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INTRODUCTION 

 

“Education is the great equalizer of the conditions of men, the balance-

wheel of the social machinery.” 

-Horace Mann (1796-1859) 

Inequality in the United States has been a topic of ongoing debate for much of the 

nation’s history. While historical experiences and policies have had a long history of 

creating, perpetuating, and occasionally disrupting cycles of inequality, the expansive gap 

between the very wealthy and the less affluent majority of the population in the United 

States have brought renewed urgency to addressing social, economic, and structural 

inequalities in recent years. A number of studies have worked to determine the causes for 

the ongoing disparities and the sharp escalation in income inequality which has caused 

increasing strife in the most recent decades. The conversation is ongoing, however there is 

consensus that the expansive inequities and disparities among racial groups and socio-

economic classes is a significant problem for the country; both in terms of fulfilling the 

American ideal of equality for all and in the effort to remain competitive globally.  

Inequality is expensive, in opportunities lost, potential unrealized, diminished civic 

engagement, and in the potential financial capital which could have been realized but was 

instead limited due to a lack of opportunity afforded to individuals and groups. 

Additionally, there is evidence which shows the correlation between inequality and higher 

incarceration costs, consumption of social supports, and health care costs (McKinsey, 

2009). One early formula calculated the financial loss to the American public resulting 

from inequality to be between $300 billion and $700 billion in 2009 (McKinsey, 2009). 

While more current estimates vary in the exact value of loss resulting from rampant 

inequality, it is clear that the problem is a significant drain on the American economy and 

society.   

These disparities are exacerbated by globalization and an increasing global reliance 

on complex technology (Saez, 2020). These factors have exacerbated gaps between high 

and low skilled workers, and fundamentally altered the labor markets in developed and 
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developing countries alike (Saez, 2020)1. In the United States, this escalation is extremely 

visible; communities across the nation have seen sharp increases in the division between 

the wealthy and poor. In the 1980’s, the top 1% took in less than 10% of national income; 

that figure has now doubled to an estimated 20% (Saez, 2020). The disparities have 

become so pronounced that the top 0.1% of the American population now earn 196 times 

more than the bottom 90% (Saez, 2020).  

 In the globalized economy, countries are obligated to maximize their human 

capital, regardless of social or economic status if they wish to remain competitive 

(Marginson, 2006). To do this it is imperative that the forthcoming generations of 

American youth are equipped with the knowledge and skills required to participate in the 

global market. Traditionally, education has been viewed as the key to increasing social 

equity and overcoming many of the barriers which limit upward social mobility. This 

perception is arguably based largely in the enduring American myth which tells is founded 

in the idea success is the product of effort and merit. This impression that education and 

grit can allow anyone to transcend the class to which they were born has a long history in 

American society. However, numerous studies and statistical evidence presented in recent 

decades have exposed this perception as more of an illusion than a representation of the 

lived experience for many modern Americans who were born into poverty (Garcia, E. 

Weiss, E., 2017; Reardon, S.; Fahle, E., 2017).   

Despite numerous and costly policy reform efforts, the public education system in 

the United States continues to be an influential factor in the continuation of the cycle of 

poverty and the achievement gap operating more as a than the “Great Equalizer” it is 

intended to be. In an increasingly competitive global environment children from low-

income and rural families face obstacles which frequently present long before their 

elementary school enrollment. These disparities present in every stage of the education 

experience for many students and are evident among ethnic/racial groups, socio-economic, 

and geographic divides. Across each demographic these inequities persist, reinforcing a 

cycle of inequality separating large swaths of Americans from the opportunities which are, 

by nature of the nation’s stated goals and values, intended to be available to all. These 

systemic shortcomings which have caused institutionalized inequalities result in 

 
1 One of the immediate outcomes of globalization was a shift in manufacturing and imports to countries with 

lower production costs and looser regulations. Technological advancements have eliminated the need for 

many low-skilled workers, as automated and computerized systems are increasingly able to replace them in 

the production process. For more information see Saez, 2020.   
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consequences which reach past moral or ethical obligations by creating long-term 

problems that both undermine societal equality and result in additional financial costs to 

the American people (Garcia, E. Weiss, E., 2017).  

 Establishing fair and inclusive systems to ensure that the positive advantages 

offered by quality education are available to all American children, equally, is quite 

potentially, one of the most effective tools to make society more equitable, competitive, 

and economically successful (Garcia, E. Weiss, E., 2017; Chungmei, L., Orfield, G., 2005; 

Reardon, S.; Fahle, E., 2017). Recognizing the importance of understanding of how 

inequalities affect outcomes in the public education system, this study endeavors to 

provide an analysis of the multiple intersections between socio-environmental 

circumstances and education inequality and consider how a Two-Generation modeled 

public policy intervention could disrupt them.  

Two-Gen approaches have been gaining traction in many public and social policy 

initiatives across the US. The approach has also been implanted to a limited degree in 

education; most notably through the Head Start and later the Early Head Start initiatives. 

While Head Start has seen impressive success, impacts have been limited and the 

achievement gap persists. The primary goal of this effort is to investigate if an expanded 

Two-Gen policy intervention could bridge the gap that previous public policy initiatives 

have failed to fill. This study primarily focuses on a. how public policies can determine the 

quality of a child’s education experiences based on the framework of Bourdieu who 

established the impact of such factors affects equity in access and experience and, b. how 

Two-Generation social policy interventions can help to address many of the pain points 

which children born to low-income families are more likely to encounter to improve equity 

in access and outcomes. Inequality in American society, which in many ways becomes 

cemented through the public education system is a significant and costly problem. In an 

increasingly competitive and globalized environment, identifying and understanding 

solutions which can have lasting impact and reduce these inequalities is of critical 

importance. 

The initial objective of this study is to map the core divergence points through 

which students are impacted or affected by inequalities in the public education system with 

a specific emphasis on the role that socio-economic status plays in determining student 

outcomes. Building upon the findings of this chapter, the study then expands. 

Acknowledging that funding reform is an essential step toward addressing the disparities in 
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equity in access and outcomes of the public education system, this considers the potential 

of a Two-Generation modeled policy alternative to impact the societal factors which 

contribute to inequality in the education system to improve equity in schools and society. 

Two-Gen interventions are gaining traction across the nation, and to a limited extend have 

been applied to success through the Head Start program. In this analysis, the operational 

research questions to be addressed are: 

 

1. How do socio-economic factors impact a student’s access to and potential for 

success in public education? 

2. Does the application of a Two-Gen modeled policy intervention address these 

factors system to provide more equitable outcomes for disadvantaged students?  

