP is limited. the infonnat1on in this report suggests 
several options for federal policy makers: 

• Clarify the kind of diversity the MSAP should address. Clanticat1on 1s needed about 1f and 
how the purpose of the :VISAP could be expanded to include reducing 1solat10n of students from 
different ethnic and economic backgrounds (in addition to different racial backgrounds) m order 
to adapt to the context \\!thin \\·h1ch magnet schools are operating. 

• Improve the targeting of '.\lSAP funds. Consider a distnct's k\·cl or degree ot mmonty group 
1solation as a selection cntena for :VISAP grants. 

• Clarify Congressional intent regarding the '.\lSAP statute m regards to \\ hether the \!SAP 
should impact d1stnctw1de desegregation. m add1t1on to impacting md\\'ldual magnet schools. 
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• Clarify the role of innovative programs. Congress may wish to consider ending this authority 
or usmg it as a research anc deYelopment set-aside m which the new approaches to promoting 
dl\·ers1ty can be designed. e·. aluated. and emulated when appropnate. 

• Implement an information management system that could provide data regarding the 
overall progress of the '.\ISAP grantees. The MSAP should consider developing a system that 
could aggregate the progress reports of grantees and provide data on the Program as a whole. 

Is the School-To-\Vork Opportunities Act Helping Graduates Leave School 
Ready to BeginCareers or to Continue Their Studies? 

Progress to date. The School to Work Opportunities Act (STWOA) provided venture capital to states 
and localittes to help underwnte the m1tial costs of planning and establishing statewide systems for 
helping young people make more effective transitions between high school and careers or further 
education. To promote local expenmentat1on. Congress gave states and localities significant discretion to 
design and implement school-to-work systems. The Jaw was designed to end in 100 I. 

There 1s linle ex1stmg research on fr.e long-term effects of federal school-to-work programs. There is. 
however, a growing body of evidence of some positive early results. 

• Participation in well-designed SDV programs appears to increase students' academic focus and 
motivation. Studies have found that students in qualtty STW programs enroll m more college 
prep courses than their peers in the general curriculum. part1cularly m advanced math and science 
courses. 

Program Indicator: By fall 2000. the percentage of high school graduates from SlW systems 
completing 3 years of math and 3 years of science will increase by I 0 percent. 
Progress to Date: Baseline data from an independent evaluation found that in 1996. 83 percent 
of high school seniors graduating from school-to-work systems completed 3 years of math. 73 
percent completed 3 years of science. and 69 percent completed three years of math and science. 

• An independent evaluation found evidence of increasing collaboration between employers and 
schools has been a particularly successful aspect of STW implementation. Employer 
involvement has increased steadily since the Act was passed. 

• Participation in school-to-work act1v1t1es is as common among high school seniors enrolled in 
college-preparatory cumcula as among those who are not. 

• Students give high marks to the ST\V activities. particularly those that afford them workplace 
expenences and academic cl:lsses related to their caret::r goals. 

• One study of four progr;.ims found an increase m college anend:rnce rates among those students 
initially ident1tied as .. non-..:ollege-bound ... 

xv 



• Students m high-quality ST\V programs enroll in more college prep courses than their peers in the 
general cumculum. 

Options for strengthe11ing the programs. Federal funding for School-to-Work ends m 2001. In the 
relatively short penod since School-to-Work began. however. obstacles to implementing effective STW 
programs have included: ( 1) the complexity of the refonns and the limited and short-term nature of 
federal funding, (2) confusion about the definition of the target population. (3) lack of coordination with 
academic refonns. and ( 4) a trade-off between breadth and depth in programs. As the end of federal 
funding for snv nears. federal polic:.makers might consider ways to promote and sustain the following 
prom1smg activities m the reauthorization of ESEA or through other legislative vehicles: 

• Promotion of linkages between the academic standards movement and STW efforts. through 
curricula that combine academic rigor with greater relevance to students' future plans 

• Support for professional development that can help teachers become more adept and 
comfortable with contextual teaching methods that strengthen the links between school and 
outside resources and 

• Continued support for community level partnerships and institutions that connect young 
people with expenences outside the classroom 

Is the Department of Education Providing High-Quality Help and Guidance? 

Progress to date. The 1994 legislation authonzed four maJor field-based technical assistance programs. 
each designed for a slightly different audience and issue area: ( 1) Comprehensive Regional Assistance 
Centers: (2) Eisenhower Regional Mathematics and Science Consortia: (3) Regional Technology in 
Education Consortia; and (4) Parent Information and Resource Centers. In addition, Title I established a 
system of state- and district-level school support teams designed to provide assistance to Title I schools. 

• Evaluation and program performance data currently available show that techmcal assistance 
providers have reached a s1grnticant number of families. schools. and districts m their regions. 

• Customer surveys suggest that ED's technical assistance programs are providing valuable 
services to the field. Most direct rec1p1ents of technical assistance services report that they are 
satisfied with the quality and the usefulness of the assistance. 

Program Indicator: At least 80 percent of teachers. and providers of professional development who 
participate in the Consortia's technical assistance will report improvement in their practice. 
Progress to Date: In a national evaluation of the Eisenhower Regional Mathematics and Science 
Education Consortia. nearly ti.vo-thirds of participants in selected professional development activities 
reported they had incorporated some new behavior into their Jobs as a result of what they had learned. 

• General surveys of states and district administrators suggest. however. that ED's technical 
assistance services do not address all customers· needs and purposes and that state and district 
staff often tum to other. more access1 ble. sources for he Ip in implementing programs. 
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Options for strengthening the programs. ED's current technical assistance programs could be integrated 
into a more coherent system w1th the following charactenstics: 

• Focus the federal technical assistance system on those areas where providers offer unique 
expertise and where they can add most value. These areas include: (I) the implementation of 
federal programs. ( 2) the development and implementation of performance indicator systems and 
continuous progress models. and ( 3) neutral assessment of research-based comprehensive school 
reform models. 

• Integrate the Comprehensive Centers, Eisenhower Consortia. R*TEC, and PIRCs into a 
system of regi.onally-based comprehensive centers, complemented by national specialty centers. 

• In one or two pilot regions. test a range of options for integrating the Department's 
technical assistance programs. These approaches mclude: ( l) Allowing individual technical 
assistance providers or a consortium of providers to submit a consolidated application to operate 
the Comprehensive Center. the Eisenhower Consortium. the R •tEC. and the PIRCs that serve the 
regwn: (2) Providing some additional funding to support the development of new models for 
collaboration; and (3) Consolidating existing programs into a single omnibus center providing all 
services to the entire pilot region. 

• Create an electronic network that would disseminate products and information 
electronically on behalf of all federal technical assistance programs. Modeled on. or embedded 
in. the ERIC system, this electronic network would provide users with access to products and 
materials developed by all of the Department's technical assistance providers. from a single point 
of entry. 

• Create a national dissemination system that would promote the adoption of high-quality, 
research-based comprehensive school reform models. 

• Deploy federal technical assistance services to complement existing state-level systems. 
Federal technical assistance providers would: ( l) train state-level technical assistance providers 
m their particular areas of expertise: (2) tram Title I school support teams and support their work 
with schools: and (3) provide consultation and expertise m evaluation. analysis of student 
performance data, and continuous improvement. 

• Target direct assistance to schools and districts to those with the highest numbers and 
percentages of children in poverty, and to areas where state capacity is low. 

