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SUMMARY:
... Poverty and educational failure have been inextricably linked in American education. ... Basing its measurements of
poverty on the free or reduced-price lunch levels of schools, the National Assessment of Educational Progress
("NAEP") is a national survey that has been used for almost four decades to ascertain the academic performance of the
nation's students. ... Children in schools with high concentrations of poverty enrollments had lower percentages of
students who graduated from high school on time as well as lower graduation rates. ... Even if children from poverty
complete high school, their post-secondary participation is likely to be considerably poorer than that of nonpoverty
students. ... These are only examples of some of the distinct dimensions of school culture that affect the learning
environment, educational activities, and the educational interactions with children. ... This expectation is at least
partially based on the social class origins of the students. ... Acceleration and enrichment for all students challenge
dominant school cultures in which teachers and the larger community have assumed that low-income students require a
less demanding education than the academic enrichment approaches assumed for students from higher-income
backgrounds. ...

HIGHLIGHT:

Poverty and educational failure have been inextricably linked in American education. Students from low-income
backgrounds experience relatively low levels of academic achievement and fewer years of educational attainment
relative to students from higher-income categories. This Article analyzes the degree to which this educational
disadvantage is due to differences in curriculum, where curriculum is defined as the overall opportunities and
experiences that students face in their schools. Differences in educational success and experiences of the poor are
compared with those of students with greater economic advantages at the preschool, elementary-secondary, and
post-secondary levels. Poverty is shown to be related not only to poor educational outcomes, but also to such
educational disadvantages as lower per pupil expenditures, inferior teacher resources, and segregation from students
with greater educational and material resources. The Article addresses how the odds of educational success for the poor
might be turned around through strategies to modify school experiences in their favor. Particular attention is paid to
academic acceleration through relying more heavily on educational enrichment strategies as a replacement for
educational remediation.
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TEXT:
[*1382]

Introduction

Education has long been the mechanism that democratic societies use to more nearly equalize life chances among those
born into different social circumstances. Capitalist societies are characterized by large differences among families in
income and wealth that clearly influence the experiences and later opportunities available to their children. n1
Presumably these unequal conditions can be largely overcome if high-quality education is provided to all citizens that
will enable fairer access to adult economic, political, and social opportunities.

Virtually all democratic societies sponsor educational systems that embrace the young from an early age through
late adolescence, requiring compulsory attendance to ensure that all students receive a strong educational foundation
that will contribute to more equitable and productive futures for individuals and society. To a large degree this
conception of education dates back to the rationale of the famous educator Horace Mann, who established a system of
common schools. n2 As the distinguished Secretary of the Massachusetts Commission to Improve Education (later the
State Board of Education), Mann issued annual reports on the virtues of the common school. In his 1848 report, he
stated his belief that "education, then, beyond all other devices of human origins, is the great equalizer of the conditions
of men - the balance-wheel of the social machinery... . It prevents being poor." n3 The persuasive power of this view
was reinforced with human capital theory in the 1964 Economic Report of the President, which heralded the U.S. War
on Poverty. n4 The Report stated without qualification: "If children of [*1383] poor families can be given skills and
motivation, they will not become poor adults." n5 Investments in human capital in the children of low-income families
will increase their skills and productivity so that their incomes will rise and will also benefit the welfare and educational
success of their future children.

Unfortunately, more than forty years after this clarion call and the War on Poverty, both adult poverty and child
poverty are still with us. Despite such major federal educational efforts as Head Start and Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 and its reauthorizations, child and adult poverty have maintained themselves at
relatively high and stubborn rates in our affluent society. According to the National Center for Children in Poverty, of
the seventy-three million children from birth to age eighteen, almost thirteen million were living in poverty in 2006 -
almost one out of five. n6 The poverty criterion of the federal government (about $ 20,000 a year for a family of four)
refers to the income needed to meet the most basic needs. n7 To meet reasonable basic family expenses the Center has
found that an income of twice this level would be necessary. n8 Thus, another 21% of children are found above the
poverty line, but still in precarious income circumstances. n9 When families in poverty and the precarious income group
are combined, they account for almost 40% of the child population. n10 And since the year 2000, the proportion of
children from low-income and poor families has been rising. n11

The purpose of this Article is to examine how schools treat students from low-income populations. In particular, to
what degree does school curriculum ameliorate or undermine their educational progress, and what can be done to
support their educational success? In Part I, I will provide a brief review of the educational status of children from poor
and low-income families. This will be followed in Part II by a presentation of what is known about their schools, and
particularly the school curriculum. Finally, Part III will review school curriculum interventions that have shown
evidence of improved [*1384] outcomes for children from poverty backgrounds and will discuss their policy
implications.

I. Poverty and Educational Success

Since the publication of the Coleman report in 1966, n12 the powerful effect of family income and socioeconomic
status ("SES") has been fully recognized in public policy. Coleman found that measures of family affluence seemed to
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have a much larger impact on student achievement than any characteristics that were associated with schools. n13 Of
course, to the degree that children from low-income and minority backgrounds were attending inferior schools because
of residential housing patterns, lower educational spending, and discrimination, it was not fully possible to separate out
the effects of family background from the overlapping influence of school quality. n14 But more recent studies have
found that family SES still dominates the statistical explanation of student achievement. n15

A. Preschool Disadvantages in Academic Readiness

Even at kindergarten entry, it appears that there is a yawning chasm in both student achievement and school readiness
skills by family income. Children in the bottom fifth of family income often score considerably lower in reading,
mathematics, and general [*1385] knowledge than students in all other quintiles. n16 On average, kindergarten
entrants in the bottom 20% of SES show academic achievement that is 60% below that of the top quintile. n17
Researchers Betty Hart and Todd Risley performed a highly acclaimed study of language and vocabulary of children in
families of different SES. n18 They found that children of welfare families were exposed to far less vocabulary and less
rich vocabulary than children of either working class or professional families. n19 Children in welfare (poverty) n20
families experienced only about one-third of the vocabulary per unit of time than children from professional families.
n21

B. Elementary-Secondary Educational Disadvantages

At the elementary and secondary level, eligibility for free or reduced-price lunch is based upon the poverty criterion
and is used by schools as a measure of poverty among their enrollments. n22 Basing its measurements of poverty on the
free or reduced-price lunch levels of schools, the National Assessment of Educational Progress ("NAEP") is a national
survey that has been used for almost four decades to ascertain the academic performance of the nation's students. n23
An analysis of NAEP data for reading in 2003 found that at fourth grade [*1386] about 30% of students met the
proficiency standard. n24 The average state proficiency rating was about 32% at the eighth-grade level. But proficiency
rates of students in poverty were 23 to 25 percentage points below those of nonpoverty students at fourth grade and
about 22 to 24 percentage points below nonpoverty students at eighth grade. n25 These represent dramatic differences.
Comparisons of economically disadvantaged students and other students on writing assessments showed equally large
disparities. n26

A 1996 publication of the National Center for Education Statistics of the U.S. Department of Education explored
statistically the relation between education and urban poverty. n27 In virtually every situation, schools with high levels
of poverty showed substantially poorer results than other schools. Children in schools with high concentrations of
poverty enrollments had lower percentages of students who graduated from high school on time as well as lower
graduation rates. n28 Although high school dropout rates are not typically calculated for students according to poverty
criteria, the high proportion of minority students in poverty gives some indication of poverty dropout rates.