 

These questions serve to address the primary goal of this research of 

understanding how a comprehensive Two-Gen intervention could bridge the gap 

that previous public policy initiatives have failed to fill to increase equity in the 

public education system. These questions operate from the acknowledgement that 

an individual’s familial financial status, race, and geographic location 

significantly impact their educational experience which has been proven by 

decades of research. Further, that the influence of these environmental factors are 

of such significance that changes to funding formulas for public education alone 

would not be sufficient to ensure equitable education for the country’s children 

who are most at risk. While the Two-Gen model has been applied to many other 

social problems to great success, efforts to do so in education have been limited. 

This thesis adds to the current body of knowledge by considering how an 

application of the two-generation model could specifically impact educational 

equity, narrow the achievement gaps, and overall outcomes by addressing harmful 

socio-environmental factors and thereby improve equity in the education system 

for low-income students.  
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1 Bourdieu’s Theoretical Approach to Education, Culture, and 

Social Positioning 

 

There are a great many studies which have completed analysis and developed 

findings establishing the relationship between education, equality, and positive social 

mobility in developed societies. Building upon these foundations, which to a notable extent 

have proved the relationship between equational achievement and positive social mobility, 

sociologists and researchers have spent the better part of a century working to investigate 

the extent to which education is able to make an impact. Noteworthy efforts by Boudon 

(1974), Kerckhoff (1976), Oakes (2005), Hattie (2008), and Baker (2011) have contributed 

to understanding within the field and in the general public, each contributing to the 

development of frameworks of understanding and the various factors and circumstances 

which play an influential role over determining student outcomes. Many early studies 

evaluated structural variables such as teacher performance and curriculum. Modern 

evaluation has elaborated on the analysis of previous studies to include the influence on 

environmental factors on student performance.  

In order to enhance the analysis completed herein and to account for the holistic 

nature of the issue, this effort relies on the evaluative analysis of French Social Scientist 

Pierre Bourdieu. Bourdieu performed theoretical and empirical analysis to evaluate 

potential links between a child’s educational path and experience and their long-term 

socio-economic outcomes in his widely cited works Distinction (1984) and Reproduction 

in Education, Society and Culture (2000). While intuitive analysis may direct an observer 

to note the potential influence of an individual’s educational experience over their potential 

forecast, Bourdieu along with his colleague J.C. Passeron’s research employed empirical 

methods to measure the link between environmental factors and a child’s performance and 

potential outcomes. Bourdieu’s analysis noted the subtilty with which power and influence 

and transferred in societies paying specific attention to the role that education played in the 

process. Bourdieu established a connectivity framework associating the relationship 

between “field, capital, and habitus”.  

Bourdieu’s analysis was in many ways shaped by structuralist thought which draws 

focus to the tendency of social structures to reproduce themselves (Swartz, 2003). While 

Bourdieu’s analysis acknowledged the influence of path dependence on systems and 

structures, it moved beyond the work of thinkers such as Emile Durkheim and Marcel 
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Mauss to account for a wider variety of variables that are influential in the process. In 

relation to mapping inequality and outcomes in the education sphere, Bourdieu enhanced a 

definition of capital to social space. His analysis argued that a person’s status was defined 

by more than their social class, but also by their social, cultural, financial, and symbolic 

capital with a specific emphasis on acknowledging the influence of social networks and 

their role in the reproduction of inequality (Swartz, 2003). In the field of education in the 

context of the American systems and institutions, these assessments prove especially useful 

as they take in to account the impact of generational and geographic factors as well as 

more controlled factors (formal education systems) in relation to social mobility. 

Throughout this report, the influence of external factors including socio-economic status 

are familial composition are reviewed in detail alongside statistical evidence which 

demonstrates the relevance of these factors in educational outcomes. A succinct synopsis 

of Bourdieu and Passeron’s findings is offered in Reproduction in Education, Society and 

Culture, 

“Because learning is an irreversible process, the habitus acquired within 

the family for the basis of the reception and assimilation of the 

classroom message, and the habitus acquires at school conditions the 

level of reception and degree of assimilation of the messages produced 

and diffused by the culture industry, and more generally, of any 

intellectual or semi-intellectual message”  

Bourdieu and Passeron, 200 pg. 3-44.  

 

Bourdieu’s findings remain relevant and offer useful insights in the effort to 

analyze and address the inequalities rampant throughout the public education system in the 

United States. Bourdieu noted the interrelated nature of seemingly autonomous fields of 

modern societies and the profound impact that each factor, either individually or in 

combination with others, has on the development and social mobility of the individual. His 

analysis addressed tangible outcomes such as academic and professional performance as 

well as more practical outcomes such as personal preferences and habits.  

Bourdieu’s framework is uniquely useful in the space of deconstructing how 

external factors influence education outcomes and social mobility. This can be attributed to 

his work in establishing a broader framework of understanding of the factors which 
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influence individual and generational mobility. Bourdieu’s observations focus strongly on 

the relationship between structure and agency.  In the field of education in the context of 

the American systems and institutions, these assessments prove especially useful as they 

take in to account the impact of generational and geographic factors as well as more 

controlled factors (formal education systems) in relation to social mobility. Throughout 

this report, the influence of external factors including socio-economic status are familial 

composition are reviewed in detail alongside statistical evidence which demonstrates the 

relevance of these factors in educational outcomes. Bourdieu’s work also helps to 

understand why education systems appear to be so resistant to change recognizing that 

close relationship between the perpetuation of a stratified class-based system and the 

education system (Bourdieu, 1996). Bourdieu’s framework is used throughout his effort to 

interpret the root causes of inequality in the public education system as well as in the 

evaluation of Two-Gen models to address these issues.  The use of Bourdieu’s theory 

allows the empirical and anecdotal analysis performed in this report to be placed into a 

more operationalized context. An extended discussion of the application of Bourdieu’s 

theory is offered in Chapter 4.1 of this report in which his framework is applied to the 

indicators identified through secondary analysis of relevant literature.  

2 Scope and Methodology 

2.1 Methodology 

 

Both qualitative and quantitative research methods were used to conduct the research 

in this report using both a review of secondary data and direct research. The majority of 

secondary data analyzed was obtained from relevant literature and research studies related 

to the child development, the impact of environment on learning capability, and equity in 

education. Additional data was collected from reporting bodies (PISA, OECD, NAEP), 

U.S. government statistics, and policy documents. This secondary analysis of relevant 

literature was instrumental in developing an index of primary intersections of socio-

environmental circumstances and the equity of a child’s educational experiences. Once 

established, this index was applied, using the framework of Bourdieu to evaluate the 

impact of these circumstances and the capacity of public policy to address these indicators 

to increase equity in access and outcomes in the public education system. 
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To enhance the analysis, two case studies of organizations which have been 

recognized as leaders in the implementation of a Two-Gen model to maximize family 

outcomes, specifically in terms of education outcomes are provided. The locations/states 

for these case studies were determined based on state ranking of equity in funding as 

analyzed by the Education Trust (ET) in recognition of the significant role that funding 

distribution plays on student experience and outcomes. The formula, developed by ET, 

evaluates funding distribution in related to income and racial composition of districts. The 

data reviewed in order to classify and rank the state’s spending included: the revenue of the 

highest poverty districts in comparison to districts which have the lowest number of 

students in poverty, the level of state funding provided to districts within the state and how 

those funds are distributed, and revenue of the districts which serve the highest numbers of 

minority students in comparison to those which serve the fewest minority students. 

