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Closing Achievement Gaps ASAP
	When I entered the PhD. program at George Mason University and began to plan my program of studies, I knew “EDUC 874:  The Achievement Gap” was a class I wanted to take.  Perhaps this was because prior to becoming a PhD. student, I was a Reading Recovery teacher.  As a Reading Recovery teacher, it was my job to take the four lowest readers in the first grade and within twenty weeks raise their achievement level in both reading and writing to be at or above grade level.  This task was extremely challenging, and at times, despite all our efforts, my students and I fell short of the program’s goal.  
My inability to help these struggling students is what led me to apply for the PhD program.  I had so many questions regarding these students’ lack of accelerated progress, and I knew I needed an outlet to search for answers to my questions.  In taking the achievement gap course, I hoped it would provide me with insight into what factors contribute to achievement gaps, what others are doing to help close the gaps, and what I can do to help close the gaps.  Specifically, I was interested in learning how the achievement gap in literacy could be narrowed even sooner than first grade, making the Reading Recovery intervention unneeded.  Determining this meant investigating early literacy acquisition and achievement in kindergarteners and even preschoolers.  
	By the second week of the achievement gap course, it became clear to me that achievement gaps exist before children walk in the door on the first day of kindergarten.  I knew that students came to school at all different levels and with all different experiences, but I guess I thought they needed to an opportunity to be formally taught before these differences could be considered achievement gaps.  My new view of the achievement gap made me question: When exactly do these gaps begin? Why do they occur? and What can be done?  This paper attempts to find an answer to these questions by examining the research on the factors that lead to an achievement gap in literacy among young children and what can and should be done to help close the gap.
Research on an Early Gap
On its website, Education Week’s Research Center (2004) defines the achievement gap as referring, “…to the disparity in academic performance between groups of students,” (para. 1).  Many researchers that explore achievement gaps often narrow this definition by defining which groups they examine.  Some chose to compare groups by race, class, or even gender.  In reviewing the literature on the causes of the achievement gap in young children, I did not define my groups, allowing any explanation of the literacy gap between any groups to be explored.  Even with this broad definition I found that one explanation kept surfacing again and again as to the explanation of the early achievement gap.
Hart and Risley were part of the many researchers in the 1960s who attempted to take on the “War on Poverty” only to find that their results in building preschoolers vocabulary, “…however promising at the start, washed out fairly early and completely as children aged,” (2003, para. 1).  Puzzled by this, they set out to understand, “…how and when differences in developmental trajectories began,” (para. 5).  To do this Hart and Risley recruited 42 families from a variety of SES backgrounds (13 upper, 10 middle, 13 lower, and 6 on welfare) who had recently had babies and set out to, “…record “everything” that went on in children’s homes – everything that was done by the children, to them, and around them,” (para. 7).  Beginning when the children were between 7 to 9 months old, researchers went to each of the 42 households for an hour once a month for 2 ½ years and collect data on what they heard.  
Hart and Risley (2003) determined that by the age of 3, families had played a critical role in children’s volume of talk, growth of vocabulary, and style (para. 12).  Those children living in homes with families on welfare had smaller vocabularies and learned new words at a slower rate (para. 16).  In fact, Hart and Risley estimated that by age 3 a 30 million-word gap appears between children living in low and high SES families (par. 22).  The researchers also uncovered that besides volume, the quality of the interactions within households differed according to the family’s SES.  Children in high SES households heard more praise, while those in low SES households heard more discouragement (para. 26).  The findings from this study are important in demonstrating just how big achievement gaps can get in a short amount of time.  Heart and Risley comment that their findings, “…make it clear the enormity of the effort that would be required to change children’s lives.  And the longer the effort is put off, the less possible the change becomes,” (para. 30). 