A recent study estimates that African-American males had a rate of graduation after four years of high school of
about 48% compared to a 74% rate for white males and a 70% graduation rate for the overall population. n29
Comparable figures for African-American females and for white females were 59% and 79%, respectively. n30 As of
2001, the rate of students who do not receive a high school diploma is estimated to be about six times higher for the
lowest SES quintile [*1387] compared to the highest SES quintile. n31 A comparison of standardized test scores
shows a thirty percentile difference between the two quartiles four years after eighth grade. n32 As a national expert on
school dropouts summarized, "Research has consistently found that socioeconomic status, most commonly measured by
parental education and income, is a powerful predictor of school achievement and dropout behavior." n33

C. Post-Secondary Educational Disadvantages

Even if children from poverty complete high school, their post-secondary participation is likely to be considerably
poorer than that of nonpoverty students. n34 If we compare the bottom and top 10% of students on an income measure,

Page 3
85 N.C.L. Rev. 1381, *1384



almost 98% of the top 10% graduate from high school relative to only about 57% of those in the bottom 10% of income.
n35 Among the top 10%, about 80% attend college, compared to only about 20% of the bottom 10%. n36 Half of the
highest 10% in income graduate from college, but only about 6% of those in the bottom 10%. n37 The average number
of years of schooling received by the two groups is about eleven years for the lowest 10% and almost fifteen years for
the highest 10%. n38 Further, when participating in post-secondary education, students from low SES are far more
likely to go to community colleges and less-selective four-year colleges than their higher SES colleagues. n39
Throughout the lifespan, lower SES is consistently associated with poorer academic performance and less educational
attainment. The question thus is the extent to which school practices perpetuate this disparity in educational
performance of students from differing socioeconomic strata.

[*1388]

II. Is Curriculum the Culprit?

Despite the rhetoric of equal educational opportunity and the democratizing effect of the common school on "leveling
the playing field," it is clear that children who are born into poverty or low-income circumstances are less likely to
experience school success than other children. With a lower probability of school success, their chances of economic,
political, and social success are also seriously compromised. It is often asserted that schools attended by low-income
children are inferior in many respects to those attended by other children and that this is at least a partial cause for the
poorer educational results. n40 Later, this Article will review some of these differences and their consequences. But
first, it will ask if curriculum provided for children in poverty is systematically less challenging and less fulfilling
academically from that provided for other children. Before we can answer that question, we have to define curriculum.

Curriculum is often viewed as a list of courses or subjects and their organization and supporting materials. n41 It is
also commonly assumed that teachers tend to follow mechanically the "curriculum" so that these components define
what a student is exposed to in the classroom. n42 Certainly, this understanding reflects a traditional view of
curriculum, and the term is often used in this context when the question is raised: "What is your curriculum?" But most
analysts of schools view this definition as a highly limited one. n43 Depending upon the teacher, some subjects may be
emphasized and others may not. Some teachers will add other topics that they consider important and develop examples
and illustrations that make the topics come to life in certain ways. Other teachers will simply follow the textbook,
review the readings and subtopics, and administer standard tests. Some students will receive more attention and
reinforcement for success than other students, exposing them to a different educational experience. It has also been
argued by some that there is an overt curriculum and a hidden curriculum. n44 The formal curriculum is a [*1389]
listing of goals, topics, and assignments. The hidden curriculum is the actual content of the student experience which
may be characterized by activities and interactions that are profoundly different from the formal dimensions. n45

For this reason, the conventional view of curriculum is too limited to ask how it might affect the educational
experience and outcomes for low-income or poor children. Rather, we need to address all of the major dimensions of
schools that account for children's experiences, including material resources, teacher behavior, student tracking, and
student segregation. Together, these factors define the larger curriculum that a child is exposed to within the school.

A. Per Pupil Expenditures

The most important single measure of material resources is the amount of money spent on the education of each child.
This amount can be analyzed with respect to the amount of per pupil expenditure per year or an assessment of the
overall amount of public resources invested in each child. n46 Although much attention has been devoted to the amount
spent per year for different types of children, n47 what is rarely discussed is the difference in public resources by virtue
of the additional years of public investment in schooling that children from higher-income families receive. According
to Haveman and Smeeding, the difference in number of years of schooling achieved between children from the top
quartile and bottom quartile of income (adjusted for family needs) is about 2.5 years. n48 This discrepancy would
account for a difference in public investment per child of about $ 25,000 between the two quartiles. n49 Assuming the
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same proportions [*1390] of children in each quartile, the approximately eighteen million children in the bottom
quartile will have an aggregate public investment in their education that amounts to about $ 450 billion less than the
children in the top quartile. Using a rate of return on educational investment which empirical studies have estimated to
be approximately 10%, n50 this difference alone would result in annual income differences for the two quartiles of
about $ 45 billion or a difference in income per capita of about $ 2,500 a year from this source alone. When looking at
the differential financial support for the education of low-income children, the important source of difference from
fewer years of publicly supported schooling is often overlooked.

The United States has a highly decentralized educational system with constitutional authority vested in the fifty
state constitutions, and all states but Hawaii discharge their educational obligations through local educational agencies
of which there are about 14,000. n51 In recent years, more than 90% of educational funding has been derived from state
and local sources rather than from the federal government. n52 Therefore, generalization about per pupil spending
depends heavily on the incomes of the states and the formulas for funding education as well as the tax resources
available to local educational agencies. As might be expected, per pupil expenditures at both the state and local
educational agency levels (e.g., school districts) are heavily dependent on family income levels. n53 Higher-income
jurisdictions spend more on education for each child than those with more meager resources. In addition, there is
evidence that the link between income and educational expenditure is rising, resulting in greater inequalities over time
among entities with [*1391] different incomes. n54 Unfortunately, lower-income states have a higher incidence of
students in poverty than higher-income states, representing an additional source of lower educational investment in
low-income and poor students. n55

Thus, the main question is whether the federal and state governments have invested adequate additional funding in
the education of low-income and poor students to offset the lower educational investments more generally. Recent
appropriations for Title I of the Federal No Child Left Behind Act have been about $ 12 billion. n56 Of the
approximately fifty million elementary and secondary students in the United States, about 17% are considered poor, and
21% are considered near-poor. n57 Thus, even if Title I appropriations were strictly devoted to the education of each
child rather than administrative and testing requirements, the additional spending would be about $ 800 for each poor or
near-poor child. That amount would be about 10% of the average per pupil expenditure in 2002 to 2003. n58 In
contrast, studies of the statistical cost functions to calculate what would be necessary to reach adequate levels of
performance for students in poverty suggest that it would take a doubling of expenditures or more. n59 In contrast, it is
probable that the modest level of federal assistance does not even compensate for the fact that many students in poverty
are in poorer states and school districts with lower than average overall expenditures. When one considers all sources of
funding, evidence suggests that the resource [*1392] base for addressing the education of children in poverty is below
the level provided for nonpoor children. n60 Further, this spending outcome contradicts the research findings showing
that considerably higher amounts must be spent on the education of poor children to raise their performance to adequate
levels.