The selected programs for the case studies, Warren Village (Colorado) and CAP 

Tulsa (Oklahoma), have each been recognized as paragons of good practice and lauded for 

their impressive positive results, especially in relation to education outcomes for 

participants and achieving the goals of the Two-Gen model. Data included in the case 

studies has been gathered directly from the organization (websites and representatives), the 

U.S. Department of Education, the United States Census, the Nation’s Report (a 

government reporting body focused on student outcomes), and aggregated analysis from 

The Education Trust using data from the 2015 school year2. In the evaluation and 

comparison of student performance, specific metrics for comparison were selected, namely 

student grade and subject per PISA evaluation guidelines. Student performance is assessed 

at numerous different stages throughout their education and these specific metrics were 

selected to offer a comparison in student performance in two stages of the public education 

experience.  

To complete the triangulation, primary research was conducted in the form of 

interviews and direct observation with members and representatives from each 

organization. Interviews were conducted with staff and participants from Warren Village. 

Interviews took place in person, via email, and over the telephone. This triangulation 

 
2 For further evaluation of funding equity, suggested reading includes Baker, B., Farrie, D., Johnson, M., Luhm, T., 

Sciarra. D. "Is School Funding Fair? A National Report Card," (Newark, N.J.: Rutgers Graduate School of Education and 

Education Law Center, sixth edition, 2017), http://www.schoolfundingfairness.org/; and Chingos, M. and Blagg. K. “Do 

Poor Kids get their Fair Share of School Funding?” (Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute, 2017). 

 



 

12 

helped to support my analysis and conclusions. To address the primary research questions 

of this report, national, state, and local demographic data, organization reporting, and 

interview responses from program participants and leadership staff from each organization 

profiled is applied to investigate how an expansion of Two-Gen programming in high 

needs schools could be used to increase equity and improve student outcomes. The tables 

below summarize the roles and organizational affiliation of the parties I spoke with to 

conduct this component of the research.  

 

Warren Village, Colorado 

Title/Role Number 

Contacted 

Number of 

Respondents  

Interview 

Method 

CEO/Leadership 

Staff 

4 2 Telephone 

Social 

Workers/Family 

Advocates 

2 5 In person 

interview 

and 

observation 

Program 

Participants 

90 13 In person, 

email, 

telephone 

interviews 

 

2.2 Scope 

 

This study explores the relationship between education and inequality with a 

specific focus on the role of social policy in determining environmental factors which 

impact student outcomes. The focus of this exploration centers primarily on socio-

economic and racial inequality. A significant component of this relationship, as discussed 

here is the role that intergenerational income and educational attainment play in access to 

resources, and by extension positive social mobility. The communities discussed in this 

paper are diverse in nearly all metrics including race, family composition, and geographic 

location. They hail from regions that are rural and those that are incredibly urbane. They 
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are the children of day laborers, teachers, people who have serious health challenges, and 

those who are in great health. Despite existing programs geared directly towards increasing 

equity in education, millions of children have fallen through the cracks and as a result face 

an increasingly difficult challenge of overcoming the class to which they were born.  

By their nature Two-Gen programs focus on comprehensive supports and care for 

entire family, for the purpose of this analysis the efforts investigated in this chapter are 

primarily focused on the ability of each program to impact education outcomes for 

children. The operative community focused on in this effort is determined by familial 

socio-economic status. This group was selected based the on the prevalence of each to be 

represented disproportionately in each of the metrics identified for comparison (PISA 

evaluation, standardized test scores, graduation rates, and higher education enrollment 

rates). This analysis distinguishes between "advantaged" and "disadvantaged" students 

using economic status (percentage of the population living at or below the poverty line, 

property tax values in each district) as the primary indicator. This was selected because the 

data in the relevant literature has shown that socio-economic status is one of the most 

influential impactors on student outcomes both in the access to school resources and in-

home environments. This report also pays a great deal of attention to racial inequity as 

traditionally communities of color are over-represented in low-income communities and 

thus these groups are more likely to encounter disadvantages in their education experience. 

As evidenced throughout this report, race plays a statistically significant role in 

determining student outcomes, because of this, the racial demographics of enrollment are 

also included in each case study. This correlates to findings of other studies which have 

found that many districts which have the largest numbers of students of color enrolled 

receive lower funding from both state and local funding sources then the districts which 

serve the lowest numbers (Reardon, Fahle, 2017; Brown, 2011; Van DerHart, 2006). These 

findings emphasize the degree to which race plays a factor in a student’s education 

experience and thus, it is also important to offer a comparison of disparities in these 

districts in the states of our case study.  

This study focuses its evaluation in three parts. First by determining the primary 

junctures where children from low-income backgrounds encounter inequality in the public 

education system through the analysis of relevant literature and government statistics. This 

includes an assessment of the existing barriers and variables which impact access for low-

income students is conducted. Second, reflecting on the variables identified in part one, 
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this study considers the possibilities of applying an expansive Two-Gen approach to 

address these shortcomings thus increasing equity in access and outcomes of the education 

system. The analysis of part three, which provides an overview of the components of 

existing Two-Gen programs which have been successful at addressing the variables 

identified is based on analysis of outcomes published by each organization, CAP Tulsa and 

Warren Village. The selected cases were included to provide more in-depth anecdotal 

evaluation of how the Two-Gen approach has been applied in smaller, regional efforts to 

evaluate if and how they may be effective on a larger scale.  

Using the results from this comparison, it is possible to discern the areas which 

could be addressed most effectively that may not be meaningfully altered by a policy 

which implemented funding reform alone. A brief analysis assessing the extent to which 

the national and state policies have worked to proactively mitigate the identified barriers as 

well as international standards is also conducted (PISA, OECD). National trends are 

included in this study however important insights can be lost using only national data as 

trends can be obscured. For this reason, both national (Head Start) and local trends are 

explored with specific focus paid to community impacts achieved by Two-Gen 

intervention.  