Many researchers have echoed Hart and Rislely’s (2003) argument of the importance of filling achievement gaps early while the gap is still narrow enough to close.  In fact, Marie Clay, the founder of Reading Recovery, specifically designed her program for first graders for this reason.  When describing the selection process for which students are eligible for Reading Recovery she states:
The children are selected on achievement criteria only:  they are the lowest achievers in the age group for whatever reason.  They have already had one year of good quality classroom instruction, as a result of which they are beginning to get left behind by their faster-moving classmates on the curriculum of that classroom, that school, and that education system (Clay, 2001, p.217).  
Time is of the essence to catch these students up to the average band readers in their classrooms, for the longer that is waited the wider the gap becomes, and first grade achievement seems to be a good predictor of future achievement (Clay 2001, p.237).  
Juel (1988) conducted a longitudinal study of 54 children following them from first through fourth grades.  The results of her study found, “The probability that a child would remain a poor reader at the end of fourth grade, if the child was a poor reader at the end of first grade was .88,” (p. 440).   McGill-Franzen and Allington (1991) build on the idea of the importance of being successful in the early grades, “…children who fail either of the first two grades in school have only a 20 percent chance of graduating from high school,” (p. 88).
The research into the early achievement gap indicates that family SES plays a critical role in influencing what skills children show up with on the first day of school.  It appears that the old saying, “children are a product of their environment,” is indeed true.  In fact, Magnuson, Meyers, Ruhm, and Waldfogel (2004) state, “Close to 40% of the associations between economic disadvantage and young children’s lower economic performance are explained by the lower quality of home learning environments,” (p. 177).  McGill-Franzen and Allington (1991) warn that educators are not to blame children for their environments:
Middle-class routines of reading bedtime stories to young children, encouraging them to write stories and messages of their own, and otherwise tutoring them in the rituals and rules of literacy do provide those children with an estimated 2,000 hours of one-to-one instruction before first grade.  But schools should neither reward nor penalize children for the parents they have. (p. 87)
Educators must recognize that children do not choose which family that they grow up in, how may adults live with them, their household’s annual income, or how they are stimulated when they are young, all of which have been shown to be factors in determining student success.   Instead of blaming the child, educators need to understand the child’s background for what it is and work use the child’s strength to help accelerate his or her progress.	Comment by GG: Kind of like one of the messages in this class: things won’t change out there, so we need to change what we do to accomplish the same goals and even some newer ones.
How We Got To Where We Are Today
	The United States has not always been focused on making sure no child is left behind and closing achievement gaps.  In fact, in America’s early days most children were homeschooled, growing up and learning the trade of their family.  Coleman (1987) writes, “…mass state-supported schooling did not begin until the late 19th and early 20th centuries” (p.32).   Coleman (1987) points out that the creation of public schooling occurred at around the same time as men began working more and more outside the home (pp. 32-33).  Women soon followed the men, and began to find employment outside the house as well (p. 33).  This shift in family structure has lead to a shift in how children are raised, cared for, and educated.
	With one or both parents working outside the home, communities began to provide schools to educate children.  By 1918 all states had compulsory education laws in place requiring that children go to school and providing students with this service (National Conference of State Legislatures, n.d., para. 1).  These beginning schools segregated children based upon their race.  This practice however was changed in 1954 with the Supreme Court ruling of Brown vs. the Board of Education stating that school segregation violated African Americans 14th amendment.
Shortly after the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Coleman was asked to lead an investigation in educational equity to determine if money was being allocated among schools fairly. The findings of this investigation are commonly referred to as the 1966 Coleman Report.  After surveying 600,000 students, 60,000 teachers, and 3,100 schools from across the nation, Coleman determined that school resources could not explain the difference in students’ performances between White and Black schools (Coleman, 1990).  Instead, he determined that the family environment from which these students came from could account for “…as much as 90% of the variance in student achievement,” (Galluzzo, 2010, slide 6).   Among the family factors that proved to be statistically significant in Coleman’s study was mother’s level of education, father’s income, and number of periodicals the family had in the home (Galluzzo, 2010, slide 6).	Comment by GG: As flattered as I am, Rebecca that you remembered to review our slides, try to cite the primary author.