Are Federal Laws Promoting Flexibility and Accountability for Results'? 

Progress to date. States. districts and schools have begun to take advantage of the increased flex1bility in 
the legislation to create learning environments that can help all students reach challenging academic 
standards. Several sources indicate that more-and probably suffic1ent-flexibil1ty is no\v available and 
being us.:d. Compansons of Goals 2000 and ESEA Title VI underscore the importance of providing 
direction for the use of Federal funds m conjunction with flexibility. 
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• The implementation of federal education programs rangmg from Goals .::;ooo to the Technology 
Literacy Challenge Fund 1s bemg tied to state and local reform efforts: consolidated planning by 
states and districts 1s foster:ng better coordination wuh federal education programs. 

• Relatively few waivers of federal requirements have been requested. even though waivers are 
available to states and distr:cts through the Department or the Ed-Flex program. This tinding 
suggests that Federal educ.:rnon programs are sufficiently flexible. 

• Only three of the programs authonzed in 1994 require the use of performance measures for 
accountability. States have made considerable progress in 1mplementmg state content and 
performance standards required by ESEA Title I, though state accountability systems will remain 
incomplete until aligned assessments. which are required by 2000-200 I. are implemented. ln 
general. accountability m the ESEA remains weak. 

Options for strengthening the programs. Although the evidence suggests that significant t1ex1b1lity is 
available to and bemg taken advantage of by educators. the intended exchange of increased flex1b1lity for 
increased accountability has not yet been fulfilled: 

• States and districts need to further develop their capacny for innovation in order to take full 
advantage of available flex1bil1ty The Department and states should try to insure that the 
technical assistance needed by schools and d1stncts to develop this capacity 1s available. 

• The establishment of better accountability systems is critical so that progress toward Federal 
program goals can be measured and inform decision-making at all levels. 

• Accountability under Title I remains incomplete due to the transnion penod - until .::;oo0-0 I -­
allowed by ESEA Title I for states to fully develop aligned accountability systems. Some states 
are still in the process of detining adequate yearly progress for distncts and schools and variation 
in definitions across states makes 1t difficult to hold districts and schools accountable for progress 
made using federal funds. 

Conclusions 

The concluding chapter considers the 1mplicat1on of the findings drawn from the preceding chapters 
according to the three organizing pnnciples used throughout the report: 

• How well are federal progr::ims achieving their desired outcomes? 

• Are programs being effectively implemented with respect to such issues as targeting to the 
populat10ns who need It most. delivery of high-quality services. ::ind coordination of ser\'\ces 
::icross programs'.1 

• Do pro~rrams demonstrate sound performance accountability'' 
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Implication of Findings on How Well Programs are Achieving their Desired Outcomes. 

• Continue to support and accekrate the pace of s::mdards-dnven reform that states and local 
school distncts are 1mplementmg. The findings suggest that standards-dnven reform should be 
given a chance to fully take hold while the nation continues to assess progress in student 
performance. At the same time. the pace of reform must accelerate 1f significant reductions m the 
achievement gap are to be realized for those students most at mk of school failure. 

• Reonent program 1mplementat1on to focus more on results. Many ESEA programs are 
demonstrating improvements m certain performance areas consistent with standards-driven 
reform. but continued impro\·ements in performance are required 1f federal programs are to 
contribute to greater results. 

• Clanfy current program obJernves. Some progr:ims lack clarity of purpose concerning the 
expected outcomes of program resources which hinders their :ibihty to effectively focus on 
achieving clear outcomes. 

Implication of Findings for the Quality of Program Implementation 

• Improve effective targeting of federal resources. The federal government has an historic 
responsibility to help ensure adequate educational opportunities to students in highest- poverty 
commumties and schools and racial/ethnic population groups. Title I 1s the major program to 
reach these comm um ties and populations. but a case can be made for other programs to also give 
priority to the neediest populations. 

Optio11s for Consideratio11 

• Clarify provisions to target federal programs within states to the neediest populations. 
including high-poverty schools. Decide whether to give states discretion over program 
participation with appropriate performance accountability and reporting. or. instead. to target 
funds on federal priority populations. 

• Call on states to report publicly on how they distribute federal funds to schools ser>ing high 
concentrations of low income and other federally targeted students. 

• Offer "Catch-up Consohd:ited Grants" focused on performance in high poverty schools. 

• Effectively implement federal program services. Programs that are not applying the best 
kno\vledge of promising and effective practices to their 0\\11 projects are wasting taxpayer monies 
and short-changing participants. Whtie we have seen some clear progress in improving the quality 
of ESEA services. senous implementation \veaknesses remain. 

Optiorz.~ for Co11sideratio11 

• Adopt "Principles of Eftect1veness" as an e.xphc1t kg1slati\·e provision across all maJor 
federally-funded programs. This could help focus limited resources on high-quality programs 
and enlarge the J\ ailabk pool of strategies or· demonstrated effecti\·eness 
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• Introduce compelltl\'e awards. To the degree that recipients of federal funds are assured 
automatic funding based solely on need. the incentives for high project quality are 
dimm1shed. Compet1t1\·e awards based on projects commg forth with proposals and 
judgements made on the basis of quality could enhance compeution and the chances of 
obtaming better quality proposals. To help ensure that competillvely-a\varded funds reach 
high-need areas. funds might also be set aside for separate competitions for high-need areas. 
or contingency funding of projects m which contmuat10ns depend upon demonstrated 
progress. 

• Modernize the System of Technical Assistance. Although the 1994 ESEA reauthorization 
consolidated some technical assistance authonues. the seamless network of support iniually 
envisioned has yet to de\'elop. Federal assistance providers often remain isolated from each other 
and from the direct deh\'ery of technical assistance by state or locally funded providers. 
However, new tools such as the internet have been developed which could make such a network 
possible. 

Options for Co11sideratio11 

• Support an integrated national electronic education net\vork. A federally supported net\vork 
would serve as an electronic resource center for sound educanon information. Specialty area 
clearinghouses. built around a state-of-the-art ERIC system. could support the prov1s1on of 
information elecrronically. The network could provide schools and school systems with 
productivity-enhancing tools. The network might also make it easier for the collaboration 
and information sharing that now happens within state electronic systems among universities, 
school administrators. teachers. and parents to occur nationally and regionally. 

• Better integrate the Comprehensive Centers, the Eisenhower Consortia. and the R *TECS into 
a seamless system of regionally based comprehensive centers. complemented by nallonal 
specialty centers lmked to state and community providers. Reauthorization would emphasize 
that federal technical assistance centers emphasize ''training the trainer"' models and work 
through state or local assistance collaboratives rather than directly provide assistance 
themselves. Further. the Comprehensive Centers should focus directly on issues of federal 
program implementation. including performance measurement to support continuous 
progress. a core program component which is universally weak among most programs. 
Specialty Centers. designed to disseminate research-based instructional matenals and reform 
models in priority areas such as mathematics and science, reading, and the uses of technology 
in instruction. would work nationally, including electronically, with one to t\vo centers 
serving the entire country on a topical area. 

• Support "Grants for E\·aluating Model Effectiveness.'' Rigorous independent evaluations of 
models would pro\'1de objecuve information that would be disseminated through the 
electronic network and Comprehensive Centers. Competiti\'e awards could be made to 
support independent testing of model approaches using ernluations that meet ngorous 
standards of quality. 