The basis of the evaluation of specific variables on educational outcomes is 

founded in the framework of analysis developed by Pierre Bourdieu. Bourdieu’s theoretical 

framework comprised of habitus, capital, and field framework; discussed in depth in 

chapters one and four was chosen to incorporate the crucial importance of environmental 

factors and socio-economic status on student performance. The analysis of inequality 

variables and the potential of a national Two-Gen initiative are thus loosely based on the 

Bourdieu framework, modified to reflect the unique approach of this research. The 

evaluation of the influence of specific indicators experiences significant overlap due to the 

interrelated nature of many of the issues reviewed. Hence, based on the review of over 250 

research journals, articles, and policy documents focused on inequality in the United States 

public education systems; and supported by the theoretical framework of Bourdieu (1979, 

1984); I suggest below the primary indicators of inequality in education which are the most 

significant contributors to disparities in education outcomes. These indicators will be used 

throughout this effort to determine the nature of inequality in the public education system 

in the United States.   
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▪ The Pivotal Role of the Home Environment 

o The Importance of Early Experiences 

▪ Language Acquisition, Poverty, and the “30 Million Word-Gap” 

o The Effects of Security and Stability at Home 

▪ Nutrition, Health 

▪ Stress and Poverty 

▪ Access to Resources 

o Financial Resources; Family Resiliency and Stability 

o Physical and Mental Health 

o Social Capital; The Impact of Networks & Peers 

o Access to Quality Schools and Staff 

▪ The Crucial Impacts of Effective Teachers 

▪ Early Education and Preschool Access for the Most Vulnerable 

▪ Resources, Facilities, and Technology 

2.3 Limitations 

 

This effort is focused on investigating how Two-Gen interventions can address 

certain social and environmental factors which act to create, perpetuate, or disrupt 

inequality in access and outcomes of the public education system. The nature of the issue is 

such that it would be nearly impossible to account for every possible variable which could 

influence a student’s success. The scope of the reference framework is intentionally broad 

to account for administrative, socio-cultural, and economic factors which are uniquely 

relevant to the diverse group of stakeholders. It is well beyond the scope or capability of 

this effort to provide a comprehensive analysis of how Two-Gen programs and policies 

could play out on if implemented on a national stage; there are significant variations 

amongst regions, states, even districts which would benefit from being investigated by a 

more robust effort. Recognizing this, this study compiled research through review of 

literature from field practitioners, experts, and policy professionals to develop a 

comprehensive list of the variables which are most influential based on statistical analysis. 

The factors reviewed here are not intended to provide an exhaustive list of all the potential 

intersections or causes of inequality in the public education system. The inclusion of direct 
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research in the form of interviews and observation adds further credibility to the analysis.  

In person observation was initially scheduled for both Warren Village and CAP Tulsa, 

however due to safety restriction in place due to the COVID pandemic, in-person 

observation and interviews were only possible at Warren Village. 

3 The Achievement Gap in the United States 

 

The term "achievement gap" refers to disparities in educational performance and 

outcomes amongst racial land socio-economic groups.  The gap appears across nearly all 

standardized measures of success, literacy rates, standardized tests, grading, course 

selection, drop-out rates, high school graduation, and matriculation. While the term 

generally applies to disparities in performance among students, it is most often used in 

relation to the poor performance of students from minority backgrounds in comparison to 

their White peers. While the achievement gap is most frequently evaluated along with 

racial groupings, disparities are also evident along with other divides such as gender, 

disabilities, and English-level proficiency. The first figure displayed below demonstrates 

this gap, as analyzed by PISA scores from the OECD reflecting data collected in 2018. The 

second, using data gathered in 2011 shows the variance in the achievement gap across the 

country. 

 

Figure 3: School Segregation and Gap in Material and Staff Shortage  

Between Advantaged and Disadvantaged Schools, OECD 

 

 



 

17 

 

Figure 4: Achievement Gap Deviations Across the Nation 

 

Source: The Educational Opportunity Monitoring Project, Stanford Center for Education Policy Analysis 

2011. 

 

In the most recent national analysis of student performance in the US performed by 

PISA, the findings listed below were offered in regard to equity related to socioeconomic 

status. 

▪  In the United States, socio-economically advantaged students outperformed 

disadvantaged students in reading by 99 score points in PISA 2018 (OECD 

average: 89 score points). This is not significantly different from the average 

difference between the two groups (89 score points) across OECD countries. In 

PISA 2009, the performance gap related to socioeconomic status was 107 score 

points in the United States (and 87 score points on average across OECD 

countries).  

▪ "Some 27% of advantaged students in the United States, but only 4% of 

disadvantaged students were top performers in reading in PISA 2018. On average, 

across OECD countries, 17% of advantaged students, and 3% of disadvantaged 

students were top performers in reading. • Socioeconomic status was a strong 

predictor of performance in mathematics and science in all PISA participating 

countries. It explained 16% of the variation in mathematics performance in PISA 

2018 in the United States (compared to 14% on average across OECD countries), 

and 12% of the variation in science performance (compared to the OECD average 

of 13% of the variation). 
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▪ Some 10% of disadvantaged students in the United States were able to score in the 

top quarter of reading performance in the United States. On average, across OECD 

countries, 11% of disadvantaged students scored amongst the highest performers in 

reading in their countries. In the United States, low- and high-performing students 

are clustered in the same schools less often than the OECD average. 

As referenced in Key Findings from the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), Results 

from PISA 2018; Country Findings. 

 

Among the many useful findings of the PISA evaluation is the relative lack of 

improvement that students in the United States have experienced in the past decade, with 

more discouraging results evident for the lowest-performing students who have seen little 

to no improvement in the last 30 years. Another telling finding from PISA mathematicians, 

achieved through statistical testing, was that the majority of variance in student 

achievement (80%) was found within schools, with only 20% of the variation in student 

performance between schools (PISA, 2019). A more in-depth look at these statistics paints 

a more complicated picture highlighting the disparities in achievement and outcomes 

between students from the poorest households and those for the richest. 

These results are not ideal in both contexts of student achievement and prospects 

for global competitiveness. This stagnation is essential, especially in relation to 

corresponding rises in inequality and a stagnation nationally in upward social mobility 

(Breen, Karlson, 2014). Inequality in the United States, specifically in the field of 

education, is a multifaceted and nuanced issue. Education has long been considered the 

most effective way to access upward social mobility, and to maximize the future potential 

for quality of life. Despite near-universal recognition of the value of education, and the 

importance of an equitable system to provide it some of the world's wealthiest nations, 

with the United States notably among them, continue to struggle to provide them (Garcia, 

E. Weiss, E. 2017). 

Closing the achievement gap and increasing equity in the public education system 

has been a priority of administrations for the last seventy years. One of the most recent and 

ambitious attempts to do so was launched by the George W. Bush administration in 2001 

No Child Left Behind Act. No Child Left Behind aimed to close the gap and placed an 

increased focus on accountability and a specific emphasis on maximizing outcomes, 

measured through standardized test scores. Results of the initiative were mixed; however, 
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one positive outcome was a rise in awareness of the racial component in achievement gaps, 

which became glaringly apparent in the empirical analysis of results (NAEP). In response, 

the increased attention led to new targeted policy approaches and proposals. Despite some 

limited positive impacts such as the changes in 2008, which introduced federal regulations 

to hold school districts accountable for graduation rates of students in various racial, 

economic, disability, and linguistic groups, the achievement gap has not been meaningfully 

disrupted (NAEP). 