Coleman’s study supports the theory that school does not create the achievement gap and that the achievement gap is a product of home environments.   More than 40 years later, Yeung and Pfieffer (2009) research echoed Coleman’s stating, “home environment is vital for children’s learning,”  (p. 424).  To make this conclusion they studied the data collected on 856 black and 938 white children through the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.  They concluded that, “…schools do not create the entire racial achievement gap,” (p. 424).  Instead they summarized, “…that factors prior to or at child’s birth matter,” (p. 424).  Some of factors that Yeung and Pfieffer (2009) determined to impact student achievement in school include being born by a teenage mother and having a low-birth weight.  
Three Solutions To Filling The Early Achievement Gap
Healthy Families America  
Many states have chosen to take a proactive stance to research findings like the ones cited above, by providing free prenatal care and education to low-income mothers.  The state of Virginia has adopted the Healthy Families America Initiative.  This initiative created by Prevent Child Abuse America in partnership with the Ronald McDonald House Charities began in 1992 (Healthy Families America, About Us, para. 2).  While the main goal of this program may be to prevent child abuse, I contend that the services they provide also contribute to narrowing the achievement gap.  Currently Fairfax County has five Healthy Families Fairfax locations offering first time parents services from birth to five years old.  
Oshana, Harding, Friedman, and Holton (2005) describe the Healthy Families America initiative as, “…a voluntary home visiting program with three equally important goals:  to promote positive parenting, to enhance child health and development, and to prevent child abuse and neglect’” (p. 219).  Currently 35 states and the District of Columbia implement the program in 430 communities (Healthy Families America, FAQ, para. 1).  To help insure proper implantation implementation, sites undergo an accreditation process, along with completing annual surveys (Oshana et al., p.221).  A research network was also created including researchers, practitioners, and administrators in order to help improve the quality and implementation of the program.  
Healthy Families America work is challenging, and the research on its effectiveness is mixed.  Harding et al. (2004) conducted a multi-site study and determined that variations across sites explained site effectiveness.  Retention of staff and participants, frequency of home visits, and variation in families served proved to explain some of the potential reasons for the mixed reviews. A qualitative study conducted by Krysik, LeCroy, and Ashford (2008) revealed that the relationships formed between the participants and the home visitor played a key role into the success of the program. 
Healthy Families America estimates it costs an average of $3,348 per family per year to implement the program.  The majority of this bill is paid for using state funds (Healthy Families America, Network Resources: Funding, para. 3).  Like most proactive interventions, Healthy Families America argues that this money is money well spent.  A report completed by Fight Crime: Invest in Kids (2003) estimates that abuse and neglect cost Americans at least $80 billion dollars a year (p. 19) and that it results in about 2,000 child deaths a year (p. 2).  This report continues by stating, “Failure to invest now in programs proven to prevent child abuse and neglect puts every American at greater risk from crime, “ (p.2).  
Many research studies support the claim that abused or neglected children are at higher risk for being involved in criminal activities.  In fact, Widom (2000) found that abused or neglected children are up to four percent more likely to be arrested for a violent crime.  This amounts to “An additional 35,000 violent criminals and more than 250 murderers,” (Fight Crime, 2003, p. 2).  Lewis et al. (1988) interviewed half of the juveniles on death row in 1986 and 1987 and found that only one had not been a victim of childhood abuse.  Being proactive about child abuse and neglect also has shown to impact these children’s future income level, marriage success, and suicide rates (Fight Crime, 2003, p. 10).	Comment by GG: Very good, Rebecca.  There are so many of these programs, and they often teeter on the edge of running out of money.  The data you present are very informative.  I may try to incorporate them into the class.