• Improve Coordination Across Programs. Leg1slat10n that 1s acceptable when looked at in 
1solat1on may not be optimal when all parts are combined and the aggregate effects are 
considered. Administrat1n: burden accumulates. and the sheer number of pieces of legislation 
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may unintentionally diffuse efforts. confuse purposes. and fragment service de!1very. Legislation 
may be improved by clanfying obJecuves and critena for effective services. 

Options for Consideration 

• Programs that provide maJor support for professional development. including Eisenhower 
Professional Development. Goals 2000, and Innovative Educational Program Strategies (Title 
VI-A), all provide relatively broad assistance. In addition. the Technology Literacy 
Challenge Fund and Title VII professional development programs support professional 
development in areas of high need. 

• Information technology programs. including four maJor elementary and secondary programs 
(the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund. Technology Innovation Challenge Grants. Star 
Schools and the E-rate) along with seven other smaller authorities all support the expansion 
of technology in schools. 

• Technical assistance is supported through various authonties with different foci. including 
assistance to parents. technology. math, and science. 

• Strengthen across-program coherence. A number of programs with different purposes have 
common program components that would benefit from bemg made more coherent across 
programs. Two program components in particular should be reviewed: 

Options for Co11sideration 

• Professional development provisions that could be made similar through incorporating 
common language that is consistent with high-quality practices. including professional 
development provided through programs, such as Title I and Title VII. 

• Parent involvement provisions to incorporate a common set of policies and requirements for 
schools to develop one single set of parent policies and compacts to cover all ESEA programs 
with now distinct parent involvement provisions. 

Implications of Findings for Encouraging Programs To Demonstrate Sound Performance 
Accountability: Creating an Integrated Performance and Benchmarking System 

Efforts are underway in several program offices of the Department of Education to consolidate data 
collections and to bring them on-line electronically. In addition. most states already provide the public 
with mformat1on about their publtc schools in the form of "school profiles,"' or "report cards."' ho\vever 
this information is rarely comparable from state to state. Several states are already de\·eloping statewide 
integrated data collection systems for their administration of federai and state programs. m such a way 
that schools and distncts can compare and benchmark themselves to each other. \fany are workmg 
toward the goal of a better-integrated performance and benchmarking data system. Such an Integrated 
Performance and Benchmarking System (lBPS) could enhance tcderal and state efforts by developing 
a set of mutually-needed core measures and performance indicators and increase the rnmpat1bil iry of the 
data collection systems. The goals of an IPBS would be to: 

• \.lake federal education data more coherent. timely. and comparable across units and over time. 
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• Increase the usefulness or federal data to states. d1stncts. and the general public. 

• Facilitate the development of annual school. state. and distnct report cards. which allow 
comparison and benchmarking between states and districts. 

• Reduce the burden of federally required program data collections and surveys. 

Options for Consideration 

The Department of Education could work together with states and districts on a long-tenn project to 
develop an IPBS. Such a system could be developed over the next five years, to replace the currently 
overlapping and antiquated federal-state education program reporting system by the year 2004. It 
could: 

• Be based on a core set of program perfonnance indicators incorporated in ESEA 
reauthonzauon leg1slanon. as \veil as in state program perfonnance reports. 

• Utilize the core set of indicators as a basis for streamlining other duplical!ve and inconsistent 
program data collections. 

• Facilitate standardization of measures for program perfonnance indicators across states, 
similar to the Common Core of Data. 

• Make possible aggregat10n across schools. districts. and states. to provide national estimates. 
as well as comparable benchmarking between sites. 

• Use modern electromc reporting methods. by having schools and districts sign on to an 
Internet site and report the data needed for the perfonnance indicators. 

• Include data quality standards for collection. aggregallon. and reporung of data. 

• Include grants and techmcal assistance to states to develop or improve their perfonnance data 
reportmg systems to be able to participate m IPBS. 

• Be designed to ensure the complete confidentiality of student infonnat10n. 

The IPBS would be designed in partnership with various states and state education organizations. and 
ptloted as a demonstration project in a few partner states. then re,·ised and gradually expanded to all 
states. 

A Final Note 

The Dep:i.rtment"s evalu:i.t1ons offioals 2<J00. Title I. :ind other Ekmenr:i.ry :ind Secondary Educ:i.llon Act 
programs have shown that federal programs have contnbuted to the nation ·s progress in implementing 
standards-based refonn. \!any of the key elements for ach1evmg the democratic ideal of excellence and 
equity for all are JUSt being put in p!Jcc. <Jther refonn elements need to be strengthened if challenging 
standards are to reach :.ill cbssrooms anti help all children re:i.ch high expect:i.t1ons. Evaluations h:i.ve 
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documented how federal programs can stimulate and work m tandem \vtth the best efforts of states and 
local school systems to improve educat10n for our nation·s children and for our future. They have also 
shO\vn where federal programs. and education in general. must address shortcomings m delivenng on the 
promise of high-quality schooling for all students. Educational improvement 1s a work in progress and 
benefits !Tom a careful analysis of its 1mplementat10n and early impact. 
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1. OVERVIEW 

What Did the 1994 Federal Legislation Seek to Accomplish? 

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Goals 2000: Educate America Act, and 
School-to-Work Opportunities Act (STWOA) all stemmed from a new policy framework designed 
to support the country's efforts to reach the National Education Goals. The Goals were adopted by 
the President and all 50 governors in 1989. Congress recognized and added to the Goals in 1994 in 
sening a course for educational 1mpro\·ement. Exhibit 1.1 shows the resulting ~at10nal Goals. 

1. 

, 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

EXHIBIT 1.1 
'.\'A TI0:\7AL EDUCATION GOALS 

By the year 2000. all children in A.menca will start school ready to learn. 

By the year 2000. the high school graduation rate will increase to at least 90 percent. 

By the year 2000. all students \\Ill leave grades 4. 8, and 12 havmg demonsrrated competency 
over challenging subject maner including English. mathematics, science. foreign languages, 
civics and government, economics. arts. history, and geography, and every school in America will 
ensure that all students learn to use their minds well, so they may be prepared for responsible 
c1t1zenship. further learning. and productive employment in our Nauon · s modern economy. 

By the year 2000. the Nation·s teaching force will have access to programs for the continued 
improvement of their professional skills and the opportunity to acquire the knowledge and skills 
needed to instruct and prepare all American students for the next century. 

By the year 2000. United States students will be first in the world in mathematics and science 
achievement. 

By the year 2000, every adult American will be literate and will possess the knowledge and skills 
necessary to compete m a global economy and exercise the rights and responsibilities of 
citizenship. 

By the year 2000. every school in the United States will be free of drugs, violence, and the 
unauthonzed presence of firearms and alcohol and will offer a disciplined environment conducive 
to learning. 

By the year 2000. every school will promote partnerships that will increase parental involvement 
and participauon m promoting the social. emotional. and academic growth of children. 

The thn:e laws addressed in this report all helped realign federal education pro'=rrams with state and local 
efforts to reach the National Education Goals. Many states had already made s1gmticant strides in 
implementing reforms dL'Si!:,7TH:d to improve education for all students. especially those at risk of school 
failure. n1e policy framework retkcted mall three pieces of legislation was designed to lend !:,TT'eater 
support to those efforts by: 



• Suppomng states in setting high standards for all children-with the elements of education 
aligned. so that they are working m concert to help all students reach those standards. 