3.1 A Historical Legacy of Inequality in Public Education 

 

Understanding the history of inequality in the United States is a critical foundation 

for interpreting the achievement gap and other manifestations of disparities in outcomes 

from poor and non-white students. Many of the disparities and inequities which are evident 

in the current environment can be traced back to historical social and political 

developments, and while there has been significant progress in the national legal 

framework to eliminate their influence biases remain which have notable impacts on the 

experiences of many minority students across the country. 

In 1954, the landmark Supreme Court ruling in Brown vs. Board of Education 

desegregated schools and established that racial segregation in schools was 

unconstitutional. In the over half-century since this historic ruling, significant steps have 

been made to integrate and equalize schools. Despite the precedent set in place by Brown 

Vs. Board and the hundreds of suits, policies, and laws which have been initiated since the 

achievement gap offers a representation that schools in the country are still far from being 

equal. The Coleman Report, an analytical compilation of over 700 pages titled Equality of 

Educational Opportunity, had fundamental impacts on the ongoing dialogue and debate 

regarding student equity and school funding. The report, which has been controversial 

across the education community for presented findings that school funding had minimal, 

limited effects on the achievement of students, noting that many metrics including facility 

condition and strength of curriculum were of comparable quality in schools who served 

primarily students of a single race. 

Nevertheless, the analysis which studied over 650,000 students (one of the most 

extensive such studies in the country's history) did record evidence of the achievement gap 

as early as first grade with wider disparities being noted by a student's exit from primary 
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school (6th grade). In Coleman's analysis, the primary differentiating variable between high 

and low achieving students was not school funding, but instead, the socioeconomic status 

and level of educational attainment achieved by the child's parents. As a result, the 

Coleman Report led much of the dialogue and developments which followed in the 

following decades in many conversations regarding school funding and equity (Alexander, 

2016).    

The recent decades have seen improvement in some areas for Black and Hispanic 

students; both demographic groups have made notable strides in improving performance 

and outcomes in reading and mathematics. However, despite this improvement, there is 

still significant disparity among racial and socioeconomic groups across all metrics of 

evaluation for success. Several studies have worked to investigate the root-causes of this 

phenomenon and to understand why race and socioeconomic class continue to operate as 

such strong predictors of individual educational attainment and potential. One infamous 

early effort to provide clarity to the issue, released in 1994, argued that these gaps were the 

result of genetic factors in combination with natural ability; the claims made are 

controversial, and widely refuted with sound evidence. What is more likely is that these 

gaps can be understood in an analysis of the social and institutional structures that compose 

the public education system and the environments students live in. This assessment is 

supported by findings from a multitude of studies that have evaluated the performance of 

children from low-performing categories when they are provided with active engagement 

and supplemental supports. Using the framework of Pierre Bourdieu and the indicators 

identified below, the chapters which follow investigate if an expanded application of Two-

Generation policies could address these gaps and provide a more equitable experience for 

the most vulnerable students. 

 

4 Habitus, Field, and Capital; The Role of Social, Environmental, 

Structural Factors on Student Performance and Access 

 

An inextricable component of this issue is the role that environmental 

circumstances and, more notably, environmental stressors which children face and their 

impact on the educational experience and student outcomes. Decades of research efforts 
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have investigated various aspects of home environments to understand better how certain 

variables affect development, performance, and long-term prospects for children (Wong, 

2007; Brunzell, T., Stokes, H., & Waters, L. 2016). Any effort to analyze student outcomes 

in education would be remiss if it failed to note the impact that a child’s environment can 

have on their performance. This study is framed in the goal of understanding how a Two-

Gen public policy plan could address the inequalities in the education system, which have 

been influential in the growth of inequality and stagnation of positive upward mobility 

witnessed across the nation. This chapter investigates the role that social and 

environmental factors play in creating, replicating, and disrupting cycles of inequality in 

the public education system. 

One of the foremost social science models used to interpret the impact of 

environmental factors on student equity, experience, and potential is the Bourdieu cultural 

reproduction model. The model has been used in a range of analyses regarding education 

inequality argued that a revolving combination of three factors (Habitus, Field, and 

Cultural Capital) had a formative influence on how inequality is reproduced and 

legitimized in society. Bourdieu suggested that the Habitus was the base and resulted from 

how an individual was socialized or what they are exposed to in their home environment. 

Habitus is formed by a massive variety of factors, including family, socioeconomic status, 

habits and customs, and other environmental factors. Building on the foundation of a 

person's Habitus, Bourdieu widened his interpretive scope to an individual's Field, which 

he defined as the context in which Habitus enters (Harker, R; Mahar, C. 1990). These 

social contexts include the arts, law, politics, and, importantly, education. 

In his analysis, Bourdieu suggested that most of these contexts are profoundly 

shaped by upper- and middle-class influence, and thus those who do not come from similar 

circumstances were more likely to face disadvantage (Harker, R; Mahar, C. 1990). Finally, 

an individual’s Cultural Capital was the sum of their Field and Habitus. Cultural Capital is 

variable and depends on the context a person enters into. Bourdieu applied this framework 

to a variety of social aspects, but arguably most influentially so in his analysis of the 

education system, suggesting that among other things, working-class students are likely to 

have less cultural capital than their more affluent peers. As a result, the cycle of inequality 

is likely to reproduce throughout their educational experience. Bourdieu referred to this 

relationship as "symbolic violence." The subsections which follow investigate many of the 
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most powerful ways that an individual's Field, Habitus, and Cultural Capital impact the 

equity of their experience in the public education system.   

4.1 The Pivotal Role of the Home Environment 

 

The role that an individual's home environment plays on their development and 

within mobility cycles cannot be overstated. When evaluating efforts to increase equity in 

education, it is crucial to acknowledge the role of generational mobility trends, especially 

those for families living in poverty in determining the access and quality of education a 

child receives. Research into specific aspects of a child’s home environment has shown 

that home circumstances can have substantial impacts on student performance, ability to 

retain information, and many other vital factors. In Bourdieu's framework, the Field and 

Habitus are responsible for not only personal characteristics and competencies, but when 

combined, they also determine an individual's cultural capital. Bourdieu suggested that 

even this most base level of commonalities in experience and vocabulary can place 

children from working- and lower-class families at an immediate disadvantage. Translating 

these ideas to a modern environment requires some retooling; however, analysis of how 

social and economic impactors relate to the student experience and outcomes proves that 

Bourdieu's framework remains relevant. 