Perry Preschool
The High/Scope Perry Preschool Study has reported many of the same positive outcomes to its program as those mentioned by Healthy Families America.  The program began as a study in 1962 when David Weikart, along with several others, set out to determine what impact providing high quality preschool would have on children living in poverty.  The participants were 123 African American children living in poverty who were randomly assigned to either a control group or a preschool program for ages 3 and 4 (Schweinhart, 2005, p. 1).  Qualified teachers taught selected children daily for 2 ½ hours in small groups of no more than 6 per class.  Teachers visited the children’s homes weekly and taught using the High/Scope model.  This model included a daily routine and supported students’ self-initiated learning (p. 9).  
Data on the children were collected yearly from ages 3 to 11 and then 14, 15, 19, 27 and 40 (Schweinhart, 2005, p. 1).  The children who received the preschool instruction proved to have completed more years of schooling, were paid more in their jobs, committed less crimes, and had improved health and marriages when compared to those who did not receive preschool.  It was estimated that, “…the economic return to society of the Perry Preschool program was $258,888 per participant,”  (Schweinart, 2005. p. 3).  
	In 1970 the lead researcher in the High/Scope Perry Preschool Study, David Weikart, established the High/Scope organization in order to continue the research into the effects of high quality preschools.  Headquartered in Ypsilanti, Michigan (the location of the original study) the High/Scope model is now being packaged and sold.  The curriculum has expanded to include instruction for infants through the elementary school years, and there is an accreditation process in which both teachers and sites can participate. High/Scope also sells curriculum products and provides online training classes via their website for anyone who is interested.  Research continues to be a focus of the program, with the findings impacting early childhood programs, policymakers, instruction, successful implementation, and teacher professional development (HighScope, n.d., Research, para. 2).	Comment by GG: This remains one of the best interventions we have for this population of children.  Access remains unequal, but the effects are profound.
Head Start
Just a few years following the High/Scope Perry Preschool Study, President Johnson signed the Economic Opportunity Act 1964.  This act created the Office of Economic Opportunity, which was assigned with the task of developing a program to help children fight the effects of poverty.  Fourteen members were on the committee, and in 1965 they presented their solution in a paper titled, “Recommendations for a Head Start Program, (National Head Start Association, 2005, para. 4).  As a result, an eight-week summer program for preschoolers living in poverty was created and implemented during the summer of 1965.  The program was comprehensive, including child and parent education along with health services (National Head Start Association, 2005, para. 4).  In 1966 the federal government expanded the program to become a half-day preschool intervention that followed the school calendar. 
Since 1966 the Head Start program has been awarded increased federal funding allowing it to reach more students ages 3 to 5, and in 1995 it expanded to include an Early Head Start initiative that brought services to children birth to age 3.  Both programs recently received $2.1 billion dollars under President Obama’s American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2009).   Head Start is a federal-local matching grant program whose implementation is controlled locally (Currie & Thomas, 2000, p.756).  Each local Head Start site chooses their curriculum, teacher qualifications requirements, ages of students that will be serviced, location of the program, and many other decisions.  In Fairfax County Public Schools, 1,000 students ages 3 to 5 are serviced through the Head Start Program in 55 schools (Fairfax County Public Schools, 2010).    
It has been almost 45 years since the creation of the Head Start program, and with its continual funding increases one would think that research into the program’s effectiveness must be strong.  Unfortunately, the Head Start promise remains unfulfilled (Barnett & Hustedt, 2005).  In their 2005 article, Head Start’s Lasting Benefits, Barnett and Hustedt point out that criticism for the program can be found as early as 1969.  The evidence of the program’s long-term benefits are mixed (p. 18).  Research has shown some short-term benefits of program participation to include: increased vocabulary, increased phonemic awareness, increased health benefits, small increases in IQ and achievement, and even smaller impacts on behavior, self-esteem, and motivation in children (Barnett & Hudstedt 2005, Abbott-Shim, Lambert, and McCarty 2003).   Barnett and Hudstedt (2005) argue lack of evidence into the effectiveness into the program is a result of research design flaws, and more research needs to be conducted in order to shape the future of the program (p. 22). 	Comment by GG: Head Start never had the research model that Perry did.  And while some of the early Head Start programs were modeled on Perry, over the years, they have changed and not enough evaluation work has been conducted to verify the effects. People became more concerned about just having the program than with monitoring outcomes. That the effects don’t last much beyond the early years of school should concern us and make us strengthen the local programs, but there hasn’t been much will for that in the policy arena.   And when President Bush questioned the value of Head Start, all of it protectors came out in protest and nothing happened afterwards.