• Focusing on teaching and learning through upgrading curriculum. accelerating instruction. and 
providing teachers with prot'ess1onal development to teach to high standards. 

• Providing flexibility to stimulate local school-based and distnct imt1at1ves. coupled wnh 
responsibility for student perfonnance. and 

• Creating !mks among schools. parents. and communities. 

To ensure that these pnnc1ples guide t'ederal education programs. the Depanment of Education has 
developed a strategic plan that aligns all of its programs wnh these principles and establishes perfonnance 
indicators for each program. The plan and performance indicators also respond to the Government 
Performance and Results Act of 1993 that required all government agencies to implement strategic plans. 
Throughout this report. relevant perfonnance md1cators are cited to assist m evaluating program 
activities. 

The key pro"isions of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Goals 2000. and the School-to­
Work Opportunities Act. and the chapters in which they are treated in this report. are summarized 
in Exhibit 1.2: 
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EXHIBIT 1.2 (Continued) 

TREATMENT OF FEDER.\L EDUCATION PROGRA.t\IS I~ THIS REPORT 
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ESEA Title II-Dwight D. Eisenhower 
Professional Development Program­
Provides states with funding to give 
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ESEA Title III-Technology for 
Education-Provides funding to encourage 

I 
innovative uses of technology to support 
teaching and learning. 
ESEA Title IV-Safe and Drug Free 
Schools and Communities-Gives states 
and districts funding to implement 
comprehensive drug and violence 
prevention programs in schools and 
communities. 
ESEA Title V, Part A-Magnet Schools 
Assistance-Supports programs that 
promote racial integration in districts with 
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desegregation plans. 
ESEA Title VI-Innovative Education 
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EXHIBIT 1.2 (Continued) 
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How l\luch l\loney Was Spent? 

In FY 1999. Congress appropriated approximately $15 billion for the programs funded under the 
three laws covered by this report. Exhibit 1.3 shows that in both constant and current dollars. 1 

combined federal funding for ESEA. Goals 2000. and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act has 
increased in every year but one since 1994. with the greatest single-year increase occurring in 1999. 
Funding for Goals 2000 increased rapidly m its early years. and has remained relatively stable for the last 
three years. Funding for the School-to-\\. ork program reached its peak in 1997. and then began a decline 
that will continue unul 2001. when the law 1s slated to expire. All together. appropnauons for programs 
funded under these three pieces of legislation account for more than 40 percent of the Department of 
Education· s discretionary spending. 

EXHIBIT 1.3 
FEDERAL FUNDING FOR ESEA, GOALS 2000, A~'ID SCHOOL-TO-WORK 

(IN CON STA. '\T 1999 DOLLARS I:\'. BILLIONS) 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education. Budget Service. 

What Is L1nique About the Federal Government's Efforts? 

Historically. the federal role in education has been to work with states. school systems, and 
communities to further its dual mission of: 

• Promoting equity by providing additional resources for students at risk of school failure. 

• lmpro\'ing the overall quality of education by strategically targeting funds to induce 
change. 
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The standards-based reform framework ret1ecred in both ESEA and Goals 2000 maimains scare 
responsibility and local control of education by supporting states in establishing rheir own standards for 
what students should know and be able to do. Because state. local. and private sources account for 94 
percent of the rota! national expenditure on elementary and secondary education. rhey carry rhe main 
responsibility for elementary and secondary education in chis country. However. because education is 
of critical national importance. the federal government is a parmer in this nationwide responsibility. 
The federal programs contained within ESEA. Goals 2000. and rhe School-to-Work Opportunities Act 
provide leadership. resources. and assistance in the critical areas of professional development of 
teachers. access to new technology. and esr.ablishmem of a safe environment for learning. In exchange 
for giving states and districts greater flexibility in their use of federal resources. these programs require 
greater accountability for improving student performance. 

The federal government's resources play an important role in stimulating and supporting 
comprehensive school reform based on high standards for all students. They also provide 
additional support for students at risk of school failure in high-poverty communities. A recent 
General Accounting Office (GAO) study found that in 45 states. federal funding is more targeted to poor 
communities than is state funding. For e\·ery SI of federal funding supplied per typical student. the 
aver::ige district rece1\'ed :in ::idd1t1on::il S-Vi3 in federal funds per poor student. but only an add1t1onal 
S0.62 of state funds per poor student.: In most st::ites. the combination of these state and feder::il funds 
reduced or eliminated the local funding g;ip between high- and low-pO\·erty distncrs. 

Even as the federal government seeks to int1uence state and local school reform effons by. for instance, 
diminishing funding inequities. it must also recognize that the primary responsibility for those efforts 
rests with states and local communities. In the 1994 legislatton addressed in this repon. Congress made it 
easier for federal programs to suppon state and local reform effons. particularly m high-poverty schools, 
instead of operating as isolated programs. This approach may make it harder to ascenain the specific 
contribution that federal funds make m improving educational services and outcomes. but by bringing 
together all federal, state, and local educatton resources to address the same problems. it should move the 
country closer to achieving the National Education Goals. 

Thus. the effects of federal education policies and programs need to be considered in terms of o\·erall 
improvement in the nation's schools as well as on their own terms. Among the types of evidence that 
should be examined to gauge the effects of federal programs are: 

• Aggregate effects on outcomes: What are the trends in the core academic outcomes ot students in 
reading and math overall and m highest poverty schools'! \\l'hat are the trends in student drug use 
and violence? Are students making good personal choices that affect their futures'? 

• Aggregate effects on service provision: What is the scope of programs serving a panicular 
national pnonty area. and how well do these programs work together'? 
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What Is and Is Not Included In This Report? 

According to its legislative mandare as described in the Foreword. this report discusses only those 
programs reauthorized or created in 1994: the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. the Elementary 
and Secondary Education .Act. and the School-to-Work Opportunities Act. It presents findings 
from a number of recently completed. previously unpublished studies and evaluations of rhese 
programs. It also incorporates performance indicators developed in response to the Government 
Performance and Results Act to allow re:iders to track the Department of Education's progress toward 
meering the standards it has esrablished for irself and its programs. The National Assessment of Title I. 
Promising Results. Continuing Challenges: nze Final Repon of the National Assessment of Title I 
focuses in greater depth on that program and its components. As described in the Forword. the two 
reports are complementary analyses. and both benefited from guidance provided by a congressionally 
mandated Independent Review Panel. 

This report does not discuss programs included in the Individuals With Disabilities Education Ace or the 
Educational Research. Development. Dissemination. and Improvement Act. It also does not include 
discussion of major new elementary and secondary education initiatives adopted in 1998. which are to 
begin in 1999. Although not discussed in chis report. major 1998 iniriarives are described briefly in 
Exhibit 1.-l. 

EXHIBIT IA 
MAJOR '.\EW EDLCA TION l~lTIA TIVES E'.'iACTED I~ 1998 

Class Size Reduction ($1.2 billion) 
These new funds will be used to hire and tram approximately 30.000 new teachers m grades K-3. with the 
1long-tenn goal of reducing class size in the early grades ro a nationwide average of 18. Districts \yill use 
funds to pay the salaries and benefits of new teachers: a small porn on may be used for professional 
development. testing new teachers. and developing more ngorous rests. 

The Reading Excellence Act (5260 million) 
Districts will use funds to provide professional development for teachers: operate tutoring programs 
before school. after school, on weekends. and during vacations: and to provide family lireracy services. 
More than 500.000 children in grades pre-K to 3 will be served under rhe Act. 

