
EXHIBIT 6.2 
NUMBER OF DISTINCT ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN BY SCHOOLS 

TO PREVENT PROBLEM BEHAVIOR OR PROMOTE 
A SAFE AND ORDERLY SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT, BY SCHOOL LEVEL 

School level Median 
All schools 14 
Elementary 14 
Middle/junior high 16 
High 11 

Note: "Median" is the median number of distinct (unduplicated) activities named (i.e., each activity is 
counted only once regardless of the number of times it was named by a respondent). Includes all 
schools, whether or not receiving SDFSCA funds or services. 

Source: U.S. Department ofEducation/U.S. Department of Justice, unpublished preliminary data from 
National Study on School Violence and Prevention/National Study of Delinquency Prevention in 
Schools (see endnote 2). 

The SDFSCA National Programs support a range of activities designed to help elementary and secondary 
schools and institutions of higher education prevent drug use and violence. Activities include identifying 
model programs and approaches to prevention, disseminating information about effective programs and 
strategies, providing technical assistance, and developing and implementing interagency initiatives that 
promote coordination and collaboration among federal agencies for drug and violence prevention. To 
target a greater percentage of program funds on high-quality programs in areas of significant need, the 
Department will expand National Programs activities in Fiscal Year 1999 by investing more than $95 
million in competitive grants designed to meet that goal. In this way, the Department seeks to focus 
limited resources on high-quality programs and enlarge the available pool of strategies of demonstrated 
effectiveness. 

Exhibit 6.3 summarizes the key provisions of SDFSCA and briefly describes how the program functions. 
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EXHIBIT6.3 
ED'S PROGRAMS FOR SCHOOL SAFETY AND DRUG PREVENTION AT A 

GLANCE 
1999 

Program Appropriation* Purpose Funding and Targeting Participation Services 
Name 
SEA $344 million Assist school Formula grants to states 52 states Student 

Programs districts in based on the school-age (including the instruction, 
implementing population of the state District of curriculum 
comprehensive and the state's Title I, Columbia and development, 
drug and Part A allotment Pueno Rico) student 
violence assistance (e.g., 
prevention 80% of the total amount 97% of all counseling, 
programs allocated to the state school mentoring), 

districts after-school 
Suballocations to school programs, parent 
districts based on involvement, 
enrollment (70% of and other 
funds) and greatest need activities 
(30% of funds) 

Governors' $86 million Support 20% of the total amount 52 Governors Dissemination; 
Programs community- allocated to the state training parents, 

based drug and Over 4,000 law enforcement 
violence Discretionary grants or grants to officials, and 
prevention contracts to community community community 
activities, with and nonprofit entities and nonprofit members; 
a focus on based on targeting of entities in linking 
youth with children and youth who 1995-96 and community 
special needs are not normally served 1996-97 resources with 
or who are not by schools or who need schools; and 
normally special services Over 15 other activities 
served by million 
schools students 

served from 
1995-96 to 
1996-97 

National $90 million** Support drug Discretionary grants, 24 new Identification of 
Programs and violence contracts and awards, 18 model programs, 

prevention cooperative agreements continuation dissemination, 
activities for with federal agencies, awards in technical 
students SEAs, districts, schools, 1998 assistance, data 
(preschool institutions of higher collection, 
through education, and nonprofit interagency 
postsecondary) organizations initiatives, 
with a focus evaluations, and 
on unmet and other activities 
emerging 
national needs 

.. For fiscal year 1999, the total SDFSCA appropriation was S566 million, including $35 million for a special initiative to 
support middle school prevention coordinators, and funds reserved for the outlying areas, Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Programs for Native Hawaiians, and program evaluation. 

** Includes S60 million for competitive grants to LEAs for programs to create safe and orderly learning environments. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. 
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What Do We Know About Successful Efforts to Prevent Drug Use and 
Violence? 

To strengthen the quality of drug and violence prevention programs implemented with SDFSCA 
funds, the U.S. Department of Education recently established the Principles of Effectiveness for 
SDFSCA. These Principles of Effectiveness derive primarily from the requirements in SDFSCA, but 
they are also based on ideas, drawn from theory and practice, about how to encourage high-quality 
program planning, implementation, and improvement. 

Effective July 1, 1998, all recipients of SDFSCA State and Local Grants Programs funds are required to 
abide by the following Principles: 

1. A grant recipient shall base its program on a thorough assessment of objective data about the drug 
and violence problems in the schools and communities served. 

2. A grant recipient shall, with the assistance of a local or regional advisory council that includes 
community representatives, establish a set of measurable goals and objectives, and design its 
activities to meet those goals and objectives. 

3. A grant recipient shall design and implement its activities based on research or evaluation that 
provides evidence that the strategies used prevent or reduce drug use, violence, or disruptive 
behavior. 

4. A grant recipient shall evaluate its program periodically to assess its progress toward achieving its 
goals and objectives and use its evaluation results to refine, improve, and strengthen its program 
and to refine its goals and objectives as appropriate. 

The Principles are closely related to district application requirements in Section 4115 of the statute. This 
section requires school districts to conduct an objective analysis of their current drug and discipline 
problems, create measurable goals for drug and violence prevention, and report on progress toward 
attaining those goals. 

The Principle requiring the use of research-based approaches was developed largely in response to the 
findings of a Department study of programs in 19 school districts supported by the Drug Free Schools and 
Communities Act (that is, the program prior to the 1994 reauthorization). That study found that few 
districts seemed to know about or consider research findings when planning their prevention programs, 
and that prevention approaches that have been shown to be effective were not widely used. 3 Although the 
statute does not expressly require the adoption of research-based prevention programs, a focus on such 
programs is in accordance with the purposes of SDFSCA. The Department has convened an Expert Panel 
to identify, validate, and recommend to the Department those school-based programs that have proven 
effective, when judged against rigorous criteria, in promoting safe, disciplined, and drug-free schools . 
. Once the Expert Panel designates programs as exemplary or promising, the Department will disseminate 
information about them and encourage their use. 

The Principles of Effectiveness are an important part of the Department's efforts to improve and 
strengthen the SDFSCA program. Because the Principles were recently developed, the Department 
does not have current data on their implementation. The Department is currently collecting 
information on state and local implementation of the principles from a variety of sources. Data generated 
from these studies will be available beginning in the spring of 1999. 
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How Well Is the Nation Meeting Its Goals for School Safety and Drug 
Prevention? 

Given the many factors that affect student behavior and attitudes related to violence and drug use, it is not 
clear how much effect SDFSCA has had on national trends. However, an examination of these trends 
provides valuable information on the context within which the program operates as well as some 
indications of the effects the program may be having. 

Drug Use: For the nation as a whole, an annual survey of 
students in grades 8, 10, and 12 demonstrates that alcohol 
and drug use continue at much lower rates at school than 
they do overall. Overall, while the use of alcohol remains 
high (with a recent slight decrease for grades 8 and 10), 
1998 results indicate that the aggregate use of other illicit 
drugs may be finally heading downward after six years of 
steadily climbing (due primarily to increases in marijuana 
use). 

Information on Jong-term trends is available only for students 
in grade 12. Rates of use (see Exhibits 6.4 and 6.5) declined 
sharply from peak rates in the mid- l 970s to about 1991. Since 
that low point, overall rates have been higher, although except 
for marijuana use, substance use rates have been relatively 
stable throughout the l 990s-and as previously stated, the 
most recent data show a decrease in use rates. 

• The percentage of high school seniors in 1998 
reporting use of alcohol at school during the preceding 
year (8 percent) was the same as for 1994. For 
marijuana, the percentage reporting use at school 
during the preceding year is now also the same as for 
1994 (8 percent), reflecting a reversal of recent 
increases that had reached as high as I 0 percent. 

National Indicators: 

Drug use in schools. By 200 I: 
rates of annual alcohol use in 
schools will decline to 4% for 8th 
graders and 7% for I 0th and 12th 
graders and rates of annual 
marijuana use in school for the 
same time period will decline to 
3%, 9% and 7% for 8th, I 0th, and 
12th graders. 

Drug use by school-aged 
children. By 2000: rates of 30-
day prevalence of alcohol use will 
decline to: 21 % for 8th graders, 
32% for 10th graders, and 41 % for 
12th graders and rates of 30-day 
prevalence of illicit drug use will 
decline to: 12% for 8th graders, 
19% for 10th graders, and 20% for 
12th graders. 

• In comparison, for substance use at any location in 1998, about three-quarters of high school 
seniors reported using alcohol and about two-fifths reported using marijuana in the preceding 
year. 

92 



EXHIBIT6.4 
PERCENT AGE OF 12TH GRADERS REPORTING THE USE OF 
MARIJUANA IN THE PAST YEAR, AT SCHOOL AND AT ANY 

LOCATION 
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EXHIBIT 6.5 
PERCENTAGE OF 12TH GRADERS REPORTING THE USE 

OF ALCOHOL* IN THE PAST YEAR, AT SCHOOL AND AT ANY 
LOCATION 
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* In 1993, the wording for this item changed. Alcohol use was redefined as "more than a few sips." 

Source: University of Michigan, Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, Monitoring the Future 
Study, 1976 to 1998. 
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Violence: Findings from studies of school violence and disorder 
vary, depending on how the data are collected. Data collected 
from school administrators, who may not be aware of all incidents 
that occur on school property, differ from data collected directly 
from students, and data collected from students vary according to 
whether the information is collected via a household survey (in 
the presence of parents) or at school (in the environment asked 
about). Because of their differences, a combination of these data 
sources presents a more accurate picture of school safety than any 
single source. 

The Annual Report on School Safety 1998' examined a range of 
different sources of data, and concluded that schools nationally 
are comparatively safe places, and students in school today 
are not significantly more likely to be victimized than in 
previous years. Crime in or on the way to school has fallen, 
and most school crime is theft, not serious violent crime. 
However, a small proportion of schools experience serious 
crime and violence. 

• A 1996 household survey of students found that per 1,000 
students aged 12 to 18, about 26 were victims of serious 
violent crimes away from school, while about 10 were 
victims of such crimes at school or going to and from 
school.5 

National Indicators: 

Serious violent incidents in 
schools. By 2001: the proportion 
of high school students in a 
physical fight on school property 
will decrease to 12% and the 
annual rate of students aged 12 to 
18 who report experiencing serious 
violent crime, in schools or going 
to and from school, will decrease 
to 8 per 1,000. 

Weapons in schools. By 2001, the 
proportion of high school students 
carrying weapons (including 
firearms) to school will decrease to 
6%. 

School-related homicides. For 
the two-year period ending in 
2001, the number of school-related 
homicides will decline to 64. 

• During the 1996-97 school year, l 0 percent of all public schools reported one or more serious 
violent crimes to the police. Another 47 percent of all public schools reported at least one less 
serious or nonviolent crime to police, but did not report any serious violent crime. The remaining 
43 percent of public schools did not report any of these crimes to the police.6 

Preliminary data from two ongoing, linked studies, the "Study on School Violence and Prevention" and 
the "National Study of Delinquency Prevention in Schools," provide some information on the extent of 
problem behavior in schools. These studies, which are being jointly funded by the U.S. Department of 
Education, the National Institute of Justice, and the Bureau of Justice Assistance, surveyed a nationally 
representative sample of schools, and included data collected from students via in-school surveys.7 

Nearly l in 7 secondary school students reported being physically attacked in school during the 1997-98 
school year, and 1 in 20 secondary students reported being threatened with a weapon in school during that 
year. 

• A total of 14 percent of secondary school students reported that they were physically attacked this 
year in school. The percentage of students physically attacked was higher in middle and junior 
high schools (19%) than in high schools (10%). 

• A total of 5 percent of secondary school students reported that they were threatened with a gun or 
knife this year in school and 19 percent reported that they were threatened with a beating. The 
percentage of students threatened with a beating was higher in middle and junior high schools 
(22%) than in high schools (16%). 
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How Well Is the Safe and Drug-Free Schools Program Working? 

Targeting of funds. Exhibit 6.6 shows the extent to which states used various factors to allocate the 30 
percent of funds that are targeted to districts with the greatest need for additional funding to prevent drug 
use and violence. These funds may be allocated to 5 districts or I 0 percent of districts in each state 
(whichever is more). Approximately two-thirds of the states based their "high-need" allocation decisions 
on rates of student alcohol and drug use, arrests, expulsions or suspensions from school, and rates of 
school violence or vandalism. Rates of violence or criminal victimization and levels of district poverty 
figure in the allocation decisions of just over 60 percent of states. 

EXIDBIT6.6 
FACTORS USED TO ALLOCATE ST A TE FUNDS TO DISTRICTS WITH GREATEST NEED: 

SCHOOL YEARS 1995-96 AND 1996-97 

Factor 
Percent of States Citing Use 

Rates of alcohol/drug use 
Arrest rates 
Student expulsions/suspensions from school 
Rates of school violence/vandalism 
Rates of violence or criminal victimization 
Level of district poverty 
Incidence of child abuse and domestic violence 
Rates of school dropout and absences 
Referrals to juvenile court 
Illegal gang activity 
Participation in alcohol/drug treatment 
Other factors 

"' 53 states reporting. 
** 50 states reporting. 

1995-96* l 996-97** 
74 72 
74 68 
70 68 
64 66 
64 62 
60 61 
57 58 
60 58 
49 50 
47 44 
40 42 
43 40 

Note: For both school years, includes Washington, D.C., Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, unpublished data from state performance reports. 

State goals and objectives. The statute requires states to develop goals and objectives for their 
SDFSCA program, and all states have met this requirement. However, the quality of these goals 
and objectives varies. The Department reviewed the state goals and objectives contained in state 
applications and performance reports, and Exhibit 6.7 describes their characteristics. These goals were 
sometimes poorly articulated, or they lacked a reference to a baseline data source or to the methodology 
to be used to assess the outcomes. The majority of states addressed either student outcomes or program 

·outcomes, but not both. 
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EXHIBIT6.7 
CHARACTERISTICS OF SEA AND GOVERNORS' PROGRAM GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Characteristic SEA Governors 
Goals and objectives submitteda 53 53 
Measurable goals and objectives submitted 19 18 
Student outcome goals and objectives submitted 28 25 
Program outcome goals and objectives submitted 30 24 
Both student and program goals and objectives submitted 15 10 
Process goals and objectives submitted 19 27 
Outcome and process goals and objectives submitted 12 13 

•Four states submitted the same goals for the SEA and the Governors' program. 
Note: Totals include Washington, D.C., Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education, unpublished data from state performance reports, 1996-97. 

State reporting of prevalence rates. One of the reporting requirements under the statute is that states 
report on the prevalence of drug use and violence in schools and communities. Exhibit 6.8 shows the 
surveys that states used to provide this infonnation for their program perfonnance reports. Most states 
use the Youth Risk Behavior Survey. 