4.1.1 The Importance of Early Experiences  

 

The Bourdieu framework emphasizes the importance of an individuals' Habitus and 

Field, both of which are defined by a combination of personal experience and circumstance 

and shaped by an individual's surroundings. The critical importance of early life 

experiences offers a glimpse into how these factors begin to take shape in life's earliest 

stages. Decades of neuroscientific and sociological research have documented the various 

ways that the first five years of an individual's life can shape their future, yet, the absolute 

magnitude of early childhood experiences have only recently begun to be fully understood. 

As research expands to account for the variety of ways an individual's life can be shaped 

by the early actions and exposures they encounter, it is becoming increasingly clear that 

early childhood interventions can be one of the most powerful ways to ensure children can 

reach their full potential. This section reviews some of the research on the topic, 
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identifying the most influential factors which experts have identified in research about the 

relationship between early childhood education and long-term success. 

Studies have worked on measuring and exploring the impact of a caregiver's verbal 

interaction with young children since the issue became a national priority as a component 

of former President Lyndon B. Johnson's War on Poverty (e.g., Hess & Shipman, 1965; 

Van Egeren, Bee, Pytkowicz Streissguth, Nyman, & Leckie, 1969; Schachter, 1979). 

Research across disciplines has shown that a child's first years are crucially important as 

the early experiences of childhood have the ability to determine an individual's 

development fundamentally. Scientific research has determined that stable relationships 

formed in the first years of a child's life have a direct correlation to their learning 

experience as well as having positive effects on other factors of development including 

mental and physical health (National Scientific Council on the Developing Child, 2004). 

Studies such as Visible Learning, John Hattie 2003 and Early Childhood Care and 

Education: Effects on Ethnic and Racial Gaps in School Readiness by Magnuson and 

Waldfogle, have documented the influence of quality education, and access to learning 

resources. Kamil wrote of the issue in 2003 that there were close to nine million students in 

grade 4-12 “whose chances for academic success are dismal because they are unable to 

read and comprehend the material in their textbooks” (Kamil, 2003). 

While these impacts can be consequential throughout an individual's life cycle, 

there is no time they hold more lasting influence than in the first years of life (Hart, 2003).  

The pathways which govern brain function are built over time in a process that evolves 

from early childhood to adulthood. While these pathways continue to form throughout 

many years, between birth and age three, hundreds of synapses are formed by the second 

(Ackerman, 1992). As a person ages, these synapses are reduced in a process referred to as 

pruning. Through this process, only the pathways which are deemed to be most efficient 

remain, allowing the brain to function at its maximum efficiency. For the most part, these 

pathways develop in sequential order, from necessary to more complex. While the more 

complex higher cognitive functions form as an individual age, they do so on the 

foundations established in youth (Ackerman, 1992). This is why the experiences of young 

children both in their home and school environments, carry such significance. These early 

experiences help to determine how an individual interacts with peers, teachers, family 

members, as well as how they perceive themselves in relation to the world around them 

(Beck, McKeown, 2007). 
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4.1.1.1 Language Acquisition, Poverty, and the “30 Million Word-Gap” 

 

Measuring knowledge attainment in young children can be difficult. One of the 

most accepted means of evaluation throughout research into the topic has been to access 

vocabulary processing and development. Most researchers agree that a child's vocabulary 

development is a critical component of their academic performance (Chetty et al., 2014; 

Hart, Risely, 1995). One of the first, and most influential studies to attempt to understand 

performance and processing disparities between children in socioeconomic groups is 

Meaningful Differences in the Everyday Experience of Young American Children, a book 

published in 1995 co-authored by Betty Hart and Todd Risley. The study measured the 

differences in vocabulary development in young children from different families from 

various socioeconomic groups. A crucial component of this study involved the observation 

of subject families and how they interacted with their young children.  Hart and Risley's 

study was one of the first to record vast disparities in the level of engagement, specifically 

in terms of language, that families directed to their children and to track the corresponding 

outcomes in language processing. They also documented a correlation between the 

richness of a child’s verbal engagement and their performance in kindergarten and 

elementary education, noting that children with less engagement performed far worse than 

their peers (Hart, Risley; 1995). Perhaps the most notable outcome of the study was the 

discovery of a massive gap in vocabulary acquisition and development between the 

children observed, specifically along the lines of household income and the subsequent 

popularization of the term “30 Million Word-Gap”. The wide recognition which followed 

the publishing of Hart and Risely’s first study, Meaningful Differences in the Everyday 

Experience of Young American Children, saw an almost immediate reaction. The study has 

been cited over 8,000 times according to metrics compiled by Google Scholar. Operating 

on the results of the study, a network spanning over 150 scholars has amassed with the 

focus of understanding and developing interventions for kids. The impacts of the study 

were not limited to scholarly pursuits. Policy was also fundamentally shaped in response, 

widely citing the 30 million words which became famous with the study. The study was 

cited as a primary influence for the Clinton Foundation's Too Small to Fail effort as well as 

many early intervention programs launched in cities nationwide. 
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The Early Catastrophe, a study by Hart and Risley, also examined vocabulary 

growth in children across socioeconomic groupings. The study was completed as a follow-

up to the pair's widely cited 1995 publication U. The researchers observed 42 families for 

two and a half years to evaluate the home environment in which children ranging in age 

from one to two years were learning to speak. The report also found disparities in how 

family members taught and interacted with their children noting that 86-98% of a 

children's vocabulary consisted of the words which were also recorded in their parent's 

vocabulary (Hart, Risley, 2003). The study explains the disparity in the achievement gap 

by observing that children mirroring the behaviors, habits, and language of their parents. 

The study found similar results as recorded in the original; one key result highlighted the 

devastating disparity in words acquisition between socioeconomic groups, noting: 

"In four years, an average child in a professional family would 

accumulate experience with almost 45 million words, an average child in 

a working-class family 26 million words, and an average child in a 

welfare family 13 million words." 