21" Centun Communitv Learning Centers: After-School Programs ($200 million) 
lApproximarely 1,600 centers will esrablish or expand school-based after-school programs. The centers 
1 will provide academic enrichment and support: extracurricular acriviries; service learning pro Jeers: 
'. nurrirional and health services: and access ro technology for 250.000 children. 

i 
:GE.AR UP ($120 millionl 
:GE . .\R UP \\ill award gr:rnts to colkges and high-po\'erty middle schoois to increase college-going rates 
;among low-income youth. and granrs to states to provide early college J\\areness activ1t1es. improved 
;academic support. mfonnat1on on paying for college. and scholarships. 
i 
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EXHIBIT IA (Continued) 
:\IAJOR '.\EW EDCC..\ TION INITIA TIVIS E'.\..\CTED IN 1998 

Teacher Qualitv Enhancement Programs ($75 million) 

These programs include: ( 1) grants to teacher preparation inscirucions and local school districts in 
high-need areas; (2) scholarships and ocher support to prospective teachers who agree to teach in 
high-need areas: and (3) grams to states to strengthen recruitment and certification of new high­
quality teachers. 

How Is This Report Organized? 

This report looks across the programs authorized by the 3 pieces of legislation at relevant objectives 
identified in the Department's Strategic Pla11. For each Strategic Plan objective. the report 
provides ( 1) an introduction to the programs and the 1994 legislative changes: (2) a brief summary 
of what research has learned about good practice: (3) data from recent evaluations on how well the 
programs are working; and (4) options for strengthening the program. The questions it seeks to 
ans\ver are: 

• How well are students doing? Are key outcomes improving? 

• .-\re federal education programs helping to prepare children for school'? 

• Are federal programs helping states develop and implement standards'? 

• . .\re federal programs supporting effective professional de\·elopment for teachers'? 

• Is the Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities Act supporting effective school drug and 
\·iolence prevention·) 

• Is federal support strengthening access to and use of technology to support learning'? 

• . .\re federal programs contributing to greater choice in public schools? 

• Is the School to Work Opportunities Act helping graduates leave school ready to begin careers or 
continue their stud1es·.1 

\!ext. the report considers the Department's role in help mg states and local school districts maki:: the best 
use of federal resources to improve student performance. It addresses the following t\vo questions: 

• ls the Departmi:nt of [Jucat1on pnmding high-quality help and guidance'! 

• . .\n: federal laws promo11ng tlex1btlity and accountabi11ty for results.' 

The C 0nclusions section otfers some op!!ons for strengthening the federal contnbution to education 
reform. 
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' The following table shows :·ederal education fundmg m thousands of current dollars. 

1990 \994 1995 I 1996 I 1997 1998 1999 I I 

ESE:\ 56.830.114. SS.639. l 3 l 59.663.290 ' 59.495.162 I 510.620.080 I Sll.52.3.351 i S 13.802.820 I 
Goals 2000 so s l l'.000 5374.870 I 5355.000 I $496.000 ; 5496.000 I $498.000 I 
School-co-Work so 550.000 . s 122.soo I s 180.000 $199.973 I $200.000 $125.000 

' Tot;il $6.830.114 ' SS.806.131 SI0.160.660 I Sl0.030.162 i SI 1.316.053 I Sl2.219.351 I S 14,425,820 I 
Source: U.S. Deparnnent of EducJl!on. Budget Service. I 

: U.S. General Accounting Office. School Finance: State and Federal Efforts to forget Poor Students. 
GAOIHEHS-98-36, January 1998. 9. 12. 
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2. HO\V \VELL ARE STUDENTS DOING? 
ARE KEY OUTCOi\tlES IMPROVING? 

KEY FINDl'.'IGS 
' 

I Overall Progress in Reading and 'lathematics 
1 

• The percentage of all students perfonrnng at or above the basic achievement level has generally 
improved since 1992 in mathemaucs and since 1994 in reading. 

' 

I • Internationally, U.S. students· standing in both reading and mathematics 1s stronger at the 4'h grade 
than at the 8'h and l 2'h grades. 

Reading: 
• A long-term view of reading achievement shows that scores on the trend NAEP assessment have 

improved slightly over the past two decades for 9-and 13-year olds. and remamed stable for 17-
year olds. In the short term. the percentage of 4'h graders scoring at or above the basic 
achievement level on main >i.-\EP remained stable between 1994 and 1998. while S'h and l 2'h 
graders' scores mcreased. 

• For minority students and students ;.mending high-poverty schools. reading achievement has 
increased significantly over the past nvo decades. These students have also made s1gn1ficant gains 
smce 1994, but this improvement only brought achievement scores to late 1980's levels. 

:Vlathematics: 
• A long-term view of mathematics achievement shows that the scores of 9-. 13- and 17-year olds on 

the trend NAEP assessment ha\·e improved over the past nvo decades. with 9-year olds making the 
largest improvements. In the short term. the percentage of 8'h graders scoring at or above the basic 
achievement level on main NAEP increased between the nvo most recent assessments ( 1992 and 
1996). 

Course-Taking 
• Students are taking more rigorous courses. and the percentage of high school students taking 

challenging math and science courses such as geometry. calculus. and chemistry has increased 
throughout the decade for all racial and ethnic groups. Since 1990. an increasing proportion of 11th 
and l 2'h grade students have been taking and passing Advanced Placement courses. 

High School Completion 
• There has been a small improvement in high school completion rates since 1972. The high school 

completion rate wavered around 84 percent from 1972 to 1983 and by 1994 had increased to 86 
percent \vhere it has remained since. 

Drug Cse and Violence 
• Drug use is declining but rem;.ims a concern. In 1998. Jfter six ye;.irs of steady increases in the use 

of illic1t drugs, use among s1.:c1mdary ~chool students 1s do\vn. This dO\vntum represents the 
second year of decreases for S' 11 graders and the lirst for 10111 and 12' 11 graders since their previous 
declines early in the decade. Between 1993 and 1996 violence in and on the way to schools has 
decreased substantial!\· 
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Is U.S. education as a whole 1mpro\ mg? . .\re we butlding a solid foundation of learning for all the 
nation's chtldren'? In particular. are our students reaching challenging academic standards'! . .\re they 
being prepared for responsible crnze:ish1p. further learning. and productl\·e employment') Are our 
students keeping pace with students in other countries'.> To ans\ver these questions. this chapter 
provides an overview of national trends in achievement since 1971. with a particular focus on progress 
since 1994. the year of the reauthonzatton of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

This chapter presents data from the ~at1onal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), the Third 
International Mathematics and Science Study (Tllv1SS), and the International Reading Literacy Study. 
Two types of NAEP data are presemed: Trend NAEP which has used the same set of items and tasks 
since 1971. is used to report long te:-rn rrends in academic performance of 9- 13-. and 1 7-year olds. 
Trend NAEP scores are reported as a\·erage scale scores. ranging from 0 to 500 points. The second 
type of NAEP data. from the .'v!ain .\'AEP, consists of items measuring current standards of what 41

h, 81h, 
and l 21

h grade students should knO\\ and be able to do in each subject area. Scores are reported as the 
percent of students ach1evmg at 3 le\·els of performance as determmed by expert judges m each subject 
area. In this chapter tv.·o levels of performance are reported. basic and proticient. 1 

The data presented in this chapter on outcomes should be viewed as indicators of the nation's need to 
continue the effort to improve educatton for all children rather than as an evaluation of a fully 
accomplished reform effort. Many of the provisions of the 1994 legislatton have been only partially 
implemented: indeed some key pro\·1s1ons are not required to be in place until a later date. The results 
in this chapter focus on changes smce 1994. as a measure of progress since the reauthorization. Rather 
than a final evaluation. these results are a reflection on a change in process, offering an opportUnity for 
mid-course correction as the nation .::ontinues to srrive toward the goal of improved education for all 
students. 
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Are Our Students Achieving to Current Academic Standards in Reading, 
Mathematics. and Science? 