B. Teacher Resources

The educational experience of low-income students is not only limited by the financial resources available to their
schools. It is especially limited by the quality of the teachers that those schools are able to attract. Lower funding means
that states and districts pay lower salaries than jurisdictions with higher-income families where there is typically less
poverty. Not only are schools impacted by high levels of student poverty in economic situations where less is likely to
be spent for each child, but they are also limited in their ability to attract and hold the most qualified and experienced
teachers. For example, because of the high turnover of teachers in high-poverty schools, openings for new teachers
regularly occur in these schools. n61 But, as those teachers gain experience, they leave for schools with higher salaries,
better working conditions, and more middle class students. n62 The National Center for Education Statistics found that
among schools in the bottom quarter of poverty enrollments, only one of ten teachers had three years or less experience,
but in the top quarter of poverty concentration, the number of teachers with this limited experience was more than one
out of five. n63 An intensive [*1393] study of teachers in New York schools found that about 9% had not passed tests
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required for teacher certification in schools where all students were proficient in English language arts, but 35% had not
met this standard in schools where 20% or more of students had not met proficiency standards. n64 Almost all scholars
on the subject agree that teacher quality is an important determinant of student learning, though debate persists on the
best measures of teacher quality. Regardless, high rates of teacher turnover exact a toll on school stability and pose
costs for obtaining replacements. Likewise, teacher inexperience and lack of certification are correlated with poorer
student performance.

C. School Peers

Studies increasingly recognize that the character of fellow students or peers influences the educational attainment of
other students. n65 There are many potential reasons for this. When enrollments are characterized by students with high
educational aspirations and high motivation for academic achievement, the overall atmosphere will be abuzz with
activities, attitudes, and student interactions that support those goals and carry over to individual students. At the same
time, such environments promote high teacher expectations and create desirable teaching situations that are often sought
by the best teachers, n66 and they may also provide political support by advantaged parents to strengthen academic
resources for their children's schools. n67 All of these influences represent contextual effects associated with peers with
academically oriented values and behavior more closely associated with higher-SES families. Thus, families tend to
seek out schools where most of the students come from these backgrounds because they know that the enriched
academic environment will benefit their children. n68

Conversely, a school with high proportions of children from poverty and low-income backgrounds is more likely to
confer the [*1394] academic problems of concentrated poverty, low achievement in peer interactions, low teacher
expectations, lower academic challenges, and fewer parents who demand academic resources. n69 That is, peer and
contextual effects are closely related to the SES concentrations in different schools. They work negatively in schools
with large numbers of high-poverty enrollments and positively in schools with large numbers of high-income
enrollments. Unfortunately, a very high proportion of children from families in poverty or with low incomes attend
schools with other students in the same categories, and especially black, Latino, and Native American students. n70 For
example, the percent poor in 2002 to 2003 in schools attended by black, Latino, and Native American students was
respectively 49%, 48%, and 39%, compared with 23% for white students. n71 One potential consequence of
concentration of poverty, as measured by the proportion of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunches in a school
district, is found in dramatic declines in high school graduation rates as the proportion of students in poverty increases.
n72

Finally, it is important to note that low-income students attend schools in which there is considerable student
turnover and enrollment instability. n73 Poor families face dire conditions in the [*1395] housing market because of
their meager financial resources. Often they must make temporary arrangements for shelter, including the use of public
facilities designed for families without regular housing. Unstable housing situations translate into unstable school
situations since affordable housing with acceptable conditions may not be found continually in the same neighborhood.
Such mobility seems to undermine academic performance, not only for those students who move, but also for those who
remain in classrooms experiencing high mobility. n74

On average, it appears that children in poverty attend schools that are less well-endowed with educationally
pertinent resources than schools other children attend. Their schools are likely to have less financial support,
less-qualified teachers, and fewer student peers from nonpoverty backgrounds. These students are also likely to
experience disruptive moves from one school to another and be present in schools with high mobility. n75 These
conditions do not augur well for their educational success. But, even these educational disadvantages tell only part of
the story. The next Part will focus on the differential student experience that these resources promote by addressing the
academic content and learning environment of low-income and poor students.

III. Learning Environments
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This Part begins by referring to my own personal experience in trying to understand why students who are
economically at-risk fare so poorly educationally. In the 1980s, as today, there were two forms of segregation of
low-income students. The first was that such students were often segregated in neighborhoods characterized by poverty,
and neighborhood school enrollments reflected such segregation patterns so that students from poor households were in
[*1396] schools with other students of similar backgrounds. n76 This situation is even more acute today due to the
tendency over time toward greater concentration of the poor in schools with other poor students. n77 The second form
of segregation of low-income students was that the poor were found in schools with greater economic diversity, but also
segregated educationally through placement in "low-track" classes. Low-track classes refer to those where the learning
objectives are restricted and the level of academic rigor is compromised in order to accommodate what are considered
to be lower levels of capability in economically at-risk populations. n78

Most of the research on tracking has been confined to secondary schools where the assignment of students to
specific learning tracks has usually been done more explicitly than at elementary or middle school levels. n79 Although
tracking is also found in large elementary schools where there are many classrooms at each grade level, it is more likely
to be found in the form of grouping practices within secondary school classrooms. n80 Such practices evaluate students
according to their existing proficiencies in reading and mathematics and place them with similar students in group
activities. Tracking is most common for reading, where slow learners are placed in reading groups and other group
activities with other slow learners. n81 In general, fewer demands are placed upon such groups in terms of the difficulty
and amount of reading material, so that their progress is often programmed at slower rates than for other students. To a
great extent, children from low-income backgrounds with less exposure to [*1397] written materials and reading in the
home are assigned to the lower groups. n82

In the early 1980s, I undertook a study of the rising demographics of so-called disadvantaged students, particularly
the increase in numbers of such students and their continuing poor educational results despite twenty years of a War on
Poverty. n83 A major question that arose in this study was why so little educational progress had been made despite
government efforts to increase the opportunities of disadvantaged students. This question motivated me to visit
inner-city elementary schools with high concentrations of poverty students (largely minorities and immigrants) in
twelve cities around the United States to simply observe their educational process. What I saw was extremely
disheartening. Teachers devoted considerable time to decoding sounds of printed materials and relatively little to
comprehension. Vocabulary lists were memorized without the words being used in significant contexts. Mathematical
skills (for example, place value in arithmetic calculations with decimals) were taught mechanically without any attempt
to provide a conceptual understanding. Students spent considerable time practicing these skills by filling out worksheets
that provided low-level exercises that required only perfunctory responses rather than thought and contemplation. I saw
almost no writing assignments. Those that I did see, for example posted on classroom walls, comprised three or four
simple sentences on assigned themes such as "What I want to do on spring vacation."