EXHIBIT 6.8 
TYPESOFPREVALENCESURVEYSUSEDBYSTATES 

SCHOOL YEARS 1995-96 AND 1996-97 

1995-96 1996-97 

Prevalence Survey Grade 8 Grade 10 Grade 12 Grade 8 

Number of states reporting 53 53 53 51 

Youth Risk Behavior Survey 11 37 36 12 

PRIDE Survey I I 1 2 

State/Local 16 12 15 15 

Other 4 3 4 5 

Total• 32 53 56 34 

• Some states did not survey gth graders. Some states used more than one type of survey. 
Totals include Washington, D.C., Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, unpublished data from state performance reports. 
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12 
51 
39 
2 
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5 

58 

State leadership and district response. Because SDFSCA is primarily a formula grant program, wi.th 
districts applying to states for funds and making their progress reports to states, responsibility for 
overseeing the quality of local activities rests with state education agencies. Indeed, the statute requires 
these agencies to consider the quality of districts' comprehensive plans in detennining whether to approve 
their applications. The statute specifically gives states the authority to disapprove local applications and 
to withhold, limit, or place restrictions on the use of district funds. States thus have both the statutory 
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authority and the responsibility to set standards for district programs and to insist, when necessary, that 
districts improve the qualit)r of programs. 

The extent to which states are making use of their authority to carry out their responsibilities is not clear. 
Anecdotal evidence obtained through monitoring and other sources suggests that although most districts 
are complying with program requirements (such as the requirement that they conduct a needs assessment 
and establish measurable goals and objectives), many districts are having trouble developing coordinated 
prevention plans that link their goals and objectives with the findings from their needs assessment. 
Moreover, while the flexibility that the law provides may be a boon to districts seeking to tailor 
program activities to local needs, districts may not necessarily select activities to match their needs 
assessments or goals and may seldom use activities that are based on research. 

SDFSCA state coordinator offices often have very small staffs; in some cases, only one or two 
persons are responsible for hundreds of school districts, making intensive technical assistance to 
districts and oversight of district activities very difficult. Data from the State Follow-up Study 
substantiate these concerns: of 48 state SDFSCA administrators surveyed, 24 report being able to provide 
monitoring visits to fewer than one-fourth of their districts in the previous year. Of 25 states that conduct 
program-specific monitoring visits, 18 SDFSCA administrators strongly or somewhat agreed that they 
were no longer able to visit as many districts as in the past because of a lack of staffing or funds. Of 34 
state SDFSCA administrators who responded to a question on technical assistance problems, 28 cited 
insufficient staff size, 9 cited lack of program funds, and 9 cited lack of knowledge or expertise among 
state-level staff as barriers to meeting districts' technical assistance needs. Elsewhere, state officials may 
be reluctant to interfere with local autonomy, which may result in less rigorous review of applications. 

Findings from a recent Office of the Inspector General (OIG) audit, which examined implementation of 
the program in 4 states and 26 districts, illustrate some of these concerns. The OIG report indicates that 
states' application review processes generally complied with SDFSCA, and funds were properly 
distributed. In the 26 districts visited, OIG found that the expenditures reviewed were "supported and 
consistent with the applications and program objectives."8 However, OIG expressed concern that one of 
the states visited "did not require the LEAs to prepare a comprehensive plan for drug and violence 
prevention, including a description of how the SDFS funds would be spent to meet its measurable goals 
and objectives. As a result, LEAs visited that did not have a comprehensive plan appeared to be unclear 
as to the direction of the SDFS program and the best use of the funds."9 Moreover, three out of four 
states reviewed "have not assured that LEAs have outcome-based performance indicators." and in many 
cases, district goals focused on outputs, such as the number of staff trained, that "show the quantity of 
work activity completed and do not measure the effectiveness of the program." 

The role of SDFSCA in prevention. Preliminary data from a 1997-98 national study10 provide some 
information on the role SDFSCA plays in prevention. This study surveyed a nationally representative 
sample of schools. Elementary and secondary school principals reported that, after the school district's 
own budget allocation for the school, the SDFSCA program was the most frequent source of resources for 
practices related to schoolwide discipline. SDFSCA funding was cited as a source much more frequently 
'(52%) than other government funding, private funding, or local fund raisers. 

In addition, elementary and secondary schools regard the resources provided by SDFSCA as important 
for schoolwide discipline, and schools have considerable discretion in how they use SDFSCA funds. 11 

When asked about the importance of resources in improving or maintaining the safety and orderliness of 
the school or in preventing problem behavior, 77 percent of the elementary and secondary school 
principals in schools that received SDFSCA funds reported that these funds make a difference, make a big 
difference, or are essential. Twenty-five percent of the principals indicated that SDFSCA funds are 
essential. Elementary and secondary school principals reported that they had a fair amount of discretion 

97 



in how they used SDFSCA program funds. For example, 80 percent of the principals in schools that 
received these funds indicated that their school was permitted to select from a menu of options provided 
by the district, or the school was otherwise permitted to decide how it used the SDFSCA funds. 

Until the 1999 evaluations12 are completed, the best available program-specific information is a 1991-95 
study by Research Triangle Institute (RTI) of 10,000 students in 19 school districts, which examined the 
program prior to its 1994 reauthorization. This study showed that some drug prevention programs 
improved student outcomes but the effects were small. Student outcomes were somewhat better in 
districts meeting two conditions. The first is where the prevention programs had greater stability over 
time, a definition that included being in place for a long period, with continuity of staff, planning, and 
leadership. The second is in districts with more extensive program components, defined as targeting both 
the general student population and high-risk students, and including a range of student support services 
such as student assistance programs, student support groups, individual and group counseling, mentoring 
projects, and conflict mediation. The stability of the prevention program was statistically associated with 
more antidrug attitudes and better recognition of the consequences of drug use by students. The 
extensiveness of the prevention program was statistically associated with benefits for students: lower 
lifetime use of drugs, more antidrug attitudes, and better recognition by students of the consequences of 
drug use. While these findings were statistically significant, they represented quite small differences in 
student outcomes. 13 

Problems with local implementation. It is more difficult to influence local policy and improve the 
quality of local implementation through a formula grant program like SDFSCA State Grants than 
through a discretionary program. Any federal initiatives for a state-administered formula grant 
program depend on state action to implement them. State awareness, capacity, and willingness vary 
widely. Moreover, local factors mfluence the effective implementation of any effort to prevent youth 
drug use and violence. These factors include societal and parental attitudes; activities of organized crime 
and gangs (and law enforcement response); individual, family, and community risk and protective factors; 
and advertising and other media images of drug use and violence. 

The RTI study, 14 which examined the program prior to reauthorization, highlighted problems at the local 
level with the quality and consistency of program services. The concerns raised by this study were a 
major factor in the Department's development of the Principles of Effectiveness. 

The strongest theme to emerge from the study was tremendous variability in local programming. Even 
within districts that were attempting to deliver consistent programs, the amount and content of prevention 
activities varied greatly from classroom to classroom and from school to school. There was variability in 
the amount, method and content of classroom instruction related to prevention, and in the availability of 
support services for students. Implementation was inconsistent because teachers and counselors simply 
did not have enough time, support, training, or motivation to provide all the instruction or other activities 
that they had planned to provide. 

The 1991-95 RTI study illustrates other problems with local program implementation as well: 

• Districts rarely implemented approaches that, according to current research, have the greatest 
potential for making a difference for students. These approaches include teaching children how 
to resist and deal with powerful social influences that may promote drug use, and correcting 
misperceptions about peer drug use. The probable reason is the higher cost of these approaches, 
particularly in terms of teacher training and staff time. 

• More recent information indicates that this is still a concern. For example, preliminary 
data from a 1997-98 national study 15 of schools (not all of which may be receiving 
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SDFSCA-funded services) indicate that D.A.R.E. is among the most common 
programs---48 percent of elementary schools, 21 percent of middle schools, and 8 percent 
of high schools reported using the D.A.R.E. program. Longitudinal studies of D.A.R.E. 's 
effectiveness using rigorous methodology have found few short-term and no long-term 

. . f'l'. 16 positive e 1ects. 

• Although all school districts periodically conducted informal assessments of their programs, 
fewer than half conducted more formal evaluations or responded to the evidence from such 
evaluations in selecting or altering their programs. 

Helpful implemen'tationfactors. In the RTI study, 17 an examination of the case studies revealed that 
certain factors appear to improve program implementation. These include: commitment on the part of 
the program implementors; leadership provided by the prevention program coordinator; community 
involvement in the program and a sense of shared responsibility for drug prevention. Other helpful 
factors include district-level reinforcement of school-level commitment to prevention through the use of 
school-based coordinators and emphasis on staff training in prevention. 

Options for Strengthening the Program 

Through reauthorization, the Department and Congress can take several steps to strengthen the 
program. The following are possibilities: 

• Make the Principles of Effectiveness a legislative requirement. Future legislation could 
require grant recipients to use research-based prevention approaches and engage in coordinated, 
comprehensive planning, including a thorough needs assessment, establishment of goals and 
objectives that respond to needs assessment findings, and the use of evaluation data for program 
planning and improvement. 

• Target funds based on need for services and quality of programming, with a focus on 
research-based approaches. While continuing to provide a small amount of funding to all 
districts would have the benefit ofrequiring all districts to engage in coordinated, comprehensive 
planning for their drug and violence prevention efforts, this strategy does go far enough to 
encourage the widespread use of high-quality programming. Because research-based approaches 
are often more intensive, and therefore more expensive, than other approaches, school districts 
may not be able to afford them, given the average level of resources now available. Future 
legislation would need to find a way to balance the need for quality improvement, represented by 
a focus on research-based approaches, with the understandable desire to spread resources as far as 
possible and to continue existing prevention efforts. The Department continues to explore ways 
to improve program quality, including targeting program funds more effectively and furthering 
the development of competitive grants. 

• Balance the program's flexibility with increased accountability for results. In particular, this 
could be accomplished by encouraging states and districts to use outcomes-based performance 
measurement, with more emphasis on outcomes related to changes in student behavior and 
attitudes, along with improved performance reporting by states. 

• Increase coordination within states between SEA and Governors' programs. This could be 
done by encouraging joint planning, implementation of activities, and assessment, such as 
through requirements for joint applications and joint provision of technical assistance, as well as 

99 



an increased focus within the Governors' program on coordination of grantees' activities with 
school-based prevention efforts. 

To improve local implementation, the Department can stress the Principles of Effectiveness through 
dissemination of information on effective approaches, technical assistance, and monitoring. Broader 
social and cultural factors can be addressed through interagency cooperation, including coordinated 
research and development, continuing efforts to identify effective programs, and technical assistance, 
including technical assistance with performance measurement. 
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application will be revised to specifically reflect an alignment between the LEA's program activities, 
needs assessment, and the Principles of Effectiveness. They stated that ... LEAs are currently required to 
identify specific drug prevention and violence prevention goals in the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and 
Communities Annual Evaluation Report." U.S. Department of Education, Safe and Drug-Free Schools. 
10 This project was supported in part by Grant No. 96-MU-MU-0008 awarded by the National Institute of 
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. Points of view in this document are those 
of the author and do not necessarily represent the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Additional support was provided by U.S. Department of Education Contract No. 96-05500 l. 
11 This project was supported in part by Grant No. 96-MU-MU-0008 awarded by the National Institute of 
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. Points of view in this document are those 
of the author and do not necessarily represent the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Additional support was provided by U.S. Department of Education Contract No. 96-055001. 
12 Three evaluations and data collections are under way but not yet completed: (1) "Study on School 
Violence and Prevention" (Westat) [survey of schools, case studies]; reports: interim report, 1999; case 
study report, 2000; final report, 200 l. (Preliminary data are available.) (2) "Study of Local Educational 
Agency Activities under SDFSCA (Westat) [survey of districts] report: 1999. (3) "Performance 
Indicator System for the SDFSCA" (Westat) [state performance reports] report: 1999. 
13 R2 values for multiple regression analyses for these variables range from .24 to .49, significant at p<.O l 
or lower. As an example of effect size, the proportion of students who in year 1 of the study had never 
used drugs or alcohol and who reported trying drugs or alcohol by year 4 of the study ranged from a high 
of 74 percent to a low of 43 percent. For details of study findings, see E. Suyapa Silvia, Judy Thome, and 
Christene Tashjian, School-Based Drug Prevention Programs. 
14 E. Suyapa Silvia, Judy Thome, and Christene Tashjian, School-Based Drug Prevention Programs. 
15 This project was supported in part by Grant No. 96-MU-MU-0008 awarded by the National Institute of 
Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. Points of view in this document are those 
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of the author and do not necessarily represent the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of 
Justice. Additional support was provided by U.S. Department of Education Contract No. 96-055001. 
10 Lawrence W. Shennan, Denise Gottfredson, Doris MacKenzie, John Eck, Peter Reuter, and Shawn 
Bushway, Preventing Crime: What Works, What Doesn't, What's Promising. A Report to the United 
States Congress prepared for the National Institute of Justice, (College Park l'vID: Department of 
Criminology and Criminal Justice, University of Maryland, 1997). 
17 E. Suyapa Silvia, Judy Thome, and Christene Tashjian, School-Based Drug Prevention Programs. 
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7. IS FEDERAL SUPPORT STRENGTHENING ACCESS TO 
AND USE OF TECHNOLOGY TO SUPPORT LEARNING? 

KEY FINDINGS 

Access to Technologv 

Classroom access to modern computers and the Internet is growing rapidly. The ratio of students to 
modern multimedia computers in the nation's classrooms was cut by almost half between 1997 and 1998. 
More than half of all public school classrooms have access to the Internet. compared with almost none in 
1994. 

The "digital divide" bet\veen students m high- and low-poverty schools has been nearly eliminated m 
terms of access to mstructional computers. Gaps remam in classroom access to modern multimedia 
computers, Internet access. and m access outside of school. but they are closing. 

Federal Programs 

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

Districts 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 in their allocation of the Technology Literacy Challenge Funds to 
high-need areas 

Star Schools and the 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, making it difficult to monitor performance and impact 
across districts and states. 

Challenges in Integrating Technologv in Instruction 

Prionty should be given to effectively targeting high need students and schools. and concentrating efforts 
in critical areas such as professional development and technical support. Effective use of educational 
technology 1s dependent on ongoing professional development and technical support. At least half of all 
schools--including both high- and low-poverty schools-- cite bck of teacher awareness. sothvare. 
traming. and technical assistance as bamers to the integration of technology into classroom mstruction. 
The rapid evolution of educational technology requtres contmumg research on how to most effectively 
design and use these technologies. 
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While access to computers and the Internet is growing rapidly in our nation's schools, effective use 
depends on professional development and continuing research on how best to integrate these 
technologies with broader reforms to improve teaching and learning. 

One of the goals in the U.S. Department of Education's Strategic Plan 1s to make educational technology 
part of a broader education reform that wil 1 provide new learn mg opportunities and raise educational 
achievement for all students. 

For two decades, technology has held the promise of radically transforming the quality and very nature of 
education. Comparatively primitive technology. scant access, and limited know-how restncted the 
effective use of these technologies. This is changing. Computer chips. which continue to double in 
power every 18 months, together \Vith advances m telecommunications. have simplified the use of 
technology, reduced costs. and are no\v able to support complex learning m ways previously 
unachievable. 

Technological literacy is an essential skill that all students will need in order to compete in the new 
millennium. Moreover, when linked to broader school improvement. educational technology can 
increase educational access. improve teaching and learning, and open new vistas of learning. 

Among key policy issues that need to be addressed to fulfill the potential of educational technology for 
improving teaching and learning are: 

• How to make technology accessible to all students, regardless of family income. 

• How to help teachers develop the skills to use technology effectively in the classroom. 

• How to identify. develop, test. and widely implement promising technology interventions. 

• How to fully integrate educational technology with broader school improvement. 