Hart and Risley. (2003). American Educator. Spring: 4-9 

 

Other studies have recorded similar results. One study completed by Anne Fernald, 

a researcher at Stanford University, published in 2012, recognized the bias in proximity 

sampling and adapted her approach. The study evaluated the achievement gap in the ability 

of children to process language to identify measures to help children catch up to their 

peers. The initial phase of the study enrolled a group of children, all 18 months old, who 

lived in close proximity to the university (Group A). Participants were initially tested to 

determine how quickly they were able to identify a group of objects using only simple 

verbal cues. A subsequent evaluation was conducted six months later to measure growth 

and retention. Fernald then mobilized the study and relocated to a new city which was 

selected due to a number of factors including median household income, and parental 

education levels and performed the same study on an additional 28 children also aged 18 

months (Group B). The results showed stark differences between the two groups. The 

children from the more affluent group were able to link coding words (ball, dog) with the 

corresponding object at a rate of approximately 200 milliseconds faster than their less 

affluent counterparts. In each group, the follow-up evaluation showed progress. However, 
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many of the lower-income children were only able to reach the lowest level of processing 

ability that Group A children had achieved in the initial evaluation. The study also worked 

directly with families to report on the development of the children's vocabulary throughout 

the term of the study. Again, Group A was documented to have superior growth adding 

260 new words while the children in Group B acquired 30% fewer (Fernald, 2012). 

Fernand used this evidence to identify a "development cascade," stating that "by two years 

of age, these disparities are equivalent to a six-month gap between infants from rich and 

poor families in both language processing skills and vocabulary knowledge." 

4.1.2 Access to Resources 

 

4.1.2.1 Financial Resources; Family Resiliency and Stability 

 

A child's family and socioeconomic status are pivotal in determining their access to 

resources, in and out of the classroom (Hung, Smith, Voss, Franklin, Gu, Bounsanga, 

2020; Fernald, 2012; Ratcliff, 2018).  These resources range from tangible assets like 

wealth to less perceptible resources such as having a supportive learning environment at 

home, a quality which has been shown to have a marked effect on student achievement 

(Fernald, 2012). Each of these components has impacts on how a student learns, the tools 

at their disposal, and the network they can leverage as the age.  One notable example is the 

relationship between parental education level and child performance.  Research has shown 

that the children of parents who did not graduate high school as less likely to be high 

earners later in life (Ratcliff, 2018).  Studies have also documented the effects of this 

relationship in nearly every aspect of a child's development and resulting in academic 

performance, including in reading capability and standardized test scores (Hung et al. 

2020).  

Financial resources are an essential consideration, both in their capacity to provide 

learning supplies and technology as well as to contribute to the overall stability of the 

family. The consideration of how financial resources comes in to play in relation to student 

equity is especially relevant when it is considered that low-income households are more 

likely to work jobs that do not offer benefits, including sick time or paid health care 

(Lovenheim, Reback, 2014). This immediately places them at increased financial risk due 

to unforeseen factors such as job loss or a health matter (Lovenheim, Reback, 2014). Such 
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risks are detrimental according to a growing body of research that investigates the effect of 

stress and trauma on a student's ability to learn and retain new information. 

The impact of childhood poverty, stress, and trauma have been investigated heavily 

in recent decades. Research has shown that adverse environmental circumstances, such as 

stress or trauma, have a detrimental impact on brain development and learning capabilities 

(Bunting, Montgomery, Mooney, MacDonald, Coulter, Hayes, Davidson 2019). People 

living below the poverty line are more likely to experience insufficient access to 

healthcare, housing instability, food insecurity, and other adverse conditions (Bunting et al. 

2019; Kushel, Gupta, Gee, Haas, 2006). The impact of this reality is accentuated when 

combined with the fact that one in four children in the United States is living in 

impoverished conditions (NSCH, 2018). The National Survey of Children's Health 

(NSCH) reported that just under 50% of children in the United States have experienced "at 

least one or more types of serious childhood trauma" (NSCH, 2018).  Traumatic stress has 

been shown to interfere with a child's capacity to concentrate and to retain information 

(Wong, 2007). These challenges are made worse if the child is exposed to trauma in 

infancy or early childhood (Yehuda, 2001). Outcomes seen more frequently in students 

who have experienced trauma as they relate to educational experience and outcomes can 

include truancy, lashing out, failure to meet educational goals, and suspension or expulsion 

(Wong, 2007). An expert on the topic, Dr. Elizabeth Studwell, a clinical psychologist, said 

of the issue that “experiencing traumatic events directly impairs the ability to learn, both 

immediately after the event and over time. Children are particularly vulnerable to these 

consequences as their brains are still developing” (Gunn, 2019). 

These challenges also increase pressure on schools to provide supports and services 

to allow children living in poverty to focus on their learning, especially when interpreted 

through the lens of emerging research, which documents the detrimental outcomes of stress 

and trauma (Brunzell, Stokes, Waters, 2016). This means that one in four American 

children struggle with finding safe housing, a lack of sufficient sustenance, and a variety of 

other potentially harmful triggers. This limitation can cause or exacerbate many issues that 

can undermine the stability of the household. 

 

4.1.2.2 Physical and Mental Health 
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Access to resources is not limited to those provided through family experience or 

connections.  Some resources which may be considered to be more fundamental such as 

physical and mental healthcare, are also massively influential in determining the overall 

stability of the family.  The physical health of a family member impacts many aspects of 

the overall stability of the family; a head of household who encounters an unexpected 

health problem can immediately place many aspects of a child's home life at risk.  In a 

country where health care and insurance are not universally available, a health issue can be 

catastrophic. If, for instance, the head of the household must be out of work to recover 

from an unexpected illness, they not only face the costly treatment, bit without sick leave 

protection could also lose their job and, with it, the family's ability to pay rent. Low-

income families are less likely to have access to quality medical care and are thus less 

likely to receive preventative care (Chen, Vargas-Bustamante, Mortensen, Ortega, 2016). 

In the context of this effort, these disparities can spell disaster for poor students.  

Early identification and intervention of potential health or learning issues are crucial in 

their successful treatment.  The disparity in capability between affluent and poor students 

in the ability to identify and address these issues is impactful, potentially limiting the 

academic success of students who do not have the resources to secure adequate care 

(Lovenheim, Reback, 2014). There are a number of examples to illustrate the concrete 

outcomes of these disparities.  Low-income children have been shown to have some type 

of vision impairment, which has impacts on the quality of their academic work; more than 

twice the rate of children born to high-income families who experience vision impairment 

(Rothstein, 2011).  One explanation offered suggests that children born to low-income 

families are more likely to have vision problems. This phenomenon has been associated 

with restricted maternal care and nutritional resources (Basch, 2010). Concerning 

educational outcomes, this disparity is significant as a child with vision problems is likely 

to have difficulty reading.  Similar evidence shows that poor children are more likely to 

have hearing difficulties, dental issues, raspatory problems such as asthma, nutritional 

deficits, as well as many more detrimental health problems (Basch, 2010). 

Across the board, low-income students are more likely to not only encounter these 

health problems, but they are also less likely than their middle-class peers to receive 

treatment, preventative or otherwise.  Each of these issues has direct ties to student 

performance.  For example, asthma and nutrition deficiencies have both been shown place 

strain on a student's ability to focus in class resulting in reduced performance and 
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behavioral problems (Basch, 2010).  These are just two examples of how physical and 

resource issues that children from low-income homes are more likely to encounter can 

limit their performance and capacity to perform academically. All of the issues noted here 

have also been shown to correlate to chronic absenteeism, the effects of which have been 

strongly associated with achievement gaps (Basch, 2010). 