Student mobility was high in these schools as families moved in and out of neighborhoods, and attendance patterns
for significant numbers of the students were spotty. Considerable time in classrooms was devoted to discipline and
classroom management. Many teachers seemed dispirited and complained of inadequate [*1398] materials and poor
school leadership as well as little support from parents. Homework assignments were not returned on a regular basis,
and many parents did not attend parental events or parent meetings with teachers. Half of the schools had no active
parent association.

In contrast, five suburban and middle class schools that I visited showed much more challenging academic work.
Students were constantly asked to discuss readings and were required to write out their ideas or understandings on a
regular basis. They were also encouraged to create stories or to rewrite stories that they had read with different endings.
They were asked to discuss specific characters in their readings and why the characters behaved in the way that they
did. They were given many more applications of mathematics and more word problems, and in some fifth-and
sixth-grade classes they were asked to produce and exchange with other students word problems that used the
mathematical tools that they had learned. School populations were stable with many students enrolled for their entire
elementary years in the same school, and there was little turnover among teachers. The parent-teacher organizations
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were extremely active, sponsoring many events for the school and raising funds for special needs.

The differences between the two types of schools were obvious and clearly indicated differences in opportunities to
learn. Almost all schools had reading groups in the primary grades that were sorted according to reading proficiency. I
observed that the lower reading groups worked more on fundamentals such as decoding sounds and memorizing
vocabulary lists and did less reading than the higher groups. Also, overall, the lower groups accomplished considerably
less reading and read at a much less challenging level. My findings were supported by Aaron Gamoran, who found that
reading gaps used as a basis for assignment to groups became wider among groups over the school year. n84

Although my observations were casual and preparatory to establishing a new approach for the education of at-risk
students - the Accelerated Schools Project, n85 as will be discussed later - I observed some basic features differentiating
educational opportunities in schools enrolling low-income and middle-or higher-income students. [*1399] These
observations comport well with the more formal research literature on this subject. Most of that literature addresses
differences in secondary schools and the use of tracking. n86 We must bear in mind the previous conclusion that
students in schools with high proportions of low-income students have been identified as having fewer resources as
reflected in per pupil spending, less qualified teachers, and less exposure to classrooms with economically and
academically advantaged peers. n87

In addition, low-income students face both an actual curriculum and hidden curriculum that is less rigorous and
challenging. n88 They are more likely to be taught to memorize facts or rules than to be provided with skills for
problem analysis and solution. A higher proportion of class time is devoted to record-keeping and discipline, leaving
less time for instruction. Also, low-income students are exposed to a very different set of values and images of their
ultimate educational futures. n89 In a study of high schools, Gamoran found that teachers of lower-ability groups (a
category that overlaps substantially with minorities and lower-income students) tend to spend less time on instruction,
teach less complex topics, follow a slower pace covering less material, and provide simpler answers to student questions
than for higher-ability groups. n90 Such students also have less access to higher-track classes and advanced placement
classes, even when their qualifications are equal to those of higher-income students. In many cases low-income schools
lack these opportunities. n91

All of these features, discussed above, can be summarized by "opportunity to learn." n92 Opportunity to learn is a
general term that [*1400] refers to the availability of educational learning resources such as teachers, courses,
materials, and facilities. The term comprises the available educational resources, learning climate, organizational
allocation of students, and instructional treatment (quantity and quality) received by students. n93 Some of the lesser
opportunities for the poor are attributable to being in less affluent school districts or states that differentially fund
schools according to differences in state and local resources. n94 Another explanation is neighborhood segregation by
residential housing where children of low-income students are likely to have classmates with similar backgrounds and
vice versa. n95 The opportunity gap may also be explained by the segregation that occurs within schools with formal or
informal tracking and grouping systems where those placed in higher-ability groups or tracks cover more material and
at a deeper level with better-qualified teachers than those in lower-ability groups. n96 Unfortunately, income is an
important predictor of previous academic exposure and the measure of ability that determines how a student is tracked.
Paradoxically, this type of academic practice means that differences in academic achievement grow over time between
students in lower and higher groups or tracks. n97

Thirty years ago one could point out deliberate school policies that mechanically accounted for the allocation of
students among different overriding tracks that encompassed all subjects. n98 This was simply a policy that made sense
on the basis of student abilities: the notion that students with similar learning capacities would benefit from instruction
that matched their proficiencies. Student grouping within classrooms was also premised on this assumption. n99
Students of different abilities were viewed as having better chances if placed with other students of similar abilities, and
teachers could plan [*1401] lessons and instructional strategies especially tailored to a relatively homogeneous class of
pupils rather than try to accommodate large differences in knowledge and ability. The fact that measures of ability
seemed to overlap with income and race was bothersome but unavoidable in selecting this logical pedagogical
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approach. n100

Over time, overarching curriculum tracking - the placement of students in different tracks such as honors,
academic, general, remedial, or other labels for all of their courses - has almost disappeared. n101 This system has
typically been replaced by individual student placement in specific courses according to the student's level of ability,
prior course experience, or interest. Under such a system, students can enroll in courses at the level that is deemed most
appropriate for their aptitudes and interests. n102 This structure enables varied placements across subjects. Yet,
according to Samuel Lucas, the overall system of social class stratification by specific course n103 has been retained,
largely because of the proactive role of middle class parents insisting that their children be placed in the higher-level
courses despite lower placements recommended on the basis of official criteria. n104 Lower-income and minority
parents are much less likely to request higher placements than the ones their children are relegated to by the schools.
n105

The learning consequences are that lower-track students receive a more diluted exposure to subjects, even when
course titles are similar, and less is expected of them. n106 It also means that honors students take more advanced
courses, such as creative writing and critical analysis of literature, while less accomplished students are assigned to
courses that develop minimal skills, such as remedial reading courses. n107 This phenomenon is exacerbated by the fact
that the most highly qualified teachers prefer to teach high-ability students in advanced tracks, pressuring schools and
school systems to give them such assignments under the threat of leaving. n108 It is widely known among educators
that school districts offer such assignments as an inducement to attract and retain the best teachers. Schools with
low-income and minority students have difficulty in holding [*1402] experienced teachers as they seek assignments
with "better" students. n109