In response to these and other issues, the legislation enacted in 1994 expanded the federal role in support 
of educational technology. Recognizing the importance of stimulating state and local efforts to acquire 
and effectively use educational technology, it expanded the federal government's responsibility and 
encouraged states to set priorities, target funds to high-poverty schools and districts, and conduct other 
activities to catalyze national action. 

Introduction to the Programs and the 1994 Legislative Changes 

Title Ill, Parts A and B of the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 
recognized that technology could provide greater opportunities for all students to achieve high 
academic standards. It envisioned that increased use of technology would enhance the ongoing 
professional development of teachers and administrators by giving them access to current research 
about teaching and learning. It also considered it essential that teachers receive adequate training 
in the use of technology for effective instruction. Prior to the 1994 reauthorization. the federal role was 
limited primarily to the Star Schools program, which funded the dewlopment and use of distance 
education to support increased access and equity. 

The 1994 legislation requires that the Secretary of Education develop a National Long-Range Technology 
Plan that sets out how the Department and other agencies will promote the use of technology to support 
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educational refonn. 1 It authorizes four programs that are intended to work together to improve 
technology access and integration in schools. 

• The Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF) provides states and distncts with flexibility 
and leverage to more effectively plan, coordinate. support. and use educational technology to 
improve teaching and learning. States receiving grants and districts receiving subgrants must 
have educational technology plans that include all sources of support. not just TLCF supported 
activities. State plans outline long-tenn strategies for financing technology and plans for 
assistance so that school districts with the greatest need and highest poverty are not left behind. 
Local educational agencies must submit a 3- to 5-year technology plan wnh their applications for 
sub grants. 

• The Technology Innovation Challenge Grants (TICG) program provides competitive grants to 
consortia that include at least one low-income school district for mnovat1ve uses of educational 
technology to improve teaching and learning. 

• The Star Schools program supports partnerships to provide distance learning services, 
equipment, and facilities. Applicants must now demonstrate how they will assist state and local 
school refonn, help meet the National Education Goals. and provide opportunities for students to 
meet high standards. 

• Regional Technical Support and Professional Development (R *TECs) provides funds to 
consortia to work in alliance with states. provide infonnation to school districts, offer 
professional development, and disseminate infonnation about resources for educational 
technology. They target many of their products to serve administrators, teachers. and parents of 
students who have traditionally had little access to educational technology. 

Program roles and linkages continue to evolve. For example, the Technology Innovation Challenge Grant 
program was planned to operate until appropriations reached the $75 million threshold set for state 
fonnula funding. The program was retained as a catalyst for innovation and knowledge-base building 
when appropriations for the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund passed this threshold. 

EXHIBIT 7.1 
TIMELINE OF FEDERAL EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS 
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EXHIBIT 7.2 
TECHNOLOGY-FOCUSED PROGRAMS AT A GL\1'ICE 

1999 Funding and 
Program Name Appropriation Purpose Targeting Awardees Services 

Technology $425 million Leadership and State formula. All states. with Integration of 
Literacy Challenge leverage to with competitive competitive technology into 
Fund support wide- local subgrants subgrants instruction, 

spread. effective to LEAs based affecting about connectivity, 
use of on high need for 2.500 LEAs acquisition of 
educat10nal technology or serving over hardware and 
technology. high-poverty. 15 million software. and 

sn1dents." professional 
development. 

Technology $115 million To develop the Competitive 5 82 current Create results, 
Innovation knowledge base year grants to grantees, products. or benefits 
Challenge Grants for effective use consortia based including 20 · that can be replicated; 

of educational on the new grants in integrate technology 
technology. significance and 1998, working into curriculum. 

feasibility of the with partners in Support for acquiring 
proposed 150 school hardware. software 
projects \Vith an districts, 100 and professional 
emphasis on businesses and development. 
need. 80 colleges and 

universities. 
serving about 
one million 
students. 

Star Schools $45 million Distance Competiti\·e 5 12 continuation Support of distance 
education year grant to grants, with 4 to education, including 
support, partnerships 5 new grants to hardware and 
including including at be made in professional 
expanding least one LEA or 1999. development. 
hardware and SEA. 
professional 
development. 

R*TECs $10 million Technical Competitive 5 6 awardees Professional 
assistance. year grants to (continuation development. 

regional entities grants to information and 
and consortia. projects initiated resource 

in 1995). dissemination, 
facilitating alliances. 

~~~~~'!ii;_J~if."';~:.-·~..;~ "'"' --'" ·.r..·'r,"'"''.f 1 ~~-• • ..;j.~"'!~~!:~~~~~~~~¥~~~,£?~~1~~"!?;f~~ ·:•:;"'".:1'?.~'"'1 
~~~~~;]~-1.:C~}-::~\~ .:·'..!-~.2i"~~~·~~ ~;t"~-)r?.· .. - "&4:~a;:~~-~ ~Hi:i'~u.,J ~ ~~·~Jr ~"~:!-:ltf~ 

E-Rate $2.25 billion Universal access Need- based Over 30,000 Discounts for 
annually from to telecom- discounts to applications for te lecommun i-cations 
interstate munications for schools and the $1.9 billion services and 
telecom- schools and libraries for use of funding connectivity costs. 
munications libraries. of telecom- available 
providers munications. through June 
(capped at 1999. By March 
$1.925 billion 23 of this year 
for 1998 and the $1.7 billion has 
first six months been 
of 1999). Not an committed.

1 

appropriation. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. 

106 



In addition to the technology-focused programs enacted in the 1994 ESEA, two other authorities provide 
maJor sources of technology support: 

• The "E-rate" program established in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 requires 
telecommunications earners that provide interstate service to contribute to a universal service 
fund. Part of this fund provides schools and libraries with telecommunications service discounts. 
Schools and libraries located in rural and low-income areas receive the highest discounts. 

• Title I of ESEA provides funds to schools in low-income areas to improve services for low­
achieving students. Many districts and schools have chosen to improve services through 
technology. 

Other federal programs that state and local school authorities may choose to use for instructional 
technology to support the program purpose include Goals 2000, Eisenhower, Title VI, migrant education, 
vocational education, and special education. This chapter does not deal extensively with the E-rate 
because it is not part of the 1994 ESEA legislation. 

In total, federal assistance for technology in school year 1997-1998 provided an estimated $646.5 
million from five major education programs and up to $1.9 billion by June of 1999 in 
telecommunications subsidies for schools and libraries. Federal funding for technology comes directly 
from programs dedicated to supporting technology as well as from programs in which technology is an 
allowable expense. As Exhibit 7 .3 shows. in FY98, about two-fifths of federal education funding for 
technology was from dedicated sources. primarily from the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund.4 

Among programs allowing support for technology, Title I, Title VI and Goals 2000 were major sources. 
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EXHIBIT 7.3 
FINANCIAL CONTRJBCTION OF FIVE EDUC\ TION DEPART:\IE:\IT PROGR-\.\IS TO 

TECHNOLOGY IN THE 1997-98 SCHOOL YEAR 
Total from Five 
Department of 
Education 

Amount Programs 
Total estimated federal support for technology from 

$646,535.000 I five Department of Education programs 100% 
U.S. Education Department of Education dedicated 
technology programs 

• Technology Literacy Challenge Fund S200.000,000 * 30°1.i 

• Technology Innovation Challenge Grants 556.965,000** 9% 

Subtotal: I $256,965,000 39% 
Estimated spending for educational technology from 
other selected federal education programs. 

• Title I 5236.937,000 37'% 

• Goals 2000 I 583.995,000 13% 

• Title VI $68.638.000 11% 

Subtotal for other federal education programs: $389,570,000 61% 

E-Rate (FCC. universal service telecommunications s1,925,ooo,ooo*** I 
subsidy. First discounts to districts in November 1998).' 

I 

* TLCF appropriations were 520(} million for FY/<J<J7:S425 111il/io11_/iJr FY/998. and $./25 111illio11_for 
FY/999. 

** TICG appropriations were$ 57 million for FY 1997. $106 million for FY 1998. and $115 million for 
FY1999. 

***After the current cap expires in June 1999. rhe amount a111uwlly available under the £-rate is 
scheduled to relllrn to $2.25 billion a year. 

Source: Funding for federal technology programs based on FY 1997 appropriations. funding for other 
federal programs is based on school distnct reports of program expenditures collected in the Study of 
Education Resources and Federal Funding. U.S. Department of Education. Unpublished tabulations from 
the Study of Education Resources and Federal Funding. Feb. 24.1999. 

What Do We Know About Good Practice? 

Technology is a rapidly evolving field. For example. when Congress reauthorized the ESEA in 1994. the 
Internet had little relevance to most school activities. Today. the Internet is a maJor resource for schools. 
offering mstruct1onal and professional development act1v1ties that\\ ere previously not possible. 
Continuing to build-and continually update-the knowledge base is crucial for educators and policy 
makers. 

Research has shown that technology, when well implemented, can help all students-including poor 
students and students with disabilities-to master basic and advanced skills 0

. The research base 1s 
strongest for older technologies. such as drill-and-practice computer programs: the knowledge base is still 
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emerging for many of the newer technologies. such as programs that emphasize development of higher 
order skills through simulations, large scale Internet-based instruction. and other techniques. Computer 
Assisted Instruction (CAI) can individualize instruction, provide instant feedback. and drill students on 
specific topics for which they need extra help. A decade-long series of studies found that students in 
classes that used CAl out-perfonTied their peers on standardized tests of basic ski! ls by 30 percent on 
average. (However, not all applications of CAI have been found to be so successful in all settings.) Video 
and audio technologies can sigmficantly enhance students· recall of basic facts and their understanding of 
complex systems. Distance learning can be at least as effective as traditional instruction. Research 
suggests that well-used educational technology can improve student motivation. 

At the classroom and school levels. educational technology has the potential to contribute to schoolwide 
changes that improve teaching and learning. Technology makes possible modes of instruction for learning 
of complex skills that are not otherwise possible. This includes complex simulations for learning 
mathematical. scientific. and other concepts, and large-scale activities such as Project Globe linking 
students across the nation to study environmental science, linking students and scientists for actual 
scientific work and enhanced learning. 7 It can not only increase access to high quality curriculum and 
skilled instruction. and provide increased time on task. but also fundamentally change the role of 
instructors from the "sage on the stage," to free up teachers to work more intensively with individual 
students in the class when they most need It. Technology also has the potential to transfonTI links 
bet\veen home and school for more effect1\·e parent invoh·ement in their children's learning to support 
learning outside of school.s 

Research and classroom experience show that the impact of educational technology depends on how 
it is used. Effective integration with instruction requires adequate access. Experts suggest a ratio of at 
least one computer for every five students and at least one Internet connection in a classroom.9 

Educational technology. like most instructional tools. works best when it supports high standards and 
high quality curriculum, and includes software and other content that is aligned with the curriculum and 
instruction. 10 

Evaluations of technology practices have shown that access to equipment is only one prerequisite to 
effective use. It is important for staff to know how to use technology and to have the instructional 
materials to support integration of technology in the classroom. 

Reflecting the research and to guide the national technology plan required by the legislation. in January 
1996 the President set forth the ''four pillars" of the Technology Literacy Challenge to govern federal 
initiatives on technology: 

1. All teachers in the nation will have the training and support they need to help students learn 
through computers and the InfonTiation Superhighway. 

2. All teachers and students will have modem computers in their classrooms. 

3. Every classroom will be connected to the lnfonnat1on Superhighway. 

4. Effective and engaging soft\vare and on-line learning resources \VIII be an integral part of every 
school's cumculum. 11 
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How Well is the Nation Meeting Its Technologv Goals? 

While access to technology is increasing, our schools are still at an early stage in learning how to 
effectively use the full potential of educational technology for improved teaching and learning. 
Identifying and encouraging effective practice, and providing the necessary leadership and 
supports is vital. 

EXHIBIT 7.4 
NUMBER OF STUDENTS PER COMPUTER 
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Source: US Department of Education: FY 2000 Annual Plan. Vol. I. February 25, 1999. Figure 43, p. 65. 

Access: Student access to modern multimedia computers 
has increased greatly in the last two years. The number of 
students for every modem computer dropped from 21 in 1997 
to about 14 in 1998. The number of students per instructional 
computer fell from 3 7 m 1987 to 6 in 1998. 

The number of public schools connected to the Internet grew 
from 35 percent in 1994 to 89 percent in 1998. Exhibit 7.5 

National Indicator: The ratio of 
students per modern multimedia 
computer m public schools will 
improve to five students per 
modern multimedia computer by 
the year 2000. 

shows that the percentage of instructional rooms connected to the Internet grew from 3 percent in 1994 to 
51 percent in 1998. We expect a rapid increase in classroom access following the availability of E­
rate funds beginning in November 1998. 

While the ratio of students per instructional computer is 
approaching the ratio recommended by the President's 
Committee of Advisors on Science and Technology, the ratio of 
students to computers with Internet access is more than double 
the recommended student-to-computer ratio. 

National Indicator: The 
percentage of public school 
instructional rooms connected to 
the Information Superhighway 
will increase from J4<% m 1996 
to 25% m 1998, and higher 
percentages thereafter. 
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EXHIBIT 7.5 
PERCENT OF INSTRl;CTIONAL ROOMS WITH INTER.'l"ET ACCESS 

IN THE CLASSROOM 

60 
51 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Source: NCES. /ncemet Access in Public Schools and Classrooms. 1994-1998. (Feb. 1999). 

While both high and low poverty schools had similar student-to-instructional computer ratios. low 
poverty schools had better Internet access than high poverty schools. For schools with less than 11 
percent of thetr students eligible for free or reduced school lunch, 62 percent of the instructional rooms 
have Internet access--falling to 39 percent in schools with over 70 percent of their student eligible for free 
or reduced-price school lunch. 

/11tegration with Instruction: The full integration of 
computers into classroom instruction has not yet 
occurred for the majority of teachers. Most teachers 
report that their lessons require students to use computers, 
but relatively few ( 17 percent) incorporate computers into 
instruct10n on a daily basis. Seventy percent of classroom 
teachers say their lessons require students to use computers 
at least once or twice a month. One-third of teachers report 
that lessons required students to use the Internet no more 
than once or twice a month. 1 ~ 

National Indicator: Increasing 
proportions of teachers will have 
the protessional development and 
the administrative, technical. and 
local financial support they need to 
help students learn through modem 
multimedia computers and the 
Internet. 

Professional Development: Half of public school teachers had participated in professional 
development activities on the integration of educational technology in the grade or subject they 
teach during the previous 12 months--and 38 percent of these teachers had participated in more 
than 8 hours of such training. 13 

Teachers with over 8 hours of professional development m educational technology in the past year were 
three times as likely as those with no hours. and almost twice as likely as those with between I and 8 
hours. to report they were very well-prepared to integrate educational technology into the grade or subject 

h 1-1 
taug t. 
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EXHIBIT 7.6 
PERCENTAGE OF HIGH*- AND LOW-POVERTY** SCHOOLS WITH INTER'IET ACCESS 
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Source: US Department of Education: F'Y 2000 Annual Plan. Vol. I. Feb. 25. 1999. Figure 46. p. 68 

While access to computers and the Internet is improving, teachers and principals report that lack 
of professional development, quality software linked to the curriculum, and technical support 
remain major barriers to effective use of technology. Exhibit 7. 7 shows that over half of the principals 
report that teachers lack the knowledge to integrate educational technology into the curriculum, lack 
software integrated with the curriculum, lack staff training, and lack technical support. 15 

EXHIBIT 7.7 
BARRIERS TO EFFECTIVE USE OF TECHNOLOGY IN SCHOOLS 

(PERCENTAGES OF PRINCIPALS REPORTING, SPRING 1998) 
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Source: U.S. Department of Education. Study of Educational Resources and Federal Funding, Table 40. 
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Home access to computers: There are important differences in students' access to educational 
technology in the community and at home. These differences are rooted in family income. parent 
education, and other factors. Families with college degrees were almost 10 times as likely to O'-"TI a 
computer as those without any high school degree. Thirty-five percent of families with a college degree 
have home access to the Internet compared to 10 percent of those with a high school degree and 2 percent 
of those without a high school degree. While the number of black and Latino households with computers 
has grovm rapidly in recent years. the "digital divide" has also grown. For example, between 1994 and 
1997 the difference in the percentage of black and white households that own a computer grew from 17 
percent in 1994 to 22 percent in 1997. 16 

EXHIBIT 7.8 
PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH A COMPUTER, BY INCOME 
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Falling through the Net II. Perspectives for the 11" Century. Table 13. 

