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students' educatioal accomnpbis.hrents equal and in manycases surpass those of students in previous year. Withrespect to minority children, prime targets for Chapter 1,the National Assessment of Educational Progress show ,signifscant gains in both reading and mathematics.Tbe forthcoming reauthorization of Chapter 1 providesan opportunity to increase resources in low-incoreschools. While the programn currently benefits electedgroups of children, particularly by providing remedalinstruction, it bas almost no impact on the overall qualityof schools in poor communities. This is because Chapter 1,as currently funded, has not kept up with the require­ments either in poor inner-city or in rural schools, andbecause the funds are too widely dispered. Indeed,Chapter I funds go to almost half of the elementaryschools in the country with as few as 10 percent poorchildren. That's the political reality. But it does pot haveto be that nary.
Chapter I should reformulated to play a far moresignificant role by increasing and concentrating fundingfor the atioa'as lowest-income schools. The programmould then have the potential to go beyood remedalinstruction for relatively few students and, instead, pro­vide conpre.hbenaive improvementu in the overall quality ofeducatioa in our poorest communities
lf we focus attentioa oa proposals that promise every.thing except resources, low-incone schools will again bethe losen. The children in these schools need an equalchance. And they need it not tonarrow, after the atuon'sooic growth has been restored. They peed it todayso that, when the economy does turn aroand, a newgeeration oaf low-income youngsters will not-yetagain-be ahat oat.
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Sure-Fire School Reform
lou can solve aproblem by throwing money at it.

The most rentcrisis in US. public education is ooe
that no ooe wants to deal with. Our proposed reforms"­
restructured schools, roachers, national standards and
national testingtinier st the margins. These reforms
appeal because they don't coot a lot of mosey. However,
they do pot respond to the real problem: the seriousderfading of our io-icore urban ad rural schools.l Ssreden, per-pupil erp iditures in low-incomeschools are two to three tires higher tian in affluent
chooia. These ratios are also quite common in the United
Sates only bere, rich children are the winer.

Up until so, we hare chosennot to make the Deeded
rvestment in low-income tities. Uder the cir­eases., policy maulers would be rea±sic abort vat

can ad cannot be accomplished by rhetoric about worid­
ciaas stadrds, accountability or choice. Setting vagueand unreahuc goals, or constructing additional test±,does not sat zitute for high-quality education. He ll pot
produce bet.er schools- no matter what peripbenal re­
forms are implemented-unless we address the hugedaparities in per-pupil expendrres between affluent ad
poor school districts.

Indeed, increased pressure to measure performance is
Elely to hare tbe are result as in Egland: testing oa amaaare scale, recently brought to a halt by the rebellion"of teachers, principals and parents. A focus an test scoresadds eoroas.ly to bareaacracy ad paperwork, pralifer­ates an emviroamemt af rote learning and farther discour­age the best teachers fron teaching in the poorestcommunities. It does not improve education. lt tells us
ohy what we already ion-the effectu of iadequateresources and poverty an the learning experience,

We have ot respooded to the financial problems ilo-incone schools primarily because we are saddled with
myths that have diminisbed political sapport for increased
funding in our poorest schools. The first myth bolds thatlo-cone children actually receive, because of per­cerred federal largess, more educational funding than domore affluent youngsters. This myth amounts to Hittlemore than a denial of reality:. The fact is tbere are vastdifferences in educatioa expenditures acroas districts andschools nwen after tie addition offederal funds Federal
programs do pot provide anything close to the level of
funding needed to compensate for the large inequalities in
expenditures between low-icore and more affluentschool district±.

For enample, the 100 poorest districts in Teras spendman menage of just under $3,000 per student. The 10owealthiest districts, however, spend about $7,200 erstudent. L Illinois, school districts sped between roughly$2,400 ad $8,300 per student. A judge in a schoolfinance cause put it this way:. "lfrooey is inadequate to
improve education, tbe residents af poor districtu shouldat least have an equal opportunity to be disappointed by itufailure."

Toe disparities make a real difference in the servicesprovided to schoolchildren. Low-income schools are lesa
likely to atfr preschool child-development programs, aremore Ekely to stuff addituoal children into indrvidualciuarooaa, are sorely defcet in counseling and asocialerrices and are less likely to have as many teacher withadvanced degrees or to offer s full a curriculum. Tepbrrical facilities are in abysmal decay. lcreased testingrequirements vwoa't help.

The secod mayth holds that we cannot solve theproblem by throwing rooey" at it. That is true oaly if oeaumes that offering poor children the opportunitiesroutinely available to their more affluent peers is the areas throwing mooey at as problem. Teacher expertise adexperience, class size, better science laboratories anddecent facilities do matter. If they daa't, rich schooldistricts haven't beard tbe message.Te third myth ias that federal education programs donot word. Yet atioal evaluations of Chapter 1, thengest federal elementary and secondary educatioa pro­gram, sbow that participating students do male gains ibasic still. Moreover, despite the public rhetoric aboutAmerica educatioa, there ia no evidence that studentachievement bas declined in the past generatioa. Our