A. The Stubbornness of School Culture

Obtaining adequate resources and qualified teachers for students from low-income origins is an important challenge
that can be addressed through fiscal policies as well as labor market incentives for teachers. Organizational changes are
possible, particularly in areas susceptible to modification, such as detracking and reducing the use of homogeneous
grouping in classrooms. The effects of tracking on students attending segregated schools are more difficult to address
without a major strategy to desegregate schools. That is, schools segregated by neighborhood income and race may
have the same underlying educational effects as tracking by income and race because neither type of school has
opportunities for exposure of students to more advanced courses or more advantaged peers and the positive impact of
more advantaged peers on the learning environment. Even more injurious may be the prevailing attitudes of teachers
about the learning possibilities for low-income students that derive from teacher and school culture. n110

School culture describes both the sameness and the uniqueness of each school. n111 When one enters almost any
school one is struck by how familiar it is. There is something palpable about the place that just says "school," a place to
provide a site for teaching and learning. Most schools share a similar design for classrooms and common areas, organize
the day in predictable ways, and develop recognizable patterns for relationships among the students and adults. The
concept of culture, whether used to describe schools or larger societies, is not easy to define. It is something that
surrounds us, gives meaning to our world, and is constantly being constructed both through our interactions with others
and through our reflections on life and our world. n112 Culture is so implicit in what we do that it dulls our knowledge
that it is there. Anthropologist Clyde Kluckhohn [*1403] said of culture that it is like fish and water - fish will be the
last creatures to discover water. n113 It surrounds and nurtures us, even when we can't see it. n114

School culture comprises basic beliefs and assumptions that shape school activities. If school culture is to be truly
changed, these basic beliefs and assumptions must be addressed. The first is the school's expectations for children. The
basic beliefs and assumptions of a school's culture undergird a tacit acceptance that the students, as a whole, are capable
of performing at a certain level academically, physically, and emotionally. No school explicitly states that it has low
expectations for children, but studies comparing schools serving students in at-risk situations and those serving middle
class and upper middle class students point to markedly different expectations of students of similar ability levels at the
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different schools. n115 The signs of different expectations are subtle but evident, even at the elementary school level.
Schools serving lower-income students often stress following directions, while the middle class students are charged
with critical analysis of school subjects. n116 Teachers of low-income students often place more emphasis on
discipline, and children's experiences are circumscribed because of concerns that they will not behave appropriately if
given challenging or enriching experiences or provided with too much independence. n117

A second feature of a school culture's basic beliefs and assumptions includes children's expectations for their own
school experience. Student expectations for their own school experience are shaped both by the explicit and subtle
messages that they receive from adult members of the school community and by the trust placed in education by their
community. Examinations of the chronic school failure of indigenous ethnic and racial minority students point to the
development of an oppositional culture among such students. n118 This theory holds that minority students, usually
high school students, believe that the notion of achieving economic success through school success is a cruel hoax.
Minority students see in their community the results of years of inequity, and they develop an opposition to all [*1404]
avenues to mainstream success. n119 Other minorities - those arriving in the United States as immigrants - often
succeed in school, largely because they live in communities that brought with them a belief in education as a route to
success, and these students also do not have a history of subordination in the United States. n120

A third set of basic beliefs and assumptions includes expectations for adults. The expectations for adult members of
the school community depend largely on the characteristics of the students. Expectations for teachers are shaped by the
students they teach, n121 and expectations for parents draw largely from the characteristics of their children. n122
Teachers and administrators working in schools serving at-risk children often feel inferior to their colleagues in more
affluent schools. Typically, the staff and administrative turnover at schools serving at-risk students is great. n123 The
lower expectations for children feed the lower expectations the staff have for themselves. The staff members are often
reluctant to try new ideas because they are afraid that the ideas will not work with "our children." n124 Moreover,
schools often require their teachers to simply comport with instructional policies and approaches established at the
district or school level by others, inducing an overwhelming feeling of powerlessness to change the reality. n125

Fourth, differences in expectations for parents are also evident. Schools with high expectations for all students treat
parents as partners in the education of the children. Parental opinion is valued, and involvement in their children's
education is taken for granted. Where expectations for children are low, however, expectations for parents are also low.
Instead of having their opinion valued, parents [*1405] of children in these schools are seen as a problem and a
hindrance to their child's development. n126

Opinions about acceptable educational practices form a fifth set of basic beliefs and assumptions about school
culture. A school's culture also provides support for the educational practices used in the school. The nature of these
practices is related to expectations for students and adults and to the mission of the school. n127 Where expectations for
students and teachers are low, beliefs about appropriate educational practices lead to an emphasis on rote memorization
and basic skills. n128

School cultures fostering high expectations for students and teachers emphasize active learning and challenging
curriculum. n129 Schools that base their mission on an identifiable philosophy of education (e.g., Montessori schools,
bilingual schools, back-to-basics or open classroom schools) can assume that opinions on acceptable educational
practice are shared by all members of the school community, and this philosophy shapes all school practices. n130 In
many schools, the culture allows for considerable variation among teachers on how and what to teach. This arrangement
does not usually arise from a respect for diverse teaching strategies but from limited discourse among teachers and a
lack of communication with parents on effective teaching. n131

These are only examples of some of the distinct dimensions of school culture that affect the learning environment,
educational activities, and the educational interactions with children. These differences in school culture, particularly as
they play out among schools with students drawn from different social class backgrounds, [*1406] have important
consequences for school practices and learning. What is particularly challenging is that so much of school culture and
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practices that may have injurious consequences are not mounted deliberately, but are just conventionally accepted with
little thought or deliberation. It is this acceptance and subtlety that make those aspects of school culture so stubborn to
change.