How Well Are the Programs \Vorking? 

Federal education support is having an important impact on 
increasing access to educational technology, particularly in 
high-poverty schools. By 1998 there was little or no difference 
in student-to-computer instructional ratios in high- and low-

1 -poverty schools. ' 

National Indicator: The access to 
educational technology in high­
poverty schools will be comparable 
to that m other schools. 

• Federal funds paid for about a quarter of the computers schools acquired m 1997-98 school year. 
Of an average 16 additional computers that each school purchased that year. 4 were obtained with 
federal funds. I 0 through state and local funds. and 2 through private sources. 1 x 

• Federal funds had an important equalizing effect on the distribution of new computers, providing 
half of the new computers in high-poverty schools (6 computers, compared to 2 computers in 
low-poverty schools ). 19 
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• Federal funds are playing an important role in supporting professional development in the use of 
educational technology. For example. Title I funds are used by 34 percent of districts for 
developing teachers' skills in using educational technology and by 21 percent of districts for 
professional development in integrating technology into instruction. 20 

Technology Literacv Challenge Fund 

The Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF), the Department of Education's major source of 
dedicated support for technology. provides formula assistance to states based on their share of 
ESEA Title I allocations. Within states, funds are competitively awarded to local school districts and 
are targeted on the basis of poverty and need. The Department encouraged states to use these funds 
strategically and to take into account other available sources of funding. Data for 1997 obtained from 
states prior to the end of the funding period provides a preliminary look at in-state allocations. 

• Fifteen percent of all school d1str1cts (about 2.500 districts) participated either by directly 
receiving a sub grant from their state or as a member of a consortium that received a subgrant. 
Thirty percent of the applications to states were funded, with an average district grant of about 
$100,000. 21 

• The Technology Literacy Challenge Fund (TLCF) supports leadership and leverage for the 
effective use of educational technology. Accordingly, different states use this funding in very 
different ways. The resulting diversity of state policies is reflected in differences among states in 
the proportion of LEAs receiving grants. which ranged from 2 percent to 93 percent of a state's 
districts. 22 

• Technology Literacy Challenge Funds grants are well targeted on rural districts, which often have 
special technology needs, but there is wide variation among states on the degree of targeting on 
urban districts. TLCF local grants are targeted by poverty and need. Exhibit 7.9 shows that 
TLCF local grants are somewhat more likely to go to suburban districts than are Title I funds. In 
addition, funding of districts serving the largest cities tended to be below their share of total 
enrollment. 23 Of the school districts serving the 19 largest cities, 7 districts directly received 
TLCF funding at or above their share of enrollment. Funding for the other big city districts was 
considerably below their share based on enrollment, or they received no funds at all. 

EXHIBIT 7.9 
DISTRIBUTION OF TECH.t"lOLOGY LITERACY CHALLENGE FUND 

ENROLLMENT AND Fl'NDS BY URBANI CITY (FYI 997) 
Percent of total Percent of Percent of 

enrollment Title I funding TLCF funding* 
Urban center 26 45 25 
Suburban 46 29 35 
Rural 28 27 35 

"'NOTE: Urbamciry information was not a\ ailable for sites rece1,·ing 5 percent of the TLCF program 
funds. 

Source: U.S. Department of Education. Goals 2000 and Technology Literacy Challenge Fund: 
Subgrantee Data Base. 
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\Vhde the program is competitive and there is no requirement that funding be proportionate to enrollment, 
disparities in funding for large urban districts with concentrations of poor children prompted ED act10n. 
The Department contacted several states where urban districts received small or no awards and found that 
causes for the disparities varied. Some districts did not submit proposals. did not compete successfully. 
or otherwise failed to meet state criteria or requirements for technology plans. In a number of cases, large 
urban areas participated indirectly via a consortium or regional center. The Department subsequently 
asked states to examine their requirements and outcomes from the first year"s competit10n and to increase 
funding to high-need and high-poverty distncts during subsequent cycles if the outcomes warranted 
action. 

All states have satisfied the Technology L11eracy Challenge Fund requirement to have a state plan. Plan 
specifics differ considerably across states. Differences reflect state technology priorities, previous use of 
educational technology m the state, and differing state agency roles. Key findings about the state plans 
are drawn primarily from the TLCF formative evaluation and a review by Education Week: 24 

• All states have a technology plan and most have a schedule for revismg it to keep it current m the 
fast changing technology area. Forty-six states report updating their plans. 

• All states have outlined financial strategies. However. only 21 state plans include cost estimates. 
which may change considerably with technology improvements. 

• All but eight states supplemented federal funds with state funds for educational technology. 

• Thirty-eight states have some form of technology requirements for entering teachers, which range 
from professional development to proficiency assessment. 

• Thirty-eight states have requirements for student knowledge of technology, although only North 
Carolina will be requiring students to demonstrate proficiency. 

Local districts that receive the program grants are required to have an educational technology plan. 
Districts and schools report that long-term district plans are important in determining how to use federal 
program funds. Fully 85 percent of districts report that technology plans are important in 
influencing funding decisions. 25 

States vary greatly in their collection of education technology related program implementation and 
'6 performance data. -

• The states focus more on inventory questions than on computer use or teachers' professional 
development in instructional technology. The most commonly addressed measures were the 
extent of Internet access, the availability of computer hardware, and the type of computers. The 
indicators that referred to use of technology were addressed least often-measures of the use of 
the Internet, classroom use of technology, teacher skill level, and the quality of professional 
development in technology were rarely topics in state surveys. 27 

Technologv Innovation Challenge Grants 

The Technology Innovation Challenge Grant program provides competitive grants for a wide 
variety of innovative uses of technology to improve teaching and learning. These include partnering 
with businesses and communities to provide technology to schools. linking classrooms via electronic 
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net\vorks. empowering teachers with the technology skills to customize student learning, integrating 
technology with curriculum reform, utilizing technology to meet the needs of at-risk youth. preparing 
students for the workforce, building new learning communities. and connecting classrooms to homes for 
effective parent involvement. 

A formative case study evaluation found that some projects were using Challenge Grant resources 
to develop and test out new ideas. For example. in launching the Virtual High School, the Hudson 
(MA) Public Schools and the Concord Consortium were working with ideas and even some technologies 
that were very new. In fact, much of the server software used to host the learning environment on the 
World Wide Web was barely out of beta testing. The project is a collaboration of high schools across the 
United States. For the 1998-99 school year. 33 high schools from 11 states are offering net courses. In 
addition, more than 60 teachers from over 50 schools are taking part in the Teachers Leaming 
Conference, a graduate level netcourse on web-based mstruction. The Virtual High School is initiating a 
new and cutting-edge concept. and was applying it for the tirst time in an educational context. 

There is confusion, rooted in the statute, regarding the program purpose--whether it should be a 
demonstration program that develops the knowledge base for effective use of educational 
technology, or a funding source to support the use of educational technology. The TICG program 
has increasingly focused on providing a knowledge base for effective use of educational technology and 
encouraging its integration with teaching and leammg. 

The most recent cycle of grants focuses on use of technology 
in professional development. These grants for 20 school 
district partnerships in 17 states provide support for preparing 
new and current teachers to effectively use technology. These 
school district participants work with partners in 150 school 
districts, 100 businesses and 80 colleges and universities. The 

National Indicator: An mcreasing 
number of teachers \vill integrate 
high-quality technology based 
curriculum into their instruction. 

grants are intended to serve about 1 million students and provide additional training opportunities for 
thousands of teachers in these communities. They range from $789,000 to $2 million a year for five 
years, and are intended to leverage business and community matching commitments valued at more than 
$90 million. 28 

The formative evaluation's reviews of previously funded projects documented that that while the 
projects were innovative at the local level, relatively few involve radically new technology or uses. 

• Projects generally met the application criteria. although in different ways. Some were innovative 
in design and others in demonstrating ways to expand the number of customers serwd by a 
technology resource. 

• It was too early to gauge the sustainability of most projects, although some projects had begun to 
build a mechanism for sustainability after the grant ended. 

Many of the site evaluations assessing their effectiveness are deficient. A formative evaluation of the 
program reviewed I 0 of the program's 82 projects during the 1997-98 school year. Evaluators examined 
several dimensions. including whether projects were truly innovative, promoted sustainability, and were 
guided by evaluation evidence. A second wave of case studies is planned for 1999. This formative 
evaluation found that:c9 

• A number of project evaluators had difficulty in designing and executing project evaluations. 
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• Budgets were generally low, from one to seven percent of the grant, for evaluation. 

• Several projects had no evaluator at all or had not met \vrth an evaluator. 

• Evaluators and project directors reported a sense of confusion over conflicting messages they had 
received from the program office. In particular. some projects felt they had been iniually required 
to use a portfolio approach (i.e .. compile examples of activities) when the projects began, but 
were now being asked to provide outcome data for GPR/\ and other purposes that portfolios 
would not support. 

To address these issues, the Department of Education has taken steps to strengthen project 
implementation and evaluation. In the first four years of the program· s operation, applicat10n 
guidelines did not include evaluation as a criterion for assessing the merits of applications and there was 
little specificity in the application guidelines about this activity. The new application guidelines add 
evaluation as one of the criteria for selecting applications beginning m 1999. Draft guidelines for project 
evaluations have been developed that suggest that resources for project evaluation be increased to 15 
percent of project funds. Finally. evaluation workshops are being conducted at project directors' national 
meetings and national conferences to build capacity. Together these activities are designed to provide 
guidance and technical assistance to provide grantees with clear expectatwns regarding required program 
performance measures for annual performance reports and other purposes. as well as enhancing the ability 
of the projects to use site evaluation data to strengthen program implementation. 

Star Schools 

The Star Schools program supports distance learning projects designed to increase student access 
to high quality curricula and instruction. Through the use of satellite, cable, Internet and other 
advanced telecommunications and computing applications, Star Schools projects make it possible for 
students to take courses, such as foreign languages or advanced placement mathematics, that might not 
otherwise be available in their schools. Teachers also use Star Schools projects to supplement their 
courses with content modules intended to enhance what they are able to provide locally. 

Star Schools projects are operated as consortia that can include local education agencies. postsecondary 
institutions, public broadcasting companies. and telecommunications providers such as telephone 
companies, cable television companies and satellite companies. The consortia cover many states and 
territories. Recent funding cycles have focused on multiple and cutting-edge technologies. 

Since its inception the program has served more than 6,000 schools 
across the country. Nearly three-out-of-four of these schools are 
rural. More than 2,000,000 students have benefited from its 
instructional programming and more than 30,000 teachers and 
many administrators have completed Star Schools professional 
development courses and \vorkshops. 30 In 1997, Star Schools 
offered more than 150 full credit courses. up from 30 in 1994. In 
1998 Star Schools projects provided ser:ices to 279,000 learners m 

National Indicator: The number 
of learners in non-traditional 
settings (community centers, 
correctional facilities, etc.) who 
participate m distance education 
\Vil 1 increase annually. 

nontraditional settings (community centers, correctional facilities. etc.), up from 194,000 in 1997. 31 An 
example of such activities is the Pacific Star Schools Partnership. which is developing interactive courses 
for obtaimng education through GED certification and retra1mng displaced workers. 

An ongoing evaluation of the Star Schools program found that the Star Schools program, like other 
education technology programs, is being heavily influenced by technological change and the 
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availability of other funding sources.32 The result of these changes is evident m projects that blend 
technologies and communication modes in delivering distance education services. For example, a 
mathematics course taught via satellite is likely to be complemented by web-page learning activities. It 
allows students to ask questions by sending e-mail to their teachers or share examples of their work with 
other students on electronic bulletin boards. In addition. Star Schools projects offer enrichment modules 
that allow students, for example, to take a virtual tour of the Philadelphia Museum of Art, or to see 
practical applications and speak with experts in the chemistry topics they are studying. 

The growing role of dedicated technology programs (such as Technology Literacy Challenge Fund and E­
rate), the emergence of the Technology Innovation Challenge Grant in knowledge building, and the 
funding of educational technology through broader purpose programs such as Title I, mean that the 
program's role must continue to adapt. Questions to consider include: 

• How can more adequate professional development be provided? The 1994 Star Schools 
evaluation found that at many schools that use Star Schools programs, professional development 
to appropriately integrate Star Schools offerings with ongoing curriculum was often of limited 
duration and not tightly integrated with the school's curnculum and broader school improvement 
efforts. The evaluation of the Star Schools program now underway is finding that many Star 
Schools projects offer distance learning modules for teachers, and some focus on helping teachers 
use technology more effectively. However. the projects acknowledge a need for more 
professional development. 33 Monitoring of this through program reports, site evaluations and 
other means has been increased, but remains an area for more effective program management. 
Information beyond that available from program records is necessary in some areas. For 
example, for materials provided by satellite or cable, the program has information only on the 
participation of students who register through the school for the program--while in many cases 
many more students may be using the matenals at those schools. 

• With the rapid growth in Internet access, is it effective to support other modes of distance 
learning? 

• Is support for Star School grantees the most effective way to develop new curriculum and 
professional development packages? Should they be tested more rigorously? 

• Can Star Schools activities be supported by other authorities that allow for even greater flexibility 
and effective monitoring? 

R*TECs 

The 6 Regional Technology in Education Consortia (R*TECs) are designed to help school districts 
integrate technology into the curriculum by identifying and disseminating promising practices, 
providing professional development and support in integrating technology into curricula, and 
helping support cutting-edge uses of technology. 

R *TECs are consortia that establish alliances with schools. institutions of higher education, school 
districts, state education agencies, and others to develop and disseminate products and to deliver services. 
Some 212 such alliances of organizations working with R *TECs were operating in FYI 998.34 

Examples of R *TEC activities include: 

118 



• The Kansas Exemplary Educators Network (KEEN) is a web-based resource designed by an 
R *TEC and its partners to build and maintain a network of exemplary teachers who are leaders in 
the improvement of schools, student performance, and the teaching profession. This network 
disseminates resources regarding professional development opportunities and recognizes 
exemplary teachers in the region. A Kansas technology coordinators' network was also 
established to help technology coordinators pool their contacts, share vendor information. and 
help each other respond to technical assistance issues. This regional activity led to the 
establishment of a professional organization for school technology coordinators. 