EXH1BIT 2.1 
:\A TI ON AL REPORT CARDz 

PF.RCD TAGE OF ALL ' ! I 

i STtDE:"TS SCORl:"G AT 
I 

' OR ABOVE THE BASIC CllA:"GE Sl:"CE C.S. PF.RFOR:\IA:"CE 

LE\'EL 0:-i THE '.\IOST PRE\"IOLS \lAI" CO:'>IPARED TO l'.\TER.'\;ATIO'<AL 

i RECE:"T \IAl:-i '.'JAEP NAEP AVERAGE 0:-i LATEST 

: TEST ASSESS'1D"T I ASSESS:'>IE:"T 

.t"' GRADE 
I I I 

1998 RL\DING 62% I 0 i 11992) ABOVE A \ER..\GE 

1996 \l\TH 64°-'o I ·.I 1-5°'0) I ( 1995) ABO\"E A\ER.->.GE I 

1996 SCIE~CE 6/ 0 .n i \A 11995) ABOVE A \ER..\GE 
I 

I 8'" GR.ADE I I I 

I 1998 RE.\DING --;- ...i. LI~) I : I 1-4°\,) i I 1992) .-\BOVE A \"ERAGE 

1996 MATH : 6 }01 
- 0 !f(-'-4%) I ( 1995) BELOW AVER..\GE 

1996 SCIENCE 61% :-.;A I 11995) ABOVE AVER..\GE 

12'" GR.ADE I I 
1998 READING 7-01 

I •0 n 1-2%i I No DAL.\ 

1996 MAHI 69% :r (-5°/c,) I ( 1995) BELO\\' A \"ERAGE 

1996 SC"IE:--;CE 57°·;) '.'\A ( 1995) BELO\\".-\\ ER..\GE 

• Only statistically significant differences are reported as changes. 

Sources: \lational Assessment of Educational Progress (Main \AEP). 1996 and 1998: 111ird International 
\1athematics and Science Study (TI~SS); !EA Reading Literacy Study. Also see Endnote 2. 

Our national report card (Exhibit 2.1) shows that since the previous main ~AEP assessment. 
student achievement-as measured by the percentage of all students performing at or above 
the basic achievement level-has generally improved for most grade levels in reading and 
mathematics. In read mg. the percentage of students sconng at or above the basic achievement 
level on main :"JAEP increased smce 1994 for 8'11 and l 2'h graders. and remamed stable for 4•h grade 
students. 3 In mathematics. the most recent main NAEP was adm1mstered m 1996. Since 1992. the 
percentage of students scoring at or above the basic level improved for 4':'. 81

h and 1th grades . .1 

Internationally, LS. '>tudcnts' standing in reading, mathematics. and science are above 
average at the 41

h grade but below average for students in the 81
h and 1 zth grades.' 
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EXHIBIT 2.2 
HOW ~.-\EP TESTS ARE l"SED TO REPORT PROGRESS 

The \"at1onal Assessment of Educat10nal Progress ( \"AEP) consists of two separate tests. the Trend Assessment 
and the '.\lain Assessment. They differ m purpose. item content, sample. assessment years. and method of 
scoring results. and are used in this chapter to answer different questions about student progress. 

The '.\AEP Trend Assessment 1s designed to measure long-term trends m student performance on sets of items 
that have not changed since NAEP was first conducted in 1969.0 The test measures the performance of9-. 13-, 
and 17-year old students at the national le\ el. Results are reponed as a\·erage scores on a scale from zero to 500 
points. In this chapter. NAEP trend data for 9-year olds are used to answer the question. Has student 
achievement improved over time in reading. mathematics. and science? The :'-IAEP Trend Assessment is also 
used to repon the performance of students by race: ethnicity and these data are used to answer the questions Has 
student achievement improved over time among racial/ethnic groups? and How does the performance of 
minority students compare to white students? 

The \lain :"IAEP Assessment. tirst conducted in 1990. is designed to measure short-term trends in srudent 
performance on items reflecting more rnrrent curricular content and standards. The test measures the 
performance of students in grades 4. 8. and 12 at the national level. and at the state le\· el in states that elect to 

participate in State NAEP. Test scores are reponed in two ways, as average scale scores and as the percentage 
of students achieving at established standards of performance. The standards are determined by expert judges 
at three levels of achievement: Basic. Proficiem. and Advanced. Each of these measures is used as follows in 
!.his chapter: 

• The average scale scores ot lowest achie\'ing students (the bottom 10 and 25 percent of scorers1 are used to 
answer !.he question. Has the achienment of the lowest-performing students improved onr time? 

• The percentages of students achieving at and above the Basic and Proficient levels are used to answer the 
question. Are students achieving to the academic standards being set for all students across the 
nation? 

Reading: Long Term Trends 

Fourth grade students' reading scores are an important indicator for se\'eral reasons. One of the goals in 
the Department of Education's Strategic Plan is that every child will read independently by the end of 
3rd grade. Federal programs such as Title I are also more heavily targeted toward reading in elementary 
school than in middle school. Therefore. after discussinl! readinl! ach1e\'ement at the 4' 11

• S'h. and 12'h 
grade le\'els. this report focuses on the 4'h grade. - -

Taking a long-term view. Exhibit 2.3 shows that 9- and 13-year old students' scores on trend 
~AEP have improved slightly in reading performance over the past rwo decades'. and remained 
stable for 17-year olds.' During the past decade. performance for all three age le\·els has remamed 

relat1\'ely static. In comparison to their counterparts mother countnes. the most recent international 
comparison of reading. conducted m 1992. shows that U.S. 4' 11 graders scured abo\·e the mtemat1onal 

" average. 
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EXHIBIT !.J 
TRE:'\DS I:'\ RE.-\DL'\G .-\CHIEVE:'\IE:'\T O~ '.'IAEP. 1971-1996 
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Source: '.\at1onal Assessment of Educational Progress (Trend \JAEP). Also see Endnote 8. 

For both minority students and students attending high poverty schools. reading performance on 
trend ~AEP increased over the past two decades. Exhibit 2.4 shows that minority students have 
also made gains since 1994, but this improvement only helped to regain ground that was lost 
during the past decade. Despite the gams made at the lowest levels of achievement. large gaps 
bet\veen rac1aUethmc groups and mcome levels remain. Since 1994. the gap m reading performance 
bet\veen 9- year old black and white students narrowed but the gap bet\veen \vhite and Hispanic 
students did not. 10 Results by school poverty and for 13- and 17-year olds followed the same patterns, 
but are not shown here. 