One way that differences in school culture manifest themselves is in the adaptation of teachers and schools to the
social class origins of their students. John Meyer has summarized this succinctly in asserting that schools have an
institutionalized social definition that is widely accepted among both teachers and the wider population of citizens that
specific groups of schools are expected to produce. This expectation is at least partially based on the social class origins
of the students. n132 In this respect, the evidence from a careful anthropological study of two first-grade classrooms
provides provocative supportive evidence. n133 Two schools were chosen about fifteen miles apart, one serving
children from a working class population and the other from a professional and managerial population. n134 The
teachers had similar levels of experience and teaching backgrounds, and the ostensible goals of the curriculum appeared
to be similar. n135 But even at first grade it was clear that the teachers responded to the social origins of the pupils and
neighborhood in their pedagogical approaches. n136

The first-grade teacher in the upper-middle class school stressed the behavior that would serve occupational and
social preparation required of children being prepared for universities and professional positions. n137 The first-grade
teacher in the working class school focused on behavior that was more common in blue collar and routinized white
collar employment. n138 The researchers studied [*1407] teacher language, expectations, and work required of
students in the two classrooms. n139 They found strong identifiable patterns in such dimensions as present versus future
role orientations, emphasis on internal versus external motivation, and academic achievement. n140

In general, it is widely recognized that professional occupations require much more attention to planning, strategy,
and future consequences; in contrast, routinized occupations require more attention to mastering mechanical and
repetitive details. n141 The first-grade study showed a strong pattern of expectations and language on the part of the
teachers that reflected these patterns among their students. n142 The teacher in the school with students from
professional households referred to doing good work to succeed in the future eight times as often as the teacher of
working class students. n143

Good work in professional occupations is heavily motivated by internal norms and desire for accomplishment,
while working class occupations are driven relatively more by external incentives or rewards for good work. n144 This
pattern was also observed in the two classrooms with the teacher of the working class students emphasizing a system of
student control with rewards and punishments controlled by the teacher. n145 In contrast, the first-grade teacher in the
school with students from higher social origins emphasized the adoption of internal norms and behavior for
accomplishment and the value and pride of doing good work. n146

Academic achievement followed a similar pattern where the first-grade teacher in the school drawing upon students
from professional families was more demanding in the quality of classwork and homework than the teacher addressing
working class students. n147 Further, the teacher in the classroom with students from higher [*1408] occupational
status backgrounds placed much greater emphasis on verbal presentations of students with an expectation of longer
answers and better choice of language than the short responses expected of the working class students. n148 The teacher
in the school with higher social class students even gave explicit instruction in how to make a good oral presentation
and engaged students in more factual presentations than the teacher in the working class school. n149 The pervasive
assumptions and expectations that can cause teachers and administrators to treat low-income students differently is not
easily remedied. Although much is said about high expectations for all students, Part III.B will proceed to discuss a
specific approach to reorienting schools' approach.

B. Changing the Odds of Success

The major national thrust to improve the education of low-income students is the federal legislation, the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 ("NCLB"). n150 NCLB attempts to prod schools to raise the academic proficiency levels of all
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students. n151 In the process it aims to reduce the achievement gap between low-income and higher-income students,
between whites and minority students, and between regular students and those with special needs or handicaps. n152
NCLB attempts to achieve these goals by requiring the states to set targets for annual improvements in student
achievement so that all students will meet state academic standards in at least reading/language arts and mathematics by
the year 2014. n153 These targets include progress measures for the overall student enrollment of a school as well as for
minority groups, English language learners, low-income students, and special education pupils. n154 Second, it requires
the states to test students in most grades to ascertain whether they are meeting their adequate yearly progress ("AYP")
goals for the school as a whole [*1409] and for the separate groups. n155 The Act requires state plans to institute a
system of accountability, which can include sanctions for failing to meet their goals. n156

Schools that do not make state-defined AYP for two consecutive school years are identified as requiring
improvement for the following year. n157 Such schools must be provided with technical assistance and are required to
develop a two-year plan to turn around the school. n158 Students in such schools have the option to transfer to other
schools in the district that are not in the "needs improvement" category. n159 If the school does not make AYP for one
full year after being identified as a school requiring improvement, the school must offer not only choice of transfer to
successful schools, but the option of supplemental educational services for students from low-income families. n160
These services may include free tutoring or additional academic help for students through summer school or
after-school and Saturday sessions. n161 Families are to be given a choice of tutoring providers. n162 Although NCLB
also requires a qualified teacher n163 using state standards in every classroom, it does not address directly the
class-related experiences that low-income students receive in segregated schools with teachers who, themselves, are
socialized to different expectations for different groups of students.

NCLB has the strengths of focusing on equity in the distribution of educational services such as qualified teachers
and achievement outcomes in basic skills and subjects, but it is largely a mechanical or accounting approach to the
challenge. For example, teachers and schools have pressures on them to meet AYP, and this results in teachers teaching
narrowly to the test or creating a curriculum of test preparation. Subjects that are not tested receive short shrift, as do
deeper approaches to learning such as problem solving, student research, and verbal presentation. n164 What is needed
is a much [*1410] deeper approach to change that will entail providing for all students with the more challenging
education currently provided only to the most educationally privileged students, an education that goes much further
than what is measured and evaluated for NCLB.

Indeed, that seems to be the challenge, to create schools for low-income students that have similar resources and
much of the same successful pedagogy that is used to educate students from middle-and upper middle-income
households. I am not suggesting the same precise approach for all children because I believe that culture, language, and
ethnicity can be incorporated into this pedagogy in such a way that the child's culture is used to connect academic
learning to the child's experience.

But why is the pedagogy for at-risk students viewed as something that must be different than for other students?
The United States' treatment of low-income students is premised on the notion of remediation for such children. This
premise is based upon the observable fact that children from impoverished circumstances reach school with a poorer
academic foundation for school success and fewer resources in their homes, families, and communities to support
academic progress as documented earlier. n165 The logical approach has been to call for remediation to accommodate
low-income students' academic needs. But what does this term actually mean in the schools?

Webster's New International Dictionary describes remediation as the "act or process of remedying" where remedy
is defined as "something that relieves or cures a disease" or "something that corrects or counteracts an evil." n166
Although the correlation between "disease," "evil," and education may not be readily apparent, they are accurate
metaphors for what happens in the educational remediation of low-income and minority students. Presumably, children
who are put into remedial programs are children who arrive at school with defects in their development that require
repair of their educational faults. Even this metaphor falls short of its own meaning, however, because the typical child
is never repaired but remains in the repair shop for many years in enclaves labeled as Title I, or special [*1411]
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education, or other categorical programs. Furthermore, contrary to gaining needed academic prowess, this approach
stigmatizes the child with a label of inferiority and constrains academic development to the limitations of the remedial
pedagogy. Low-income children fall further behind the academic mainstream the longer they are in school.