Discussion
Completing this study has opened my eyes to just how many resources are out there that are put in place to close achievement gaps in the very young!  The question is with so many programs in place, why is there still an achievement gap? McGill-Franzen and Allington asked this same question back in 1991, “Why is it after countless millions, nay billions, of federal and state dollars targeted for extra education services, a quarter century of trying, all U. S. children still don’t learn to read?” (p. 86).  My participation in “EDUC 874: The Achievement Gap” has brought to my attention some big ideas regarding the achievement gap that can be used to be able to answer these hard questions.
There Is No One Magic Cure
I come to this conclusion regrettably.  My readings in the Achievement Gap have opened my eyes to the wide variety of ways this problem can be solved and what works for one school may not work for another.  Dr. Galluzzo, my professor of the Achievement Gap explains why this may be the case in class several times “…because context matters!”  (personal communication,  April 22, 2010).  McGill-Franzen and Allington (1991) point out, “Clearly we are already spending a lot of money in the U.S. on programs for children who find learning to read difficult.  But we should be supporting children, not programs,” (p. 89).  I couldn’t agree more.  The achievement gap is about the students, not programs or test scores.  This leads me to my next big idea.	Comment by GG: Obviously, given my last comment, I agree with you.
Filling the Achievement Gap Requires Developing Relationships and Caring
When asked midway through the semester what I thought my low lying fruit was in the achievement gap, I stated that I thought it was all about relationships.   To me relationships are the heart of teaching.  The story that illustrated this best for me was Ray’s story found in, Unfinished Business, by Noguera and Wing (2006).  As a freshman Ray was required to take a physical education class, so he signed up to take basketball.  Upon getting his schedule he notice he was placed in dance class instead.  Ray went to his school counselor in hopes to fix the error.  Ray states:
I talked to my counselor and she was like, “Well, um, you got to go talk to the teacher” or whatnot.  So I went to go talk to the teacher and she was like “um yeah, man, you should have just been transferred,” or whatnot.  So then I talked to the counselor and she never transferred me until hella late, you feel?...She didn’t actually change me from the class till it was about over. (Noguera & Wing, 2006, p. 126)	Comment by GG: Not education’s finest hour.
Ray ended up accumulating 50 or 60 absences for the dance class and was involuntarily transferred to an alternative high school for “bad kids,” (p. 125).  The book explains that, “After only one semester of high school, Ray had already become one more in a continuous stream of low-income, African American students who was behind academically, and on his way to the segregated school for misbehaving students, East Campus” (p. 128).
	I think Ray’s story illustrates perfectly the need not only for relationships, but also caring.  Both the counselor and the teacher knew Ray and his problem, but neither one cared enough to take the initiative to help him solve it.  Instead, they passed it on to someone else, who passed it on to someone else.  The book labels Ray’s story as a, “…signg of benign neglect,” but I just labeled it as sad (Noguera & Wing, 2006,p. 130).  If just one person would have stood up and helped Ray, his story would have ended much differently.