• The NetTech web site supports a collaborative initiative between the R*TEC. American 
Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE), and the National Council for 
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCA TE) to help teacher education programs in the region 
enhance their use of technology. This effort includes Deans' Forums to explore how states m the 
region can foster greater cooperation in promoting the use of technology in teacher education, 
special interest groups, and web based discussions about the use of technology in teacher 
education.35 

R*TEC customer satisfaction surveys indicate that 
general satisfaction with R*TEC services is high, 
although there is currently no information about the 
impact of R*TEC services on practice:36 

• The R *TECs target many of their products and 
services to communities that have traditionally had 
limited access to technology. An analysis of R *TEC 
services and products in FY 1998 found that 60 
percent of their services and 39 percent of their 
products were specifically designed to benefit 
underserved populations. 

National Indicator: An 
increasing proportion of recipients 
of R *TEC services and products­
mcluding those developed and 
produced through the Consortia, 
collaboration among R *TECs and 
strategic alliances-will indicate 
that those products and services are 
of high quality and meet their 
needs. 

• Although there is currently no information on the number of schools and districts the R *TECs 
have served, over 268,000 clients received products and over 146,000 clients received services 
from R *TECs from October 1997 through September 1998. Almost half of R *TEC customers are 
teachers; most of the remainder are administrators, students and parents. 

• More than 80 percent of all R *TEC clients surveyed in 1997-8 agreed or strongly agreed that 
R*TEC services were "useful", "relevant" and/or "high-quality" and that they facilitate learning. 

• Working through alliance networks is rated as helpful by the R *TECs' alliance members. More 
than 70 percent of participants in regional, statewide, or school wide alliances facilitated by the 
R *TECs rated the alliance work "high" in terms of increasing access to resources. supporting 
school reform and addressing educational concerns. 37 

• Analysis of customer surveys administered from October 1997 through September 1998 showed 
improvements in the levels of customer satisfaction with R *TEC services. 
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Questions to consider include: 

• Why should there be regional organizations if services can be provided electronically? 

• How can these activities be integrated most effectively with other technical assistance providers? 

Options for Strengthening Program Support for Educational Technology 

Since the pioneering creation of the Star Schools program to provide national leadership in the area of 
educational technology a decade ago, the context for federal policy in educational technology has 
changed in fundamental ways. This includes rapidly growing 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. 

With this progress comes important challenges to current programs. While access remains crucial, these 
changes make federal leadersh1p in other areas increasingly important. Challenges include strengthening 
the capacity to effectively use these technologies through professional development, more effective 
monitoring of program performance. and an initiative of rigorous cumulative research to strengthen the 
knowledge base, particularly for emerging technologies. 

The following options can help ensure that this investment in technology works to increase equity and 
excellence in our nation's schools: 

• Focus the Technology Literacy Challenge Fund on professional development. When the 
1994 Amendments were enacted, TLCF was the primary dedicated source of federal support for 
technology. Access to the E-rate is providing other funding sources for telecommunications. In 
addition, given the rapid rate of growth in the number of school computers, overall, increasing 
access through education programs is no longer as important as strengthening teachers' ability to 
effectively use these technologies for improved teaching and learning. 

• Target Technology Literacy Challenge Fund resources to ensure that, in combination with 
state and local resources, high-poverty and high-need schools receive adequate resources to 
effectively use educational technology. 

• Clarify the purposes of the Technology Innovation Challenge Grants as to whether it is 
simply a funding source for educational technology, or is focused on developing the knowledge 
base and demonstrating strategies for effective use of educational technology. If the purpose is to 
develop the knowledge base, the program may need to focus not only on encouraging stronger 
project evaluations, but also on encouraging the submission of more innovative proposals. 

• The role of project evaluation and project monitoring should be strengthened to provide 
meaningful performance information. These grants are a source of support for potentially 
innovative projects, but without meaningful evaluation not much will be learned about their 
usefulness. The program needs to build in evaluation as a high priority from the start of grant 
competitions to provide information on whether they are effective in promoting technological 
literacy and learning. Independent national evaluations should also validate the most promising 
among the funded projects. 
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• Adopt a uniform set of core performance indicators in the legislation for states to use in 
preparing their technology performance reports for the Technology Literacy Challenge 
Fund, the Technology Innovation Challenge Grants, Star Schools, and other relevant 
programs. Where appropriate. these should be common indicators for programs supporting 
acquisition and use of educational technology. This would address states' highly uneven 
reporting on improvements in educational technology and its role in school improvement. These 
performance indicators should also be used to monitor equity in access and use of educational 
technology in high- and low-poverty schools. Possible core indicators include: 

• Percent of students at selected grade levels. including at high school graduation, who 
demonstrate proficiency in using multimedia computers and the Internet. 

• Percent of teachers who regularly use technology in the classroom. 

• Percent of teachers who are adequately trained or demonstrate proficiency in instructional 
use of technology. 

• Percent of schools, broken out by percent of low-income children. \vi th access to modem 
computers and the Internet. 

• Percent of students \vi th ready access to computers and the Internet at home and at other 
sites outside of school. 

• Percent of projects providing new knowledge about how to use technology to improve 
schooling, teaching and learning. 

• With the tremendous growth in technology access, the Department should launch rigorous 
evaluations of strategies that can optimize technology's potential to improve teaching and 
learning. 

• Develop and implement a national research agenda to field test educational technology 
innovations to improve teaching and learning. This includes strengthening the information 
base on the relations of educational technology and student performance, and on student 
technological literacy, particularly for high school seniors. A sustained research strategy for 
rigorous and cumulative research to help teachers use technology to improve teaching and 
learning should identify, develop, test, and widely implement promising technology 
interventions. The Educational Technology Research Agenda should be aligned with state 
technology plans, and should ensure that the needs of low-income communities will be addressed. 

• Consider consolidating Technology Innovation Challenge Grants with Star Schools to 
provide a clear focus for federal leadership in developing the knowledge base and demonstrating 
large scale application of educational technology to improve teaching and learning. This includes 
research on how to fully integrate educational technology with broader school improvement. The 
purpose would be to expand our knowledge base about the use of educational technology to 
improve student learning by supporting projects that address questions of national significance 
and that develop models of innovative and effective uses of educational technology for w1de­
scale adoption by states and school districts. 
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• Continue to develop and strengthen information dissemination and technological assistance 
through R*TECs as part of the Department's broader information dissemination and technical 
assistance services. 

In sum, the 1994 legislation has clearly brought increased federal resources to strengthen 
educational technology. Technology programs and other federal program funds, in combination 
with non-federal funds, are expanding schools' access to educational technology. However, schools 
are at the initial stage in reaping the potential benefits from educational technology. Continued 
federal leadership and leverage can facilitate this to enable states and districts to remove barriers to 
effective use of educational technology for improved teaching and learning. 
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8. ARE FEDERA.L PROGRAMS CONTRIBUTING TO 
GREATER CHOICE I~ PUBLIC SCHOOLS? 

KEY Fl'.\Dl~GS 

Charter Schools 

• Almost three-quarters of the roughly 1.100 charter schools m existence ha\"e received at least 
one subgrant from the federal Public Charter Schools Program ( PCSP) to help with piannmg 
and start-up costs. 

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

• The amount of funds charter schools received from the PCSP m 1997 was. on average. 
S60.000. roughly 6 percent of the total costs these schools incur. 

• States. other charter granting entJtJes. and charter schools are finding it a challenge to 

implement mechanisms that hold charter schools accountable for improving student outcomes. 

• Preliminary findings and anecdotal evidence suggest that results for student achievement have 
been mixed. in part reflecting the vastly different charter school compositions within and 
across states and their relatively new status as a reform mechanism. 

• Nationally. students who attend charter schools have s1m1lar demographic characteristics as 
compared to students who attend other public schools: ho\l,:ever. these nat10nal averages mask 
significant state-by-state ,·anabilny. 

'.\lagnet Schools 

• The number of magnet schools has grown substantially. quadrupling between the early 1980s 
and today. Current estimates place the number of magnet schools at over 5.200, scrYmg 
approximately 1.5 million students. 

• Nationally. !01
h grade students attending urban magnet schools in 1990 performed better m 

reading. science. and social studies than students in public comprehensive high schools or 
pnvate high schools. 

• Half of the distncts that received 1991-93 MSAP grants met their [\Vo-year desegregation 
targets. Schools were generally more successful m moving in the general direction descnbed 
by their desegregation objectives than m meeting specific enrollment targets called for in their 
desegregation plans. 

• Prot-rrcss in achieving desegregation objecti\·es 1s still unknO\rn for the I 998 grantees: 
hO\\ever. preliminary data show that these t,rrantees ha\"e a t,rreater ability to spccit)· ~heir 
desegregation obJect1\·es th::m the 1991-93 grantees. 

126 



Public school choice can be a key component of comprehensive school reform strategies by 
improving access to a high quality education. heightening parent engagement. and providing 
models of best practice. Choice in public schools c:m promote change m a number of \vays consistent 
with the overall tenets of improving access to educational opportunity and promoting high standards for 
all children. First. because It en::ibles families to select public schools with the ac::idemic philosophy. 
program emphasis. or setting that 1s best suited to their children's needs. choice is a mechanism for 
improving access to a high qualtry education for all children. Second. the very act of choosing a public 
school can promote a strong sense of shared purpose and involvement m the school that fosters a positive 
learnmg environment. and heightens parent::il engagement. Indeed. a consistently large maJonty of 
parents would like to have the opportunir:· to choose which public school their children attend instead of 
being ::issigned to a public school according to where they live. Finally. public school choice can be used 
as a tool for affecting change in other schools. by creating schools that serve as models of best practice for 
all schools in a cornrnumry and by encour::iging schools to provide a safe and thriving learning 
environment so parents elect to keep their children m the school. All of these potential outcomes can be 
strong forces for fostering 1mpro\ed student achievement. 

Choices avai!Jble to srudents within the public school system include: charter schools: magnet schools: 
mtra- and mter-d1strict choice prognms m which families and srudents are permitted to choose among 
public schools within or across d1smcts: postsecondary opt10ns for high school srudents to earn credit at 
local colleges and universities: and ··programs within schools.·· where schools provide srudents with 
opportunities to participate m one or more speci::ilized activities within their school building. The federal 
government has provided financial support to srudents and dismcts pnmanly to establish charter schools 
and magnet schools. 

Introduction to the Programs and the 1994 Legislative Changes 

The Improving Amenca ·s School A.ct of 1994 included several provisions designed to expand parents' 
opportunity to choose among public schools. These programs and provisions included: 

• The Public Charter Schools Program (PCSP): To provide start-up funds for charter schools and 
evaluate the effects of charter schools on schools and srudents: 

• The '.\'lagnet Schools Assistance Program ~ISAP): To help school districts establish new or 
significantly revised magnet schools to promote school desegregation by creating programs that 
artract srudents from different backgrounds: 

• Title I: A provision that allows school districts to use Title I funds, m combination with other 
funds. to implement programs that allow Title I parents to select an appropriate public school for 
their children: 

1 
and 

• Title I: A provision that allows states to permit children in failing schools to transfer to another 
public school.c 

The remainder of this chapter deals "1th the t\\ o primary whicles !Or promoting public school choice m 
the 1994 rc::iuthonzallon: the PCSP Jnd the \IS.-\P. These two programs ::ire based on a similar concept, 
although they were onginally enacted at different times and for different purposes. The Congressional 
intent for the t\\'O programs J!so differed in a number of important \\'ays: thus. each is addressed 
separately. 

127 



Exhibit 8.1 provides mformauon about the scope and nature of the PCSP and the \-!SAP. 

I 

I 
EXHIBIT 8.1 

' ED'S PtBLIC SCHOOL CHOICE PROGR..\~IS ...\TA GL..\:\CE 

I 

I Program 
: 

1999 Purpose ' Funding and Participation Public School 
~ame ...\ppropriati Targeting ( 1998) Choice 

I 

on ! Services I 

I i 

Public I SI 00 million ( 1) Pro\·ide , Discret1onar1 1 31 states (including Planmng and 
Charter financial i grants wtth a D.C. and Puerto program 
Schools assistance to maximum 3 year Ricol design, and 
Program charter schools: duration made to dissemination 

(2) evaluate states wtth charter Directly to se\·eral grants 
their school authorizing schools m AR .. ~. 
effectiveness: legislation. SEAs HI. MS. i'.rH. ~~I. 
(3) establtsh a make competiti\'e and NV 
gre:tter number subgrants to 
of high-quality charter schools in Smee 1994 
charter schools partnership with a enactment. nearly 

public charter three-fourths of all 
granting entity operating charter 

schools ha\·e 
received at least 
one sub-grant 

Magnet S l 04 million (!)Help Discretionary 57 districts Planning, 
Schools reduce. grant with a materials, staff, 
Assistance eliminate. or maximum three Typically 5 schools and 
Program prevent year duration per district. over instructional 

i mmonty group made to distncts half of these ser:e programs 
I 

isolat10n: I wtth approved elementary school 
(2) promote desegregation chtldren 
systemic plans 
reform: (3) 
implement 
innovation 
programs: and 
(4) improve 
student 

I performance I 

I I i I 
I 
; Source C S. Department of Educal!on. 
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Public Charter Schools Program 

Charter schools are public schools th::it ::ire allowed to operate under ::i negotiated ::igreement---or charter­
in which they are granted exempt10ns !Tom state and local regulations in exchange for meeting ::i set of 
performance-based goals. The PCSP le:;1slat1on provides for a program that awards grants to state 
educational agencies (SEAsl or other e!1g1ble applicants in states where SEAs elect not to participate. The 
PCSP funds are then subgr::inted to schools. The amount of funds that a PCSP gr::intee recel\·es depends on 
several factors, including the amount of fi..inds available. the quality of the application as determined by 
peer reviewers. the grantee· s need based on the projected number of subgrantees;schools to be supported, 
and the amount that the SEA has decided 1t will provide to each subgrantee. 

The PCSP's explicit purpose is to address charter schools' needs for initial financial support by 
providing start-up funds for up to three years. A second program purpose 1s to evaluate the effects of 
charter schools on schools and students. focusing on how these schools contribute to the improvement of 
learning. Congress cited charter schools as promising new educational models for helping children 
achieve high standards as well as for promoting reform generally. Recognizing mounting evidence of a 
lack of access to start-up funding to get these schools off the ground. the PCSP was enacted as the first 
federal program specifically targeted for charter schools. 

The charter schools model cle::irly rer1ecrs the overarching principles of the 1994 reauthonza11on. 
Specifically, charter schools: ( 1) are required set the same high standards that states require of all of their 
schools: (2) are given flexibility in designing and implementing their educational program: (3) are directly 
accountable for student performance because their charters could be revoked 1f they fail to reach those 
standards: and (4) involve parents in their children's education by giving them the opportunity to open 
their own school or choose a school for their children. 

The PCSP was reauthorized in October of 1998. In this reauthonzatlOn. several changes were made to 
address barriers to establishing effectn·e charter schools. including: 

• Flexibility: Many state laws do not provide charter schools with meaningful autonomy from state 
and local regulations. The reauthorized PCSP sets a funding pnonty for states that allow schools 
control over their budgets and expenditures. 3 

• Accountability: In exchange for flexible operations. schools are held accountable for student 
performance results. To encourage this practice. the reauthonzed PCSP sets a funding pnority for 
states and schools that have clear and measurable objectives for student performance. 
Additionally, funding pnoriry 1s given to states that renew their charter schools regularly, at least 
every five years." 