It is not difficult to see why the remedial approach does not work in expanding the large set of skills that society
expects of our children in their educational development. This pedagogy requires endless practice of the most basic
skills, slowing down the pacing of the curriculum, and reducing its depth and breadth. Emphasis is on highly repetitive
drill and practice and work sheets. Meaningful applications and problem solving are proscribed from the basic skills
regimen as beyond the capabilities of the children, and engagement of the experiences and culture of the child are also
rarely considered as strengths for learning. In particular, remediation rarely considers the challenges of decisionmaking,
problem solving, search for relevant information, research, and the more complex skills that are necessary for
higher-level competencies of workers, citizens, and post-secondary study. Although educational remediation was
designed with the best of intentions under the rationale that one must learn to crawl before learning to walk, the
academic crawling exercises do not lead to proficiency in academic walking and running. n167 As mentioned earlier,
the academic gap is maintained or widened over the years of schooling. n168

[*1412] A better strategy for success is not to slow down low-income and minority students' development and
learning through repetition of the lowest level skills, but to incorporate those skills into more meaningful educational
experiences that will accelerate these students' growth and development to bring them into the academic mainstream.
Such an approach must also incorporate student experience in terms of culture and language to place new knowledge in
a meaningful context. n169

C. Accelerated Strategies

There are many potential ways of accelerating the education of low-income students, but the greatest challenge is to
convince teachers, parents, and the educational community that the entire school must implement deep changes beyond
those associated with conventional practices. Acceleration and enrichment for all students challenge dominant school
cultures in which teachers and the larger community have assumed that low-income students require a less demanding
education than the academic enrichment approaches assumed for students from higher-income backgrounds. n170

One of the first interventions to accelerate the education of all students through enrichment was the Accelerated
Schools Project ("ASP"). n171 Starting in 1985 that project worked to transform schools with large numbers of at-risk
students by shifting them from a focus on remediation to acceleration. n172 The ASP change strategy embodies both a
philosophy and a process for school change, emphasizing powerful learning experiences as a continuing practice for all
[*1413] students. ASP's three principles are to establish in the school a unity of purpose, empowerment with
responsibility, and a teaching and learning approach that builds on the strengths of students, teachers, and parents. n173
Unity of purpose refers to an active collaboration among parents, teachers, students, support staff, administrators, and
the local community to formulate and achieve high-level goals and activities for all students. n174 Empowerment
coupled with responsibility refers to building capacity and accountability for the decisions in both home and school that
will address school challenges in reaching these goals and undertake solutions to those challenges. It also means
pursuing a unified, problem-solving process in the governance of the school. n175 Building on strengths refers to
utilizing all of the learning resources that students, parents, other school staff, and communities can muster to design
and implement academic enrichment in the form of powerful learning strategies. n176 Powerful learning takes place by
using a combination of instructional activities, curriculum content, and organizational approaches at both classroom and
school levels that build on student talents, experiences, cultures, and curiosities.

For example, a learning unit on architecture in the sixth grade might entail the teaching of principles of design and
a project requirement that each student or student group design a particular architectural project. Activities will include
the mathematics of measurement and proportion, including decimals and fractions; specific scientific principles that
address weight-bearing characteristics of materials and designs with student computations of feasibility; artistic
depictions and dimensions; readings on great architects and architecture; video presentations of architects and their
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designs followed by class discussion; development of designs for a building with a particular function and site;
presentations by local architects of their works; use of computer software for design and renderings; and drafting of
reports for the client on the design and its rationale as well as oral presentations of the report. Students from immigrant
backgrounds can also utilize architecture from their countries of origin accessible by computer research.

An eleventh-grade study of Shakespeare might culminate in students preparing a short theatrical work in the
Shakespearian style and presenting it before another student group with discussion of the ideas behind it. In the primary
grades, the study of specific animals [*1414] such as bears can entail teacher and student reading of bear literature,
calculations of food requirements for individual bears and groups, study of the bear environment, videos of the bear life
cycle for discussion, writing of simple stories about bear adventures with drawings, short skits on bears, discussion of
ecological issues surrounding the bear, and a docent-led trip to a local zoo to study the bears. All of these units integrate
many approaches to learning and instruction using different talents and building on curiosity. Many of these activities
utilize resources from the community, expanding the resource base that schools can draw upon. The projects also
embrace collaborative work activities among students that enable them to benefit from exchanges with peers. They
embed basic skills practice into a framework of meaningful application that engages the student and provides incentives
to build and use basic skills. The best accelerated classrooms look no different than the best gifted and talented
classrooms in traditional schools.

Experience in more than 1,000 schools over a twenty year period and independent evaluations of Accelerated
Schools have shown excellent results. n177 The major challenge has been one of implementation where the existing
school culture and practice of remediation are inconsistent with the premises of Accelerated Schools, as well as
contradictory external requirements pressed on schools such as NCLB. n178 In some cases, the major bottleneck is a
lack of resources for the professional development required to build capacity for creating expertise in powerful learning.
The problem of implementation seems to beset virtually all of the comprehensive school reform models and accounts
for the slow pace of progress in adopting strategies that have proved effective. n179 Schools need much [*1415]
greater investment in professional development than the few days a year that are normally provided to master new
approaches.

A somewhat different accelerated strategy is a school-wide focus on accelerating achievement in particular
subjects. n180 A good example of this approach is that of the middle and high schools in Nassau County, New York.
n181 Sixth-grade students had been entering the community's middle school with wide variance in mathematics
achievement. The school accommodated these differences by tracking students largely according to their initial test
proficiencies. The consequence was that both test scores and mathematics course challenges undertaken by students
reflected their initial proficiencies and reinforced these differences over subsequent grades. n182 With the support of its
district, the school decided to revise its strategies in sixth to eighth grades in the middle school to get all students into
algebra by eighth grade. To accomplish this goal, the school created heterogeneously grouped classes at a high level for
all students, with special workshops to assist struggling students to master the high-track mathematics required by the
school for all students. n183

A sophisticated evaluation model was employed to test the consequences of this accelerated reform for both student
achievement results and for undertaking advanced mathematics courses at the high school level, where classes were also
detracked. n184 In general, no matter how the data on students was categorized - by socioeconomic level, ethnicity, or
fifth-grade test scores - students who experienced the accelerated approach took about twice the number of advanced
mathematics courses in high school with test results at higher levels than equivalent groups had achieved under the
tracking regimen of the past. n185 These results were substantially superior to those in [*1416] comparable
communities over the same period of comparison. n186 By accelerating the instruction of all students, the middle and
high school had substantially surpassed both previous performances under a traditional tracking system, as well as
outperformed similar schools. n187

There are many ways to implement acceleration, but there must be a determined effort to replace remediation with
a different sort of instruction that engages the student in interests and activities that go beyond repetition and
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memorization as an end in itself. n188 At the high school level, the most promising attempts combine small school size,
high levels of personalization, high academic expectations, rigorous academic demands, strong counseling, parental
engagement, extended-time school sessions, and highly competent and appropriate personnel. n189 Research and
experimentation have also resulted in many instructional strategies in the classroom that bring about greater learning
and greater equity in educational outcomes for all students. n190

The focus on accelerating the learning of low-income students must be central to educational reforms on their
behalf. As outlined earlier, however, there are many debilitating circumstances that undermine the education of such
students. These obstacles should be overcome by other interventions in conjunction with accelerated and enriched
curricular and instructional approaches. Such improvements include smaller class sizes where appropriate, higher
teacher salaries and other emollients to attract and retain a larger pool of talent, more substantial professional
development for teachers, careful selection and evaluation of teachers, greater attention to attracting and developing
strong school leadership, and use of technologies when useful for powerful learning. Priority should also be given to
enriched [*1417] preschools for three and four year olds and support for improving housing, nutrition, dental care,
health care, and parenting. n191