EXHIBIT 2..t 
TRE:\DS IN :"iAEP READI:\G SCORES FOR 9-YEAR-OLDS. BY RACE/ETH:'\lCITY 
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Reading: Recent Trends 

The '.\lam NAEP reading :issessment me:isures re:idmg ach1e\'ement b:ised on more recent re:idmg 
cumculum and standards. and pro\'1des a short tenn \·iew of changes m performance. The three most 
recent assessments were admm1stered m 1992. 1994. and 1998. Exh1b1t 2.5 shows that there have been 
no s1grnticant changes in the percentage of 4th graders scoring at or :ibove either the basic or the 
protic1ent level of performance smce 1994 or 1992. Exhibit 2.1 summanzes trends for the 8111 and l 21

h 

grades. At grade 8. the percentage of students who performed at or above the basic level m 1998 
increased. compared to 1994 and 1992 .. .\t grade 12. the percentage who performed at or above the 
basic level increased m 1998 compared to 199-L but it remained lO\\er than the 1992 percentage.' 1 

EXHIBIT 2.5 
PERCENTAGE OF FOl'RTH-GRADERS PERFOR..\H\G AT OR A.BOVE BASIC 

A.'ID PROFICIENT LEVELS I:\ READING ON :\L.\l'.'i NAEP. 1992-1998 
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c 60 .. 0 1992 • 1994 
!::: .. 

41] =.. r2l 1998 

20 

0 

Basic Proficient 

Source: :--lational Assessment of Educational Progress (Main !'-iAEP. 1991. 1994. 1998). Also see Endnote 3. 

In addition to examining recent scores for all students. it is also important to examine the progress of 
those students traditionally most at nsk. Exhibit 2.6 shows that students who scored m the lowest 
percentiles have improved their achievement significantly smce 1994. after dropping between 1992 and 
1994. 
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EXHIBIT 2.6 
'.\AEP 'l.-U\' READING ASSESSME'."T 

SCALE SCORES OF PUBLIC FOl~TH-GRADERS 
BY PERCE'.\TILE: 1992. 1994, A.'ID 1998 
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Results from the 1998 Main NAEP reading assessment reveal significant differences in the percentage 
of students from different rac1al/ethrnc groups who score at or above the basic level (Exh1bll 2.7). 1

: 

White and Asian students are twice as likely as black and Hispanic students to score at or abo\"e the 
basic level. Trends for 13- and l 7-year olds are similar. with greater percentages of\\hite and Asian 
students performing at or above basic than black and Hispanic students. 

EXHIBIT 2.7 
PERCENT AGE OF FOCRTH-GR.\DERS SCORING AT OR ABOVE BASIC I:\ READING 

ON THE 1998 'IAI'.\ NAEP, BY R..\CE/ETH:\lCITY 
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Source: :'\at1onal Assessment of EducJt1onal Progress ( 1998 \lam ~AEPl .-\lso see Endnote: 
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'.\lathematics: Long-Term Trends 

Eighth-grade students' mathematics scores are an important indicator for several reasons. One of the 
goals of the Department of Education· s Strategic Plan is that every 8'h grader will master challenging 
mathematics. including the foundations of algebra and geometry. This is particularly important in 
light of the above-mentioned U.S. students· scores on che Third Internacional Mathematics and 
Science Study (TIMSS). We have seen char U.S. students' international standing was above the 
international average in mathematics at the 41

h grade. 13 below average at the 8th grade. 14 and 
among the lowest performing countries at the 121

b grade. 15 These results suggest possible 
weaknesses in mathematics inscruccion m U.S. middle schools. and underscore the importance of 
encouraging middle school students to take rigorous coursework co prepare chem for advanced 
mathematics courses in high school. In light of these findings, this section will focus on 8'h grade 
students. 

Taking a long-term view of progress in mathematics. Exhibit 2.8 shows chat on the NAEP trend 
assessment. average machemacics performance improved over che past two decades for 9-. 
13-. and 17-year olds. After declining in the 1970s and early 1980s. scores increased in the lace 
1980s. and have leveled off during the past decade. After these fluctuations, student mathematics 
scores on the trend NAEP assessment were higher in 1996 for all three grade levels than they 
had been two decades ago, with 9-year olds making the largest improvements, a gain of a little 
more than one grade level since 1973. 

EXHIBIT 2.8 
MATHEMATICS ACHIEVE'.\-IENT ON TRE~-U NAEP, 1973-1996 
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Source: '.'Jat1onal Assessment of Educa11onal Progress (Trend N . .\EP). Also see Endnote 8. 

Since 1973. math scores ha\·e 1rnpro\ed for all race:ethnic groups. by 0-:- grade le\'els for white 
students. by 1.7 grade le\'els for Hispanic students. and by 2.~ grade le\'els for black students. 10 These 
gains have narrowed the achievement gaps between black and \Vhlte 13-year olds and bet\veen Hispanic 
;ind while l J-year-olds narrowed. JS shown in Exhibit 2.9. 17 Results for 9- and 17-ye;:ir olds followed 
the same pJttems. except that 9-year-old Hispanic students did not narrow the gap with white students. 

17 



EXHIBIT 2.9 
TRE~l)S IN '.\AEP -"L-\ TH SCORES FOR 13-YEAR OLDS, BY R.-\CE/ETH.'HCITY 
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Source: ~ational Assessment of Educational Progress (Trend ~AEP). Also see Endnote S. 

Mathematics: Recent Trends 

The main NAEP mathematics assessment measures achievement based on recent mathematics 
cumcular emphasis and standards developed by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. 
Exhibit 2.10 shows that the percentage of 81

h graders scoring at or above either the basic or the 
proficient level of performance increased since 1992. 18 

EXHIBIT 2.10 
PERCENTAGE OF EIGHTH-GRADERS SCORING AT OR ABOVE BASIC A'.\D 

PROFICIE'.\T LEVELS IN '.\1ATH ON :\-IAI'.\ '.'1 . .-\EP. 1992-1996 
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Source: :\auonal Assl.'ssment of [Jucauonal Progress (.\lain :-.;AEP. 1992 and I 996L _.\.lso see Endnote~-
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Science Achievement: Long Term Trends 

Twelfth-grade students· science scores are :m important indicator of students· readiness to li\·e and 
work in today's technological and sc1ent1fic society. U.S. high-school graduates now must compete for 
Jobs man increasingly global and international workplace On TIMSS. L'.S. 4' 11 graders' international 
standing was among the best in the '.\·arid. Our students \Vere outperfonned by those m only one 
country. 19 Our g•h grade international standing was above average.=f) while at the l 2'h grade le\'el U.S. 
standing was among the lowest of the nations tested? These results raise concerns about how well 
prepared U.S. students are for the workplace of the future. 

Taking a long-term view of progress in science. Exhibit 2.11 shows that average student 
achievement. after declining in the 1970s. rose during the 1980s for all age groups. However. 
scores have been relatively static throughout the 1990s for all groups of students except 17-year olds, 
for whom they have improved. 

EXIDBIT 2.11 
TRE'.'iDS I:\ SCIE:\CE .-\CHIEVE:\'IE~T O~ ~AEP. 1970-1996 
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Source: ~ational Assessment of Educational Progress (Trend '.'JAEP) Also see Endnote 8. 

During the past two decades. the achievement gap in science narrowed sltghtly for white and black 17-
year olds, but the gap between white and Hispanic students did not narrow (Exhibit 2.12).:: Results for 
9- and 13-year olds followed the same trends. except that 13-year-old Hispanic students did narrow the 
gap \vith \vhite students. 
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EXHIBIT 2.12 
TRE'.\TIS L'i ~AEP SCIE'.'iCE SCORES FOR 17-YEAR-OLDS. BY R.-\.CE!ETH~ICITY 
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Source: ~ational Assessment of Educational Progress rTrend >:AEP). Also see Endnote 8. 