• Disseminatio11 gra11ts.· Charter schools can be thought of as laboratones for school reform efforts 
that help inform other public schools of innovative ways to overcome barners to improving 
student performance. In order to facilitate this practice. states may reserve up to 10 percent of 
their grant a\vard to make dissemination subgrants. These grants can be made to charter schools 
that have been open for at least three consecutive years and have demonstrated O\·erall success. 
including 1mpro' mg student ach1c,·ement. maintaining high levels of parent sat1sfact1on. and 
providing: the mJ.nagement and kJdership necessary to overcome 1mtial start-up problems. 
D1ssemmation grant funds cJn be used to assist other schools in adapting the charter school's 
program or to disseminate information about the charter school through such act1vit1es as technical 
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assistance. partnerships. curnculum matenals. and e\'aluations that document the successful 
practices of the charter school program. 5 

\lagnet Schools Assistance Program 

\lagnet schools are designed as a rnluntary tool for desegregating schools by establishing 
educational programs that draw students of different racial, ethnic. social and economic 
backgrounds together. The \1SAP leg1slat1on provides for a program of grants to Local Education 
Agencies ( LEAs) which then fund pre-designated schools. \lSA.P funds may be used for plannmg. 
promotional acti\'ities. and for expenditures necessary for the management of programs in magnet schools 
that are directly re lated to the 1mpro\·ement ot students· reading, knowledge or ski! ls of mathematics, 
science. history. geography. English. foreign languages. art. music. or improving vocational skills. MSAP 
grantees are prohibJted from usmg \1S . ..\P funds for transportanon. 

Federal support for magnet schools dates back to 1972 when President Nixon established the Emergency 
School Assistance Program by Ex.ecuuve Order. In 1976. Congress enacted the Emergency School 
Assistance Act ( ESAA) which was then elimmated as a separate program m 1981 and consolidated with 
other programs as a part of the Chapter 2 block grant under the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1981. In 1984. Congress enacted the '.\fagnet Schools Assistance Program to provide financial assistance 
to LL\s that lost federal funds because of the repeal of the ESAA .. When Congress reauthonzed the 
MSAP statute m 1994, It strengthened its support for the development of magnet schools that help reduce 
racial isolation m elementary and secondary schools and that enable students to achieve high standards. It 
also enhanced support for magnet school programs to serve a wide range of students. rather than an elite 
group. In addition, Congress also stated that magnet schools receivmg MSAP funding should design 
innovative educational programs and prepare students for future careers, clearly linking them to the overall 
framework of reform m the 1994 reauthorizat10n. 

Exhibit 8.2 shows the time line of the \fagnet Schools Assistance Program and Public Charter Schools 
Program. 

EXHIBIT 8.2 
Pl;BLIC SCHOOL CHOICE Tl\IELl;'l;E 

\1SAP 
enacted 

1984 

~1SAP 

reauthonzed 

1988 1992 

t 
;chool is 

•'pened 

:-;uurc-: L·.s. Department uf [Juc1110n 

\1SAP reauthonzed PCSP 
PCSP enacted reauthorized 

1994 1998 

\1SAP 
reauthorized 

(expected 1 

i 
1999 

Final \1SAP & 
PCSP e,·a\uanon 
repons 

2000 

t 
First \ISAI' 

evaluat1on report 
First PCSP 

C' aluauon report 

I ... 
2002 
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What Do \Ve Know About Good Practice'? 

In enacting the PCSP and the '.\IS...\P in 1994. Congress recognized that in order to be equitable and 
effective. public school choice must be integrated within the context of local reform and the 
framework of higher standards for all children. Research suggests both what charactenzes ··good" 
public school choice as well as undesirable effects caused by poorly designed choices." Thus. public 
school choice programs should be carefully crafted according to the follow mg set of standards: 

• Choice programs should apply only to public schools that offer equal access to all students. 
Public schools are open and free to all children. regardless of their religion. race. educational 
needs. or family income. They do not charge tuition and do not operate to make a profit. Voucher 
programs that allow the use of public funds for pnvate educat10n do not adhere to this critical 
principle. 

• Like other public schools. schools of choice should maintain high standards for all of their 
students. and they should be accountable for achieving those standards. Schools of choice 
should be accountable not only to the families they serve. but also to the public as a whole. 
Providing regular informauon to the public about their performance 1s essennal for schools of 
choice to remain accountable to their communities for sernng the best interests of all children. 

• Choice programs should promote variety and innovation in public schools. Central to the 
promise of choice 1s its potential to expand the options available to all children. particularly those 
that have been historically underserved. Recogmzing that there 1s no one model that successfully 
serves the umque needs of all students. public school choice programs must promote real options 
for families. 

• Choice programs should help families overcome factors that restrict their choices, especially 
lack of information about schools. To give all parents equal opportumty to take ad\·antage of the 
options available to them. targeted and sustained efforts must be made to reach out to all families, 
especially those m disadvantaged areas. Two barriers that can drastically reduce the capacity of 
fam!lies to exercise choice are a lack of informat10n and lack of access to transportation: these 
kinds of issues must be addressed \Vlthin local contexts to ensure choice 1s contributing to the 
improvement of all children. 

How \Vell Are the Programs \Vorking? 

On balance. both the PCSP and the '.\ISAP support the public school choice standards described 
above. Both programs support the dewlopment of nev.r or s1gmficantly revised public schools that are 
open and accessible to all students. Less 1s known about the extent to which schools with PCSP or MSAP 
funds address bamers to choice for all students. such as access to complete mformat10n. or are truly 
accountable to the public for student performance. although there is some anecdotal e\·1dence that grantees 
are promoting these goals. 
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Public Charter Schools Program 

As descnbed earlier in this ch:mter. the Public Charter Schools Program was enacted both to meet the goal 
of helping a large number of ..:i1arter schools defray the costs of starting a new school. as well as to 
evaluate the effect charter schools hase on students. student ach1e\'emem. staff. and parents. :\ National 
Study of Charter Schools. a r"our-year research study to document and analyze the charter school 
movement, began collecting data in the 1995-96 school d1stnct and will present Its final report m the fall 
of\ 999. In addition. a comprehens1\'e e\·aluation of the PCSP that began m the fall of\ 998 will continue 
to inform Congress on the program· s etfrct1 \'eness m the com mg years. 

Expa11sio11 of chaner schools: \linnesota was the first state to enact charter 
school authorizmg leg1slat10n in 1991. since that time. 3-t states. the District 
of Columbia. and Puerto Rico have followed suit. The number of charter 
schools has risen dramatically as well. rea.chmg O\'er 1.100 schools in the 

Program Indicators: By 
the year 2000. 40 states will 
have charter schools 
legislation. 

\ 998-99 school year. up from fewer than 300 m 1995-96. 

Exhibit 8.3 shows both the total number of states \vith charter school 

By the year 2002. there will 
be 3.000 charter schools in 
operation around the nation. 

legislation. as well as the number of new states \Vlth charter school legislation . ...._ __________ _. 

EXIIlBIT 8.3 
~IBER OF STXITS \\ 1lll CTIARfER SCHOOLS LEGISLATION 
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D Total nurrticr of states v. i th 
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Source: LS ~t of EduGuion. 

F1111ding and targeting: The PCSP has reached a large proportion of charter schools. In FY 1998. 
the PCSP made awards to 31 states !including the D1str1ct of Columbia and Puerto Rico). as well as 
directly to several schools in .\nzona .. \rbnsas. Hawa11. '.\l!ss1ss1pp1. >ievada. '.'Jew Hampshire. and New 
\'1ex1co bt:cause their respectm:: SE..\s either chose not to apply for funds or \\ere ineligible. States have 
funded nearly all of their schools \\Ith their PCSP grants. \\llh the exception of :\nzona :md Caltfom1a. 
which ;iccount for abour ..\() pc:"Cent of all chan:cr schools na11nn,,1Jc Since rhc program was enacted in 
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l 994. nearly three-fourths of all operating charter schools had received federal support. as well as nearly 8 
in 10 ot those m the planrnng stages. 

O\·er the lifetime ot the gr:rnt program. charter schools have received an average of 560.000 in federal 
funds per year. with individual grants ranging from 53.300 to 5420.000. Although precise tigures are not 
Jsailable. it is estimated that tederal funds co\·er about six percent of the total annual costs of running a 
school.- With JUSt seven states pro\·1drng start-up funds~ and more than half of charter schools indicating 
that the lack ot start-up funds 1s a sigmticant bamer.') it 1s unlikely that the number of charter schools 
would have grown at such a rapid pac~ without the financial support available through the PCSP. 

Exhibit 8.4 shows a state-by-state breakout of PCSP grant awards m 1997. as well as the number of 
schools supported m each state. t Not all awards are made to SEAs: some rnd1vidual schools applied 
directly to ED for awards. Only states with charter school authorizmg legislat10n are eligible to apply.) 

EXHIBIT SA 
Pl.BLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS PROGRA:\l 1997 

GRA'.'IT AWARDS 

1997 Grant 
=Schools 

Supported 

Alaska s 1.516.500 11 
Arizona 53.221.226 17 
California 53.399,959 29 
Colorado 52.024.372 -13 
Connectlcut 51.286.371 15 
Delaware 5691.302 10 
Distnct of Columbia 52.063.095 2l 
Florida 5-U66.026 33 
Georgia 51.609.380 IS 
Hawaii 5239.635 2 
Illino1s 5782.850 ' 
Kansas 5900.000 13 
Louisiana 5373.711 2 
Massachusens 52.939.142 2-l 
Michigan 5-L943.392 93 
Minnesota 52. l 83.458 2; 

New Jersey 51.759.355 2-l 
New \1exico s 170.173 I 
North Carolma 52.-190.276 59 
Oregon 5779,948 ,-
Pennsyl\'anta s 1.333.333 6 
Puerto Rico s 1.990.412 36 
South Carolina 5 l.-1-17. 900 -l 
Texas 52.-115.167 60 
Wisconsin 51.]~6.5-18 38 

Tut al S-16A83.531 616 

Sourc·c· LS Dc·r:inn~ent nf Eclucatinn. 
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Educatio11a/ Opportunity: Charter schools appear to be serving a 
demographic profile of students similar to those in public schools. 
These national averages. howe\'er. mask significant state-by-state 
\'anability that show many states ser.-ing large percentages of 
underserved populations as \veil as a h~rndful of states that have charter 
schools with a higher proportion or white students. Specifically, 

Program Indicator: 
Studies will show that 
chaner schools are open 
and accessible to all 
students. 

companng the enrollments of rac1al/ethmc minorities, students with disabilities. students with limited 
English proficiency (LEP). and low-income students m charter schools to statewide averages suggests the 
following: 

• RaciaVethnic composition. i-.tore than 70 percent of charter schools are not "'rac1ally distinct," 
that 1s, they are \V1thin 20 percent of their distnct average. Of those schools that are racially 
distinct from their distncts. the maJonty serve higher proportions of minonty students than their 
districts. However. mmonry enrollments vary considerably by state. For example. Texas charter 
schools enroll only 13 percent white students compared to 46 percent statewide: on the other hand, 
Alaska charter schools enroll 82 percent white students compared to 63 percent statewide. 10 

• Students with disabilities. Charter schools serve a somewhat smaller proportion of students with 
disabilities compared to all public schools: 8 percent compared to 11 percent. Enrollments of 
students with disabilities m charter schools vary markedly by state, ranging from 2 percent in New 
Jersey to 25 percent m Florida. 11 

• Students with limited proficiency in English. Charter schools are intended to serve all kinds of 
students. mcludmg LEP students. Public school students with limited proficiency in English are 
concentrated in a few states and LEP students in charter schools mirror this pattern. 
Approximately one in ten students served either by charter schools or other public schools have 
limited proficiency in English The largest numbers of such students m states with charter schools 
are m California and Texas: charter schools in Texas enrolled a significantly higher percentage of 
LEP students ( 23 percent) than the total of all public schools in the state (13 percent), while 
California charter schools enrolled a somewhat smaller percentage ( 18 percent) than all its public 

I, 
schools (25 percent). -

• Low-income students. i\at1onally. the percentage of students in charter schools who are eligible 
for free or reduced-price lunches under the National School Lunch Program-a measure for 
poverty-is about the same as students enrolled mall public schools: slightly more than a third. 
Again, these compansons differ at the state level. For example, more than half of the students in 
Minnesota charter schools are eligible for free or reduced-pnce lunches, while just over a quarter 
of all public school students in Minnesota are. Conversely. 30 percent of Georgia ·s charter school 
students are eligible compared to 40 percent overall. 13 

In addition to these aggregate measures, several charter schools specifically serve at-risk students. In fact, 
\-lmnesota·s authorizing legislation describes these types of schools as a key aspect of charter school 
reform in their state, and their charter schools serve high proportions of all special populations of students 
Jescnbcd above. Also. of the 798 federally funded charter schools. 154 pnmanly served students who 
\\Cre ";:it-nsk" or required special savices (1.e .. un<lerser\'ed. dropped out. lo\\-ach1e\mg. LEP students, 
~tudcnts living m poverty. or schools othenv1se termed ";:iltcmat1ve .. ). 1

• 
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Flexibility and autonomy: Early nidence suggests charter 
schools are having trouble obtaining significant autonomy 
in exchange for clear accountability for student 
performance. Understand mg how \\ell charter schools reflect 
this v1s1on 1s cntical m order to assess adequately the promise 
of this reform. 

Many state charter school authonzmg statutes do not allow 
schools to have control over basic funcuons such as budgeting, 

Program Indicator: By 2002. 75 
percent of states recelVlng PCSP 
funds \Vtll exempt chaner schools 
from significant state and local rules 
that inhibit flexible operation. and 
each chaner school will have a high 
degree of autonomy. 

acquiring services. and hiring and finng capabil1t1es, and do not allow charter schools to operate outside 
of the local school distnct.;; Without such tlex1bi11ty. charter schools are less likely to serve as models for 
redes1gnmg governance strucrures m public schools. 

Acco1111tability: States, charter granting entities, and charter schools are finding it a challenge to 
implement meaningful accountability mechanisms for charter schools. The National Study of Charter 
Schools found that every charter school that reported coming up 
for review by 1997 had had its charter renewed by its chartering 
agency, 10 indicatmg that at least charter schools are meeting the 
approval of their chartering agencies. However. as charter 
schools have come up for renewal. their charter granting entities 
are using vastly different criteria for their review. 

A study of charter schools in Cali fom1a. for example. found that 
charter schools are more typically held accountable for fiscal 
viability rather than the academic achievement of students. both 
because there was no stable state assessment program for public 
schools, and because some charter schools promoted goals other 
than academic achievement (such as behavioral md1cators or 
safety). 17 The existence of different entities to which charter 
schools are accountable also resulted m vastlv different 

Program Indicator: By 2002. 75% 
of states receiving PCSP fonds will 
require each charter school's charter 
to include measurable objectives and 
specific time lines for meeting student 
performance goals. including the 
extent to which students meet or 
exceed state performance standards. 
States will also require chartering 
enrines to hold chaner schools 
accountable for meeting the terms of 
their charter at least once every five 
years. 

accountability plans and methods m Colorad~. 18 While there are examples of charter school accountability 
mechanisms that retlect a strong emphasis on academic results. like those implemented m the Los Angeles 
Unified School Distnct, 19 on balance. implementmg meaningful accountability mechanisms remains a 
challenge for many states. charter grantmg entities. and charter schools. 