Conclusion

Are we making progress in providing the types of educational experiences that will bring students from low-income
families into the academic mainstream? My own impression is that we are making slow progress. Litigation and
political pressures are creating greater equity in educational spending and teacher allocations among schools. States and
school districts are considering or adopting policies to improve the working conditions and salary incentives that will
make teaching in schools with low-income students more attractive for highly qualified teachers. School practices are
also changing in the right direction. In the early 1980s the concept of accelerated education was one strictly applied to
higher-income and gifted and talented students. n192 Today it is common to hear the term used to aspire to a system
where all students experience rigorous academic study and newer educational practices that support such a goal. n193
As might be expected, school culture is slow to change, but it should change as we achieve more success in showing
what can be accomplished in the education of low-income students. As such, I am cautiously optimistic with regard to
all of these dimensions of progress, although impatient at the slow pace of change.

But there are three major public policies that are working in the opposite direction. First, as emphasized initially by
James Coleman and reinforced by the more recent work of Richard Rothstein, without major improvements in the
circumstances of the poor with regard to their housing, income, health services, neighborhood safety, and parenting
practices, their children will continue to lag educationally. Although some of this gap can be compensated for by good
schools, there is little evidence that all of it can. We need to focus on strong families and strong communities at the
same time we focus on strong schools, a priority that seems to be of low order.

[*1418] Second, the narrowness of the accountability measures of NCLB and other test instruments reduces much
of instruction to test preparation at a superficial level in the few subjects tested and instruction tailored to the narrow
format that is used in the test. This practice especially deprives students from poor families of the richer and more
satisfying education that enables fuller human development and that will enable them to respond more fully to the
demands society will impose on them. Students from more affluent backgrounds are attending schools with greater
educational opportunities and have family and community resources that can make up for such deficiencies. The
solution is to develop and apply wider-spectrum assessments that can evaluate a larger range of subjects and such
important human attributes as creativity, problem-solving, discourse, artistic performance, and the like.

Finally, I am most pessimistic about the present directions with regard to reducing the profound segregation of
students by race and income and the pernicious academic consequences of such racial and class isolation. Recent court
decisions and national policies have set a low priority on achieving the academic benefits resulting from peer
interactions among students of different races and social class origins. In my view, we need to place a much greater
policy emphasis on increasing student diversity in educational settings to capture both the academic benefits of peer
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effects as well as the democratic benefits of student participation in a world of many different cultures and origins, but
common educational aspirations.

Legal Topics:

For related research and practice materials, see the following legal topics:
Civil Rights LawContractual Relations & HousingFair Housing RightsGeneral OverviewEducation
LawInstructionCurriculaGeneral OverviewEducation LawStudentsGifted Students
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n148. Id. at 123-25.

n149. Id.

n150. Pub. L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002) (codified at 20 U.S.C. §§ 6301-6578 (Supp. II 2002)). For
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http://www.nwea.org/assets/research/national/409_AchivGapStudyFinallowres_111006a.pdf. Indeed, this was
the impetus for the federal No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 with its focus on making all students proficient
and eliminating achievement gaps by income, racial, and other groupings. See 20 U.S.C. § 6301 (Supp. II 2002).
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n168. McCall et al., supra note 167, at 1.

n169. The importance of using experience as a strength to build on is central to the pedagogy of John
Dewey. See his development of this theme in John Dewey, Experience and Education (14th prtg. 1971) (1938).
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of Language: The Debate on Bilingualism (1986).

n170. Mary Haywood Metz, Classrooms and Corridors: The Crisis of Authority in Desegregated Secondary
Schools 3-14 (1978); see also supra Part III.A.

n171. For more information about the Accelerated Schools Project, see Henry Levin, Accelerated Schools:
The Background, in Accelerated Schools in Action 3 (Christine Finnan et al. eds., 1996).
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Students: Cultivating Culture Change in Schools, Classrooms, and Individuals (2000). The website for the
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n175. Id. at 16.
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not receive the intervention, see Steven M. Ross et al., Two-and Three-Year Achievement Results from the
Memphis Restructuring Initiative, 12 Sch. Effectiveness & Sch. Improvement 323, 323-46 (2001).

n178. See Christine Finnan & Henry M. Levin, Accelerated Schools and the Obstacles to School Reform, in
Translating Theory and Research into Educational Practice 127, 127-50 (Mark Constas et al. eds., 2006). For a
recent and comprehensive study of the failure of schools to implement whole school reforms, see Georges
Vernez et al., Evaluating Comprehensive School Reform Models at Scale: Focus on Implementation (2006),
available at http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2006/RAND_MG546.pdf.
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Performance in New American Schools 16-18 (2001); Amanda Datnow, Power and Politics in the Adoption of
School Reform Models, 22 Educ. Evaluation & Pol'y Analysis 357, 357-74 (2000).

n180. Details on the intervention and the evaluation results reported here are found in Carol Corbett Burris
et al., Accelerating Mathematics Achievement Using Heterogeneous Grouping, 43 Am. Educ. Res. J. 105,
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n182. See id. at 119.
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courses while controlling for key variables often associated with school achievement such as previous math
achievement, student socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. See id. at 116.

n185. Id. at 117.

n186. Id. at 126.

n187. Id. at 124.

n188. For promising attempts in high schools, see Janet Quint, Meeting Five Critical Challenges of High
School Reform (2006), available at http://www.mdrc.org/publications/428/full.pdf.

n189. See, e.g., id. at 30-41; see also Institute for Student Achievement Program,
http://www.studentachievement.org (last visited Apr. 2, 2007) (containing information about principles aimed at
encouraging student achievement).

n190. See Oakes, supra note 78, at 261-300 (providing a range of examples). See generally Elizabeth G.
Cohen & Rachel A. Lotan, Working for Equity in Heterogeneous Classrooms: Sociological Theory in Practice
(1997) (describing the concepts of complex instruction and equitable classrooms and placing these concepts
within the context of larger issues of stratification and the sociology of the classroom).

n191. Effectiveness of such programs is widespread in both the short term and long term, the latter referring
to the effect of such programs on adult success. For a summary of much of this evidence, see generally Barnett
& Belfield, supra note 16.

n192. Levin, supra note 171, at 3.
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n193. See generally Christine Finnan & Julie D. Swanson, Accelerating the Learning of All Students (2000)
(providing a comprehensive description of the multiple uses of accelerated learning as well as the changes that
must take place for students to benefit from accelerated learning principles); L. Scott Miller, An American
Imperative: Accelerating Minority Educational Advancement (1995) (detailing various aspects of educational
progress by relating to minority students).
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