Science: Short Term Trends 

The percentage of students sconng at or above various proficiency levels in science on the main NAEP 
has been assessed only once before. m 1996. Until the next assessment is completed. this is the only 
mfonnation available on the percentage of students sconng at or above the basic and proficient levels m 
science. Exhibit 2.13 shows the percentage of students scormg at or above the basic and proticient 
levels m the t\velfth grade.:: 

EXHIBIT 2.13 
PERCE.'.\'T AGE OF ALL TWELFTH-GRADE STl""DE'.\'TS SCORI'.'iG AT OR ABOVE BASIC 

AND PROFICIE'.\T LE'VELS I:" SCIE:'.\TCE ON MAl'.'i '.\'.AEP. 1996 
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Are Our Students :\'laking The Personal Choices Necessary For Productive 
Citizenship? 

Course-Taking 

To prepare for college and careers. more students are taking demanding classes in high school. 
Research has shov .. :n that an increased amount of time spent m more academically challengmg courses is 
strongly related to improved achie\·ement.c 4 Between 1990 and 1994. the percentage of high school 
students taking challenging math and science courses such as geometry. calculus., and chemistry 
increased for all race/ethnic groups::s data on course-taking patterns in later years are not available. 
Since 1994, an increasmg proportion of l l 1h and l th grade students have been taking Advanced 
Placement courses and an mcreasmg number have passed at the level required to receive college credit 
(Exhibit 2.14). c6 Policy makers hope that this trend toward studying more advanced material will lead 
to higher achievement for the nation· s students. 

EXIDBIT 2.14 
~C\IBER OF ADV A~CED PLACE:\ JENT (AP) TESTS AD!\11:\"ISTERED PER 1.000 11 rn 
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Source: The College Board. Advanced Placement Program . . Va11011al S11111111an- Reports. various years 

High School Completion 

The economic \·alue of a high school education has continueJ to increase over the past two decades. 
althou~h the overall high school completion rate -- measured as the percent of IS- to 24-year olds who 
have earned a high school diploma or its equivalent -- has increased only slightly. The rate wavered 
around 84 percent between 1972 and 1983 and then increased in 1994 to 86 percent where it has 
remained since. Within particular racial/ethnic groups. completion rates have fared differently. The 
compktion rates of \vh1te and black youth have increased o\·er the past two decades. \\'hile completion 
rates for Hispamcs. although tluctuatmg somewhat. have remained stable at rates well below those of 

21 



whites and blacks.~~ In 1996. app:-ox1mately 91.5 percent of white young adults had completed high 
school. compared with 84 percent or' b!Jcks about 62 percent of H1spamcs. 

EXHIBIT :?.15 
HIGH SCHOOL COMPLETIO'.\ RATES FOR PERSONS AGES 18-2~ NOT CLllRENTLY 

ENROLLED D.'. HIGH SCHOOL. BY RACE/ETHNICITY: 
OCTOBER 1988 THROl'GH OCTOBER 1996 
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Source: U.S. Depamnent ofComme~:e. Bureau of the Census. Current Population Survey. October (\·arious 
years). unpublished Lia ta. 

The slow progress over the past decade in rncreasmg high school complet10n rates 1s of maJor concern, 
since the costs of not completing high school have risen over the past decade. Earnings for college 
graduates have increased over the 03.St decade while e3mings of high school completers and those 
without a high school diploma ha\·e decreased. \loreowr. high school dropouts are more likely to face 
a number of difficulties in life. Com pared with high school graduates. they are more likely to be 
unemployed and to receive public :i.ss1stance, and young women who drop out are more likely to have 

. '~ children at younger ages and to be single parents.-

Drug t:se and Violence 

Drug use is declining but remains a concern. In 1998, after six years of steady increases in the 
use of illicit drugs, use among secondary school students is down. as shown in Exhibit 2.16.:9 

This downturn represents the second year of decreases for 8'h graders and the first for lO'h and 
12'h graders since their previous declines early in the decade. The longest term trend data for 12th 
graders show that after peaking in [he late 1970s. drug use declined steadily throughout the 1980s. 
and e\·en after increasing in the l 990s did not return to its previous high. The recent downturn is 
considered modest but repre.~ents the reversal of a troublesome trend. Reported use of alcohol. which 
increased gradually among st:cond::iry students in the 1990s. also declined somewhat in 1998: yet. one 
third of high school seniors rt:porced being drunk at least once in the previous 30 days 
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EXHIBIT 2.16 
TRE:\'DS I~ . ..\.... '\~TAL LSE OF ILLICIT DRLGS . .\;\IO~G 

SECO'.'iDARY SCHOOL STl""DE'.'"TS 
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Source: Monitoring the Future. L:iiversity of ~vlichigan. 

Violence in schools appears to han decreased significantly. According to student reports. crime in 
or on the way to school has fallen steadily from 164 cnmes per 1.000 students in 1993 to 128 crimes per 
1,000 students in 199630 (Exhibit 2.17). The most common school cnme 1s theft. and violent crime is 
comparatively less common. 31 Students are almost twice as likely to experience violent crime outside 
of school as they are in or going to school. 1

" However, one m ten schools reported at least one violent 
crime in the 1996-97 school year. 3

_; 
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EXHIBIT 2.17 
Nl.J~IBER OF 'VlCTL\llZ...\ TIONS* OF STl'DENTS .-\GE 12 TO 18 
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3. ARE FEDER,\L EDUCATION PROGR,\MS HELPING TO 
PREPARE CHILDREN FOR SCHOOL? 

KEY FINDINGS 

Title I. Part A 

• Servmg about 260.000 preschool-age children. Title I. Part A. 1s the largest of the 
Department·s early childhood efforts. yet little data exist on program performance or the 
quality of preschool services funded under the program. Recent evaluations have not 
explicitly addressed this topic. 

Even Start 

• The Even Start Family Ltteracy Program serves approximately 34.000 seriously economically 
and educationally disadvantaged families and their children. The second national evaluation 
found that at least 90 percent ot these families had incomes at or below the federal poverty 
level. Eighry-tive percent of adults had not earned a htgh school diploma or GED at 
enrollment. 

• On average. Even Start projects have increased the amount of instruction they have offered in 
all core service areas over ume. and attendance rares have improved. However. only about 25 
percent of all projects meet or exceed the Department's performance md1caror for the number 
of service hours offered m the three core instructional components. 

• About half of new Even Start families in 1995-96 dropped our of the program within the first 
year, for reasons other than accomplishing their goals or moving out of the area. 

• Children who participate in Even Start for at least one year make more progress on measures 
of school readiness and language development than could be expected by normal development. 

• Parents also showed moderate gains on a measure of the home environment for literacy. gains 
not found in a control group of parents in a study of the Comprehensive Child Development 
Program. 

• A 1998 synthesis of Even Start evaluations found that the quality of local evaluations varied, 
and that. as shown m their evaluation reporting. projects "rarely engage m the systematic use 
of data to manage and improve their programs." 

Education for Homeless Children and Youth 

• The percentage of state ;idminrstrators who report that homeless children m their state had no 
difficulty enrolling m public preschool programs has increased slightly. but 1s sllll below 20 
percent. 
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