Regardless of differences m state !Jw. charter schools are held accountable for the achievement of their 
students. To assess how well students are faring academically m charter schools. we first need to know the 
kinds of tests charter schools are us mg and for what purposes. as these issues have bearing on how to 
interpret the assessment results. First. nearly all states with charter schools require through their 
authorizing statutes that their charter schools part1c1pate in the state or other relevant assessment program. 
Essentially. state laws and policies treat charter schools like all public schools with respect to assessments. 
However. changes in state and district assessment practices make the longitudmal measurement of student 
performance m charter schools d1fticult. Less than ten states can provide three consecutive years of 
assessment data. While the use of standardized tests and the state ·s assessment test are the most typical 
method of reporting for accountabil 1ry purposes. charter schools also use a number of other assessment 
methods. Most report using performance-based assessments and portfolios to measure student progress.:o 
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Impact 011 student aclrievement: So far. it is too early to tell if 
student achie\'ement is improving in charter schools. both 
because the research base is limited and because the schools 
are young. The final report ot the >iat1onal Study of Charter 
Schools. due out in the fall ot 1999. \\iii examir.e student 
achievement m charter schools. In add1t1on to this srudy, a 
comprehensive evaluat10n of the PCSP will obtain infonnat1on 
on the academic achievement of charter school students. however 
1t ISJUSt underway and cannot contnbute to this report. 

Program Indicator: By the fall of 
1999. a national study of charter 
schools will be completed that 
t:xamines the charactenstics of charter 
schools (e.g .. range of flexibility, 
accountability measures. etc.) and 
examines the impact of charter 
schools on student achievement. 

State and district-level evaluations are another source of information about the achievement of 
students enrolled in charter schools. but so far, preliminary conclusions are mixed. Two 
. • 1 " . 
illuminating examples include Colorado· and Los Angeles·- which are widely regarded as having well-
developed charter school programs. Findings are limited m tenns of the conclus10ns they can draw about 
charter school srudent achievement because the schools have only been operatmg a short time (sometimes 
less than a year). have vastly different assessment practices. and enroll a small number of students in 
limited grade levels. While these e\·aluat1ons are otten held up as models. their methods and findings 
reveal the difficulties in collecting urnfonn. comparable srudent achievement data in charter schools. 

Students in the Los Angeles Umfied School D1stnct Charter Schools mamtam or slightly impro\'e their 
perfonnance over time with respect to students in a comparison group of non-charter distnct schools, with 
a few except1ons.c3 The Colorado e\·a!uat10n found that "the perfonnance of the charter schools. as a 
whole, on the Colorado Student Assessment Program is stronger than state averages. stronger than 
sponsoring distnct averages and stronger than the averages of other schools m the sponsoring districts 
who serve a population of students roughly comparable to the population sen·ed by charter schools. ··2 ~ 

It is not yet clear if and to what extent these fledgling schools can achieve the ultimate goal of any school 
refonn: improving the academic outcomes of students. Ho\vever, some charter schools are demonstrating 
improved outcomes for srudents. and we need to contmue to monitor how and to what extent they do so m 
the future. 

Impact 011 public sclroo/ systems: \\'e know little about the 
early impact of charter schools on neighboring schools. but 
available data suggest that charter schools are generally not 
perceived as strong agents for change by neighboring schools. 
That 1s not surprising given the short lifetimes and small numbers 
of charter schools. A 1998 Umvers1ty of California at Berkeley 
study of 25 districts in eight states affected by charter schools 
revealed that the majority of districts did not respond to the 

Program Indicator: By the year 
2000. increasing numbers ot charter 
schools will work with other charter 
schools and traditional public schools 
to dt:velop. study and disseminate 
promising educational practices. 

advent of charter schools with "swift. dramatic improvements" m their educational programs: the majority 
of districts had responded to charters slowly and m small \vays. However. almost one quarter of the districts 
in the study had responded energetically to the ad\·ent of charters and s1gmticantly altered their educational 
. ~5 

programs. 

:\lagnet Schools Assistance Program 

. .\s described earlier m this chapter. the \IS:\P \\:l:; enacted to reduce minority group 1solat1on. contnbute 
to systemic refonn. offer innovat1\'e educational programs. and improve student performance. A 
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comprehensive evaluat10n or' the \!S . .\P that will obtam mfonnat1on on all four of these purposes 1s 
underway. However. supple:nental sources tell a story about how the ivlSAP is workmg and will be 
drawn upon here. 

Expansion of magnet schools: The number of magnet schools has grown substantially. quadrupling 
between the early 1980s and today. Current estimates place the number of magnet schools at over 
-UOO. serving approximately l .5 million students. 

Funding and targeting. The '.\ISAP FY 1998 grants were awarded to 57 districts with approved 
desegregation plans in 25 states. averaging roughly $1.6 million and ranging from $350.000 to 
nearly $2.9 million (see Exhibit 8.5 below). Out of the 57 districts. 41 had received grants at some 
point previously. Each d1smct uses :he funds m targeted schools-ryp1cally fiye schools per distnct­
over half of which serve elementary school children. Each magnet school received approximately 

'6 $300.000 on average.-

According to preliminary data about the 57 grantees. 31 districts have voluntary desegregation plans. and 
26 distncts have mandatory desegregation plans. The projects range from small. focused projects m only a 
few schools to large programs m many schools. Within the projects. there are MSAP-supported programs 
m 293 magnet schools. They frarure J \ anety of programs. including technology. mathematics. science. 
and tine arts.c .. 

Exh1b1t 8.5 shows the grant award amount for each of the 57 districts. as well as whether or not the district 
was a previous grantee. (Note: Pre\·1ous grantee means having an MSAP grant in any previous grant 
cycle - not necessanly m the last grant cycle.) 

EXHIBIT 8.5 
MAGNET SCHOOLS ASSIST A.'\.CE PROGRAM FY 1998 GR.A ... '\T ..\WARDS 

District State FY98 Grant Award Previous grantee? 

:Vlontgomery County Board of EducJtlon AL $2.074.806 

Phoenix Cnion High School 01stnct AZ 5672.623 \ 

ABC Cnified CA 51.478.354 

Berkeley Unified CA s 1.040.592 

Long Beach Unified CA s 1.535.607 

Los Angeles Unified CA $2.510.344 

Moreno Valley Cnified CA 51.991.371 

San Diego Unified CA 52.533.264 

Capitol Region Education Council CT 5350.000 

N~w Haven City CT 52.412.995 •j 

Gadsden County FL S893.493 

Lee County School Board FL 51.566.63~ 

:Vliami-Oade County FL 52.715.6.35 

Palm Beach County School Board FL 52.400.488 

Pinellas County School f3o;ird FL s l.736.255 \ 

Seminole Counry FL 52.523.078 
St. Lucic County School Board FL s 1.799.6()6 

Decan1r Public IL 5491.364 \ 
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EXHIBIT 8.5 
'lAGNET SCHOOLS .-\SSIST.-\ ... "iCE PROGR.\.\I FY 1998 GRA:"iT AWARDS 

District 
Indianapolis Public Schools 
FJyette County 
Topeka Public Schools 
Monroe City 
St. John the BJpt1st Pansh Public Schools 
\fontgomery County 
Springfield Public Schools 
Kalamazoo 
Madison County 
City of St. Louis 
Montcla1r Board of Education 
Beacon City 
Freeport Public Schools 
i':YC Community School D1srrict =3 
0iYC Community School Distnct :: l 0 
NYC Community School D1smct :: I 5 

NYC Community School Dismct =22 

NYC Community School Dismct :r28 
NYC Community School District ;:30 

Newburgh City 
Rochester City 
Yonkers City 
Bleden County 
Charlotte-\1ecklenburg County Schools 
Edgecombe Public Schools 
Wake County Public Schools 
Dayton Public Schools 
OklahomJ City 
Providence 
HJmilton County 
Amarillo Independent 
Corpus Christi Independent 
Victoria Independent 
Wichita Falls Independent 
Danville 
Roanoke Public Schools 
Seattle Public Schools 
Tacoma School District~ l 0 

YJkima Public Schools 
Total '.\umber of Prnious Grantees 

Source: L.S. DepJrtrnent of EducJt1on 

State 
f.\i 

KY 
KS 
LA 
LA 
\10 
\IA 
Ml 
MS 
\10 

:--JJ 
NY 
'.\Y 
~y· 

'.'JY 
NY 
NY 

NY 
l'iY 
NY 
NY 
NY 
NC 

NC 
NC 
NC 
OH 
OK 
RI 
TN 

TX 
TX 
TX 
TX 
VA 

VA 

WA 

WA 

WA 

FY98 Grant Award 
52.370.490 

SI.820.924 

5464.958 

51.339.136 
S502.308 

Sl.107.283 

S2.335.896 

51.930.364 

5842.687 

52,705.313 

S6 l 9.479 

5428.447 

5921.886 

51,928.628 

s 1.492. 932 
S2.829.108 
$1,835.912 

Sl.783,311 
$2,418.693 

Sl.061.47-l 

52.576,693 

S2,466.310 
$544,790 

$2,656,683 

$1,530.693 

$2.171,309 

S2.574.373 

52.652.448 

$2.856.392 
$2.401.878 

$573.583 
$1,441.145 

$2.242,389 

$1,772,289 

S 1,208,601 

$958.050 

$1.194.516 

5 l.997.271 
51.214.752 

Pre\'ious grantee'? 
~J 

\/ 

I 

\/ 

\' 

\/ 

\' 

\/ 

I 
\/ 

\/ 
I 

\ 

" I 
\/ 

41 
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Initial examination of Exhibit S.5 shows that while some of the nal!on · s largest urban centers \Vlth senous 
mmonry group 1solat10n. such as New York Ctry and Los Angeles Unified D1srrict. received magnet 
school grants in 1998. other large racially isolated cities, such as Chicago and Baltimore. did not receive 
grants. Some of the d1stncts that rece1\·ed grants are not necessanly in the most racially isolated parts of 
the state. It 1s important to understand. howe\·er. that m some cases. large racially isolated urban centerc; 
did not submn proposals: or they ma:: ha\·e submirted them. but due to the highly competlli\'e narure of the 
grant. they did not receive funding. The kvel or degree of mmonry group 1solat10n in a project is not one 
of the selection criteria used by :Vt SAP to make hrrants. 

MSAP grant awards are determined by peer reviewers (from outside the Department of Education) who 
take into account the following selection cntena: qualiry of the project design: quality of the plan of 
operation: qualiry of personnel: qua I Hy of the e\·aluat1on plan: the budget and resources of the project: and 
the commitment and capacity of the d1stnct to contmue the project after the three years of the grant. In 
addition to these selection cntena. the reviewers also give pnomy to those applications that: 
( 1) demonstrate greatest need: ( 2) propose new or significantly expanded magnet programs: ( 3) propose to 
select students !or admission to the magnet schools on the basis of a lortery 1 f schools are over-subscribed: 
(4) propose to draw on community tn\oh·ement plans: and (5) demonstrate how the project w11l 1mplement 
innovative approaches that are consistent with state and local systemic reform plans. Finally. if total 
:'vtSAP funds are in excess of S75 mtll1on. special pnonry is gi\·en to applicants that were not funded m the 
previous grant cycle. 

In summary, grants are awarded to distncts based on the qualiry of the proposal they submit to the 
Department of Educat10n with respect to the cntena above. In general. school districts with considerable 
expenence in grant applications tend to have an advantage in discretionary grant competitions of all types. 
Some d1stncts hire consultants to assist them in \\Titmg applicat10ns. The Department also offers technical 
assistance to those who request it. Technical assistance by the MS . .\P includes reg10nal workshops that 
provide information such as how to prepare applications, what the eligibiliry requirements are. and the 
pnorit1es they need to address. The :VtSAP also provides one-on-one communicauon, as well as copies of 
funded proposals applicants may use as models. If a proJect was not funded. the MSAP can provide access 
to the evaluation of that project's proposal and technical assistance during the next funding eye le. 

Educational opportunity: Students who participated in magnet programs would likely not have had 
comparable educational opportunities in the absence of these programs. This finding is from a 1997 
report from the Citizens' Comm1ss1on on Civil Rights. which examined the extent to which magnet 
schools offered improved educational opportunities for poor and minority children m St. LoUJs. Cincinnati, 
and Nashville. All three distncts received MSAP funding in at least one grant cycle. Not surprisingly, 
high percentages of minonry students artended these magnet schools: the report also notes. however, that 
poor children are more concentrated in non-magnet schools. 28 

Desegregation: One of the MSAP's statutory goals is to eliminate. reduce. 
or prevent mmoriry student 1solallon in targeted schools. Applicants to the 
Magnet Schools Assistance Pro~rram must specit'y their desegregation 
obJectives. whether they have mandatory or voluntary plans. 

The 1998 grantees demonstrated greater ability to specify their 
desegregation objectiHs. A preliminary examination of the l (J9S \!SAP 
applicallons shov.:ed that desegregation objectives consistent with the 
\tSAP statute could be detcnrnned for :ibout S5 percent of schools t:irgeted 

Program Indicator: Targeted 
schools (those with substantial 
populations of minority group 
students) will dim1nate, 
reduce. or pren!nf minority 
group 1sola11on according to 
1he1r obJeCt1\·e 

for impact. The evaluallon comm1ss1oned by the Deparrment of Education to ex.amine the impact of 
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federally supported magnet schools on school dese!:rregation found that FY 1991-93 '.'vISAP grantees had 
identifiable desegregation goais in thrce-tifths of schools targeted for impact.:'J 

The national evaluat10n of the \IS . ..\P that began in 1998 has provided preliminary data about the 
desegregation objectives of the 1998 grantees. The 5 7 b'Tantee distncts operate a total of 293 programs. 
Of those programs. 11 percent have a go::il of preventing mmomy group isolation m a magnet school; 13 
percent have a goal of eltmm::itmg minonry group isolat10n in a magnet school: 57 percent have a goal of 
reducing minority group isolation m a magnet school: and 3 percent have a goal of preventing. reducing, or 
eliminating minority group 1solat10n in a feeder schoo!.'0 The goals of 16 percent of the programs have not 
yet been classified (due to unc k::ir obJecti ves in applications). however. most of those goals are expected to 
be classified by the end of the evaluation ;i 

Progress in achieving desegregation objectives is still unknown for the 1998 grantees. but the study 
of the 1991-93 grantees found that two-thirds of the schools targeted for impact achieved some 
degree of progress in meeting their desegregation objectives. However. about half of the schools with 
desegregation targets were able to meet their desegregation objectives within the two-year penod of the 
MSAP grant. Schools were generally less successful m meeting specific enrollment targets called for in 
their desegregation plans than they were in moving m the general direction described by their 
desegregation object1\·e. MSAP funds typically were used to foster desegregation in schools that had high 
proportions of minority students and that were located in districts expenencing increases in minority 
enrollments. There were modest impro\·ements in reducing. eliminating. or preventing minority group 
isolation among targeted schools in the grantee districts. but the number of targeted schools that were 
mmonty-isolated increased slightly dunng the two-year penod covered by the MSAP grants. Success in 
meeting desegregation objectives was strongly associated with the demographic conditions surrounding 
the targeted school, with success much less likely in districts with high and rising percentages of minority 
students. 32 

It 1s worthwhile to descnbe the changing context of school d1str1ct demographics to better understand these 
findings from the study of 1991-9 3 grantees. When city school systems first established magnet schools as 
a way to integrate schools voluntanly. their populations consisted largely of minorities and whites who 
lived in segregated sections of each city. With white migration to the suburbs and greater numbers of 
minonty immigrants settling m the c1t1es. city populations have become increasingly non-white and more 
diverse. As a result. there are fewer white children available to help integrate the magnet schools. These 
trends have considerable influence on the extent to which the !\ISAP. as currently conceived. can help 
desegregate schools. 