	Happily I did read stories this semester that illustrated teachers and schools who both know and care about the students they teach. In fact, Karin Chenoweth’s (2007) book, It’s Being Done, is filled with them.  Each chapter of this book examines a school that had large achievement gaps but worked and found a solution that narrowed and sometimes even closed this gap for their students.  One of my favorite stories in Chenoweth’s book that illustrates how a school used relationships and caring to help close the achievement gap is found in the chapter about Elmont Memorial Junior-Senior High School in Elmont, New York.  This school used the lure of after-school sports to help students develop relationships and create a sense of belonging at the school.  Students are also purposefully greeted when the walk in the door and, “…if a students doesn’t respond well to a greeting in the hallway…Capozzi will invite that child into his office, where he tries to see if there is a problem bothering him or her,” (Chenoweth, 2007, p. 54).  At the school they view this as the “broken window” theory.  I view it as being proactive and available.	Comment by GG: I agree.  This is one of the best cases in the book.
	Another school with a similar approach to discipline found in Chenoweth’s book is Lincoln Elementary School in Mount Vernon, New York.  Teachers are described as greeting children, “…by name and with affection and interest,” (2007, p. 64).  Discipline is described as being conducted with zero tolerance for disrespect, and that goes both ways.  For example, when a boy was found to have thrown a roll of toilet paper out the bathroom window, the principal sat him down to talk to him.  The principal tells about this conversation stating, “…[I] found that the boy had the night before learned that his parents were getting divorced. “I gave him community service, and so forth,” Albano said, but more importantly, he was able to refer the child to a counselor for help,” (p. 64).  The key in the quote is that to the principal the most important thing was he was able to help the child.  	Comment by GG: Of course, the challenge for those of us in teacher education is how to make people who are not interested in these kinds of relationships more willing to work with these students.  We’re not even close to solving this one.  I see it in the Responsive Classroom schools.  There is never enough buy-in.
 Parents matter
Throughout the semester we have watched several videos on successful schools. These schools have worked to narrow and have sometimes closed the achievement gap that used to exist at their settings.  One important element I noticed in these schools is that they made an effort to get and even require parents to join in their quest to change the academic performance of the students.  I think this parental involvement is an area that is often ignored by educators.  They make excuses for the parents as to why they can’t be involved in the solution and try to do it all on their own.
	KIPP (Knowledge Is Power Program) schools are one set of schools that are not making excuses for parents as to why parents can’t be involved in helping their children.  The program is viewed as a partnership between teachers, students, and parents and is founded upon building a strong school culture based upon 5 pillars: (1) high expectations, (2) choice & commitment, (3) more time, (4) power to lead, and (5) focus on results (KIPP, 2010, five pillars).  Students, teachers, and parents are all required to sign the “Commitment to Excellence,” which is a learning pledge that promises that they will do, “whatever it takes to help the student to learn,” (KIPP, 2010, Commitment to Excellence).  The results?  KIPP students are not only closing the achievement gap, but they are also outperforming district averages (KIPP, 2010, Annual Report Card).
	It wasn’t until I read chapter 8 of Ferguson’s (2008) book, Toward Excellence with Equality, that I truly realized how important parent involvement is to narrowing and eliminating the achievement gap.  This chapter made it clear to me why I was finding that so many of the successful programs include a parental component.  The chapter sites research that concludes, “…parental involvement improves students’ learning,” (p. 269).  The research is clear that, “Especially when children are young, home is an important place and parents are extremely important people,” (p. 259).  Researchers have identified features of positive developmental settings and work together early with parents to teach them these so that they can implement them in their homes.  
The Harlem Children’s Zone is another organization we saw a video on that is providing disadvantaged students with innovated approaches to education.  What began as a truancy-prevention program has grown into a multi-million dollar organization servicing 100 blocks in New York City (Harlem Children’s Zone, 2010).  The Harlem Children Zone program is entitled, “HCZ Project Pipeline,” and the pipeline begins even before children are born.  Expectant parents can begin by attending Baby College, which is a nine-week class providing them with parent education and support.  Lucky winners of the HCZ lottery can watch their children continue through the pipeline into college, which is a goal of the program.	Comment by GG: Well-chosen examples.  We have so many places where it is “being done”.  I’m hopeful that each semester I reach doctoral students who return to their schools and start conversations about their gaps.  That’s where every one of our cases began the process.
Requires commitment
Closing the achievement gap is not easy work.  It requires a committed and focused team that works together towards the same united goal. Chenoweth’s (2007) book is filled with examples of schools committed to producing results and seeing them.  For Elmont Memorial Junior-Senior High School their emphasis, “…is on instruction – instruction by teachers of students and by administrators of teachers,” (p. 51).  This focus creates a family atmosphere of teachers and students who want to be at the school and who work together in order to improve teaching with the support and encouragement of peers (p. 52).  The schools focus is clearly shared during the hiring process so that they are aware of the expectations, “Before they ever begin here, we explain this is an ongoing learning experience and it should never stop,” (p.53).  This system works for Elmont with 100 percent of their seniors graduating and 97 percent going to college (p.50).
	Capitol View Elementary School in Atlanta, Georgia was another school highlighted in Chenoweth’s (2007), It’s Being Done, for being able to change student achievement.  To bring about this change the school adopted a Core Knowledge Curriculum.  The current principal explained that it took about four years to completely transform the school culture (p. 167).  She explains, ”If you’ve inherited some people who don’t buy into that…it takes time to put in place the staff you need,” (p.168).   	Comment by GG: Which is code for “helping some people move on.”
Principals that promote change in their buildings and produce results often find that they must take a hard stance on the school’s shared vision.  The principal of Granger High School whose school is also highlighted in Chenoweth’s book had practiced a speech to deliver to teachers who opposed his changes.  The speech went, “You are a great teacher.  We have a difference in philosophy.  I’d be happy to write you a recommendation,” (p.118).  However difficult delivering this speech may have been it resulted in a committed and productive staff that agreed on a shared vision and experienced results.
Conclusion
	My hope in conducting this study was to determine how early the achievement gap began, why it occurred, and what can be done about it.  Research suggests that a good predictor of children’s academic achievement is the environment from which they are raised.  This being the case, some achievement gaps can be predicted even before children are born!  The 1960s spawned a “War on Poverty” in which many preventive programs, organizations, and curriculum were put into place in hopes to close these very early achievement gaps.  Each of these groups claimed to have the “cure” to the achievement gap but the research into these claims have often came back mixed.  
Mixed reviews no longer confuse me like they once did.  I now expect these results.  I expect them because the research is about people and context matters.  So I celebrate and congratulate those who have found success with a program and hope that they continue using it and get similar results.  For those studies where the findings show up not as successful I don’t blame the program, instead I blame the fit of the program to the people and setting.	Comment by GG: Nice.  And to confuse matters a bit more, they may have the right program, but the implementation is weak and no one is pushing it along.
Unfortunately, what I have learned through this class is that there is no one cure that will work to close achievement gaps.  To me the answer is not about programs or money but instead people!  We need educators who understand why it is necessary to close the achievement gap, who care about the individuals that they teach, who care about the communities that they serve, and are willing to put in extra time and effort to ensure success.
	While there may not be one solution to closing the achievement gap, I still believe in trying to close the any gap ASAP.  How and when this is done depends on the community.  For some it may be by providing free prenatal care, for others it may be providing preschool experience, and still for others it may be Reading Recovery.  Yes, although I set out in order to find a solution where Reading Recovery would not be needed I finish this paper believing more than ever that it is an intervention that should continue for it may be the solution that is just right for a school and a student to help solve the achievement gap. 	Comment by GG: Well, maybe there is: reach out to the people in the school; start with the data; identify a plan; believe in the plan enough to implement it to see whether it works; adjust as necessary.  So, the one solution, is a process, not a program.
Rebecca, this reads like an intellectual journey.  You kept asking questions along the way, followed some literature, thought about the implications, and moved to the next questions.  I enjoyed reading it.  It is your growth that strikes me as the best part of this assignment.  If you keep this attitude you’ll make Tech very proud to have you there teaching and researching. A
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