Race as a Selection Factor: :\ew to the '.\ISAP this grant cycle is a requirement that grantees with 
voluntary desegregation plans only use race in a narrowly tailored way when selecting students for 
admission to MSAP-fuoded magnet schools. In many instances. in order to carry out the MSAP purpose 
of reducing, eliminating or preventing minority group isolation. districts may consider taking race into 
account in assigning students to magnet schools. In order to meet the requirements of Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 and the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution, applicants 
submitting voluntary plans that mvoh·e the use of race m decision making must ensure that the use of race 
satisfies strict scrutmy." That is. the use of race must be narrowly tailored to achieve the important goal of 
reducing. eliminating. or pre\·entmg mmonty group isolation. 

:\mong th~ cons1derat10ns thJt affect a determination of \vhether the use of race ma voluntary plan 1s 
narrowly tailored are: ( 1) whether the district tned or senously considered race-neutral altemati\·es and 
Jeterrnined that such mL'Jsures ha\e not been or \\Ould not be s1mibrly dfecti\e. before resorting to race­
consc1ous action: (2) the scope and tlex1bility of the use of race. including whether 1t 1s subject to a waiver: 
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(3) the manner in which race is used. thac is. whether race determines eltgibtl1ty for a program or whether 
race is JUSt one factor in the decision making process: ( 4) the duration of the use of race and whether It is 
subject to penodic review: and ( 5) the degree :ind type of burden imposed on students or' other r:ices. 3 ~ 

Impact 011 Stude11t Achievemelll: . .\ comprehensive evaluat10n 
of the Magnet Schools Assistance Progr:im that will obtain 
infonnauon on the academic ach1e\·ement of magnet school 
students is underway. There is. howe\'er. some evidence about 
the effectiveness of magnet programs in general. not specifically 
those funded by the MSAP. 

Program Indicator: Srudents will 
show achievement :;ams in core 
subjects. as well as m applied learning 
skills. that meet or exceed the gains for 
srudents in the district as a whole. 

A national-scale research study of magnet school student achievement shows that l01
h -grade students 

in urban magnet schools performed better in reading, science. and social studies than students in 
public comprehensive high schools or private high schools, after accounting for a host of other 
factors that explain achievement differences. These results are from a 1996 study that analyzed data 
from the National Educauonal Longitudinal Survey in 1988 and 1990. The positive gains of the students in 
magnet schools were both statistically and educationally sigmficant.J5 Add1t1onally. the 1997 report from 
the Citizens' Commission on (1\·tl R1£!hts notes that in 1993-94, lo\v-income students anendin!:!: mal!'Tlet 
schools in the three cities in their stud;· outperformed other low-income students in non-mat,rne~ sch~ols. 36 

Options for Strengthening the Programs 

Public Charter Schools Program 

As stated earlier, the PCSP was reauthorized in 1998. This reauthorization addressed several 
barriers to establishing charter schools. including flexibility and accountability. The findings 
presented in this chapter. howe\'er. extend beyond the issues of flexibility and accountability of charter 
schools. Since the statute is newly reauthonzed. the Department of Education ts analyzing other potential 
programmatic improvements. The recommendations presented here can be made administrati\·elv rather 
than legislatively. 

• Increase federal PCSP support for states that target disadvantaged students. The federal 
charter school statute explicitly mentions that charter schools can improve the opportunities 
available to disadvantaged students. While data from the national study of charter schools suggest 
that, overall. charter schools are servmg similar proportions of underserved students as public 
schools. these findings \'ary by state. as \vell as within states. When detennming the grant awards, 
the peer reviewers for the PCSP give 20 percent of available pomts to SEA applicants that target 
educationally disadvantaged students. and an SEA that fails to address the needs of educationally 
disadvantaged students would be unlikely to receive :iny grant at all. An extension of the current 
federal action. then. may be in mcrcasmg PCSP funds to those states that targec and serve 
educationally disadvantaged students. 

• Ensure charter schools receive equitable and sufficient support. Charter schools are 
confounded by a lack of comparahlc access to funds that support public schools. Although the 
1998 re:iuthonz:.ltlon \\tll 1mpacc the equuable distnbucion of federal funds. \\C ha\'e a dearth of 
research on charter schools' access to state and local funds. :\!though researcr. is necessary to 
inform this issue of cyu1tablc funding. a log1cal federal rok may he to direct PCSP funds co those 
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states that ensure that charter schools receive funding that 1s comparable to other public schools in 
the distnct or state. 

:\Iagnet Schools Assistance Program 

. .\I though infonnat1on on the effectiveness of the MSAP is limited. the infonnat1on presented 111 this 
chapter suggests opt10ns for federal policymakers to consider. 

• Clarify the kind of diversity the '1SAP should address. Currently. one of the leg1slat1ve 
purposes of the MSAP 1s to reduce. prevent. or eliminate minority group 1solat10n. This 1s based 
on objectives designed when the nation was dismantling a dual school system ( 1.e. black/white). 
Today. school d1stncts are far more diverse and the MSAP legislation does not distinguish 
between and among minonty groups. placmg Asian. Hispanic. African-American and other 
students into the general category of minonry, and promotes only the integration of such minority 
students with white (non-mmority) students. As the nation looks to its future. clarification is 
needed about 1f and how the purpose of the MSAP could be expanded to include the reduction of 
isolation of students from different ethnic and economic backgrounds m order to adapt to the 
context wnhin which magnet schools are operating. It may be useful to look toward places like 
San Francisco. a city cons1denng an array of socioeconomic factors to use in school assignments, 
including parental educat10n. income. and neighborhood. 37 

• Improve the targeting of :\ISAP funds. While the MSAP does provide substantial technical 
assistance to applicants and grantees. efforts should be strengthened to assist areas with significant 
minority group isolation in competing successfully for funding. An extension of the current 
federal role may be to consider a project's level or degree of minority group isolation as a selection 
critena for MSAP grants. 

• Clarify the intent of the '.\ISAP statute in regards to whether the MSAP should impact 
districtwide desegregation. in addition to impacting indh·idual magnet schools. Although the 
Findings of the MSAP statute suggest that districts are to benefit from the MSAP, the Purpose 
seems to state the impact is intended to be at the school level. It is important to note that for 
approximately 15 years. the Department has interpreted the legislation to mean that the MSAP 
should impact only individual magnet or target schools - except in instances \vhen all schools in 
the district are targeted magnets or feeders. 

• Clarify the role of innorntive programs. The role of the mnovative program authonry 1s not 
clearly defined. Upcoming reauthonzauons should address this part of the MSAP statute. 
Policymakers may wish to consider ending this authority or using 1t as a research and development 
set-aside m which the new approaches to promotmg diversity discussed previously can be 
designed. evaluated. and emulated when appropriate. 

• Implement an information management system that could provide data regarding the 
overall progress of the '.\ISAP grantees. The MSAP staff do monitor the projects that receive 
grants by obtaining yearly progress reports and by commumcatmg directly \\"Ith project directors. 
However. the pro!:,rram does not h:n·e an information management system that can aggregate the 
progress reports or provide data on the program as a whole. One of the objectives of the 
Department"s >:at10nal E\aluatlon of the MSAP is to begin developing a database that will contain 
information about e:.11.:h project in the 1998-2001 gr:rnt cyck. Tl11S database ,,i]l be updated dunng 
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the four years of the study. It may be possible that once the evaluation is completed. the structure 
of this database could then be used by the Magnet School Assistance Program office to track 
projects. 

Concluding Thoughts 

The federal efforts to promote public school choice in 1994 represented a new approach to this aspect of 
school reform. While much has been accomplished since then. there is still work to be done to bener 
promote and support public schools of choice that equitably serve all children (particularly underserved 
students), improve academic performance. and provide rnluable lessons that can be used to improve public 
educat10n generally. 
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9. IS THE SCHOOL-TO-\VORK OPPORTUNITIES ACT 
HELPING GRADUATES LEA VE SCHOOL READY TO BEGIN 

CAREERS OR TO CONTINUE THEIR STUDIES? 

KEY FI1'l)INGS 

• Increasing collaboration between employers and schools has been a particularly successful 
aspect of SDVOA 1mplemcntat1on. In 1996-97. half of all high schools involved in school-to­
work partnerships reported that employers had provided training or internship opportunities 
for school staff. STWOA partnerships play an important role in promotmg and coordinating 
program activities. but as federal funding ends. their future role 1s uncertain. 

• States support the local implementat10n of STWOA. but the visibtlity of high level 
collaboration among key state agencies has declined. 

• ST\VOA partnerships have tended to favor the provision of varied activities to larger numbers 
of students over a more intensive mix of activities for fewer students. 

• STWOA has fostered the growth of career development activities (e.g .. JOb shadowing. 
works1te visits. career counseling) designed to help students explore career interests. but 
developing a coherent progression among these activities has been difficult. 

• Implementation has tended to move fastest on less-intensive and less-integrated innovations 
(such as JOb shadO\ving and career guidance activities) while improvements m cumculum and 
in coordination between school- and \vork-based learnmg have been limited and uneven. 

• Curriculum changes envisioned m STWOA legislation have been modest; structured career 
programs combining academic and vocational instruction around a career or industry focus 
are offered in about a quarter of SDVOA partnership schools, but usually for relatively few 
students. Integration of academic and vocational instruct10n is spreading slowly. but support 
for these changes usually comes from a small group of teachers. So far. STWOA has placed 
less emphasis on linking secondary and postsecondary education than 1t has on other STWOA 
elements. 

• Students give high marks to their STWOA activities. particularly those that afford them 
workplace experiences and academic classes related to their career goals. Female and 
mmonty students, in particular. rate their school-to-work experiences highly: individualized 
expenences such as JOb shadowing and school-arranged internships earn the highest ratings. 

• Evaluation findings suggest that more students in school-to-work systems see a connection 
bet\veen their academic coursework and career interests, with the largest increases occurring 
among black students and the non-college bound. Whether this translates into 1mpro\·ed 
academic performance is the focus of an evaluat10n currently underway. 

• State and d1stnct efforts to raise academic standards are occumng largely independently of 
ST\\"OA. 
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What Did the 1994 Legislation Seek to Accomplish'? 

Researchers. educators. employers. :md policymakers ha\'e sought ways to make educauon rele\'ant to 
students· future careers. to adapt instruction to the ways in which students learn best. and to ensure that 
students learn the habits and skills that employers value. By adding meaningful context from the world 
of work. educators hope to engage the interest and intellect of students and help them learn more 
effectively. \Vhether learning by doing is accomplished at school or in a work setting. school-to-work 
(STWOA) systems seek to 1mpro\·e career prospects and academic achievement in high school-and 
thereby boost enrollment in postsecondary education and increase the likelihood of obtaining high-skill, 
high-wage employment. 

The sixth ~ational Education Goal states that by the year 2000, every adult American "will possess 
the knowledge and skills necessar~· to compete in a global economy and exercise the rights and 
responsibilities of citizenship." To help achieve this and other National Education Goals. and to 
help ensure that all high school graduates are better prepared to pursue both further education 
and high-skill employment. Congress in 1994 passed the School to Work Opportunities Act 
(STWOA). 

Introduction to the Programs and the 1994 Legislative Changes 

Many federal laws play an 1mponant role in helping America's youth leave high school for either 
postsecondary learning or high skill employment. including: the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. the Carl Perkins Vocational Education Act. and the Higher Education Act. However, this chapter 
focuses solely on the leg1slat1ve vehicle enacted in 1994 to support these goals-the School-to-Work 
Opportunities Act (PL 103-239). Because this legislation expires in 200 I. this chapter includes a 
discussion othow similar programs. such as vocat10nal education. can build upon and sustain some of 
the promising efforts supponed through school-to-work. 

Congress targeted both economic competitiveness and educational equity \vhen it passed STWOA. The 
economic fear was that too many of the nation's youth. particularly those who are not enrolled m college 
preparation programs, leave high school inadequately prepared to succeed in tomorrow·s more 
technologically-soph1st1cated and higher-skill JObs. In addition. Congress wished to address growing 
income inequ1ues attnbutable to educational attainment. In the 1980s, the gap bet\veen the earnings of 
college graduates and md1v1duais \V1th a high school education or less widened to its greatest level since 
the 1930s. 1 Real wages fell precipitously for dropouts and those who possessed only a high school 
diploma.: In this environment. Congress became increasingly concerned about the economic prospects 
of the 14 percent of young Americans who do not earn a high school diploma or GED and the more than 
70 percent who never complete a four-year baccalaureate:' 

STWOA provides "venture capital" to states and localities to undenuite the initial costs of 
planning and establishing statewide systems for helping young people make more effective 
transitions between high school and careers or further education. Federal investments are 
intended to create new programs and to support the expansion and improvement of ongoing 
efforts. 

The Act encourages localities to de\·elop educational programs that combine school-based and work­
based learning. integrate vocational and academic education. and strengthen the connections between 
high school and postsecondary progrJms. It was not intended to operate as a "'stand-alone·· program, but 
rather. to leverage suppon from ong01ng state. local and federal sources. Because it pro\·1des seed 
func.l1ng. ST\\"OA is authorized only through September 2001' Exhibn 91 summanzes this bnefhistory 
of school-to-work tnillatlves. 
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To promote local experimentation, Congress gave states and localities significant discretion to 
design and implement school-to-work systems. These systems are to meet needs determined by 
formal partnerships of employers, educators, parents. labor unions. and others. The law is 
minimally prescriptive. The intent of Congress was to promote local innovation through incentives and 
technical assistance. not through compliance requirements. However, the law does specify that local 
efforts should provide access for any interested student to a program of study that includes the three 
components summarized below: 5 

• School-based learning. The law encourages partnerships to create student opportunities for 
career exploration by no later than the seventh grade. By the end of 11th grade. students should 
select a coherent sequence of courses (called a "career maJor" m the Act) that prepares them for 
etther postsecondary education or employment in a broad industry or occupational area. These 
courses of study should meet high academic standards as set by the State and also offer students 
a chance to earn portable. mdustry-recogmzed skill certificates. 

• Work-based learning_ The law encourages local in1tiat1\'es to provide part1c1patmg students 
with adult mentonng and a range of work experiences. coordinated with the1r school curnculum 
and program of study. The work experience should provide progressively more advanced skill 
instruction and encompass all aspects of the student's chosen industry or career area. 

• Connecting activities. The law encourages partnerships to help coordinate the interactions 
among schools. employers. and young people through assistance \\Ith recruiting employers. 
matching students w1th work e.xpencnccs. and helping employers work \vith students. 

f3etween 1994 and 1998. Congress appropriated nearly S 1.5 billion for grants to states and local 
partnerships." Although most grants did not target rec1p1ents on the basis of need. about S70 million was 
;ii located for grants to high-po\'erty urban and rural communlltes. Congress intended for annual 
appropnat1ons to peak mid-way through the Act· s Ii te and then taper off until the federal tn\'estment ends 
m 2001. The largest appropriation was S400 million in both FY 1997 and FY 1998. For FY 1999. 
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