 

4.1.2.3 Social Capital; The Impact of Networks & Peers 

 

In his seminal report, James Coleman famously evaluated the impact of social 

capital on family success and its impact on child academic performance (Coleman, 1990). 

Coleman defined social capital as resources that can be leveraged as a "capital asset," 

noting that social capital can be translated to economic capital in numerous ways. Bourdieu 

and Coleman's analysis both noted the impact of limitations on social capital for low-

income families, which contributed to student performance and equity in access. 

Bourdieu's framework defines an individual's cultural capital as the sum of a person's 

"social assets," which are determined by their field and Habitus (Harker, R; Mahar, C. 

1990). In his analysis, the cultural capital that a person can yield is one of the primary tools 

which can promote positive social mobility in stratified societies. As noted in many of the 

sub-categories above, the Habitus and Field of students coming from disadvantaged 

socioeconomic backgrounds can present several hurdles that impact educational experience 

and outcomes. While an individual's environment and circumstance (Habitus and Field) 

together determine their capital, it is also important to note that an individual's cultural or 

social capital is not merely a result of these factors, but also an inter-related variable with 

the possibility to change. The examples detailed in this report have shown how these 

factors interact with the education process. 

In many ways, an individual's experience throughout their education journey is one 

of the most influential components in developing the social and cultural capital which they 

will be able to leverage throughout their lives. Capital is formed by nearly every aspect of 

a person's life; however, their education and academic performance are significantly 

influential, and in Bourdieu's analysis, one of the most effective ways to achieve upwards 

social mobility. Aspects of a student's education including their performance (grades), and 

peer-groups impact a wide range of factors from their vocabulary, social networks, and 

their access to competitive higher education institutions, all of which are formative in 
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determining their ability to move beyond the social class to which they were born. Peer 

groups that are formed early on have lasting impacts as a child ages (Calvó-Armengol, A., 

Jackson, M., 2004). For instance, the stigmatization of special education programs can play 

a negative role in a student's mobility and self-perception (Bussing, R., Zima, B. T., & 

Perwien, A. R., 2000). Results from PISA 2018 showed that children from disadvantaged 

socioeconomic backgrounds were more likely to struggle with a lack of social belonging 

(PISA, 2018). 

Additionally, determinations made by teachers and leadership staff that dictate 

which "track" a student is assigned to often result in groupings of capability or challenges. 

While tracking has received both positive and negative feedback, the influence of inherent 

bias in the selection process, evidenced by disparities in enrollment of accelerated tracks 

based on race and socioeconomic status, is problematic (Van DerHart, 2006). The process 

which groups students on ability is notably influential in the formation of peer groups; the 

process of separating students into groups based on skillset (determined through 

standardized testing) their social groups are also defined. By separating students into 

groups based on skillset (determined through standardized testing), their social groups are 

defined. As a student progresses to the professional world, these peer groups and social 

networks can be crucial to securing competitive positions and determining their long-term 

mobility (Calvó-Armengol, A., Jackson, M., 2004).  

4.2 External Factors Influenced by Familial Socio-Economic Status; the 

Crucial Impacts of Public-School Funding 

 

The previous subsections have laid out compelling evidence documenting how a 

student's home environment and social positioning can impact their academic performance 

and access to resources. While the primary focus of this study is investigating the 

relationship between socio-environmental factors and student equity, it would be remiss in 

failing to account for the significant influence of structural factors on the matter. On initial 

glance, polices for school funding may appear to be solely aligned with structural issues, 

not directly related to a family's socioeconomic status. However, the public and social 

policies which dictate` how school districts are assigned and govern the collection and 

allocation of funds for public schools in most of the 50 states frequently serve to both 

create and cement inequality in public schools. 
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Funding for public education in the United States is currently viewed as a national 

priority; the issue was identified as the top priority by U.S. lawmakers at the National 

Conference of State Legislatures in 2019. Presently, state and national policy dictates that 

funding for public schools comes from a combination of resources derived from federal, 

state, and local funds. In general, contributions from the federal government are limited in 

comparison to those provided by state and local contributions. Federal spending accounts 

for approximately 9% of the total funding for schools, and in nearly all cases, funds that 

come from the federal government have strict stipulations for their use. These funds are 

often directed at groups that are considered to be "high-needs," including targeting low-

income students with school lunch assistance funds and programs such as Head Start, 

which targets children with high needs and those with disabilities primarily coming from 

low-income households. This rather small role of federal funding is a reflection of the 

minimal legal role that the federal government plays in determining much of the structure 

and systems of the public education system.  

Most policy and ordinance as pertain to public education is dictated by state 

governments. Each state's policies governing funding structure differ slightly, yet for most 

schools, the remainder of the funding is split in a relatively balanced combination of state 

(47%) and local funds (54%) (McFarland, J., Hussar, B., Wang, X., Zhang, J., Wang, K., 

Rathbun, A., 2018). State funding allocation is dependent on the laws and policies which 

direct each specific state; however, they are most often composed of a combination of 

funds from sales and income taxes. The final portion, and arguably most influential, comes 

from local funds, which are most frequently derived from property taxes. The formulas 

which dictate funding in many states are remnants from the original laws which established 

public education as a right for American citizens in the 19th century. They were crafted in a 

time where most American communities were shaped much differently than they are today. 

As the nation industrialized and urbanized, political changes resulted in more regional 

inequality, and public schools followed suit.  

There have been many court cases that have litigated to change and improve 

funding formulas. One of the most aggressive attempts to do so was a Supreme Court case 

in 1973, San Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez. The plaintiffs sued the 

state of Texas, claiming that the funding structures for schools violated the equal protection 

clause of the U.S. Constitution. In their landmark ruling, the Supreme Court ruled against 

the plaintiff, thereby establishing that the Constitution does not guarantee a right to equal 
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funding, also having the outcome of formally establishing that school funding was the 

responsibility of the state, not the federal government (Sutton, 2008).  In the years 

following the Rodriguez ruling, there have been many other cases and efforts to equalize 

funding formulas and mitigate the influence of property taxes (Serrano vs. Priest, the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, No Child Left Behind). However, the issue 

remains fraught in many districts across the nation with severe consequences for student 

outcomes. 

There continues to be a massive difference in the funding allocation between the 

districts with the highest wealth and the lowest, with the top spending states allocating 

roughly three times as much as the lowest towards public education (Baker, Farrie, Sciarra, 

2018). These disparities carry down to the district level as well, with the most affluent 

districts spending between two and three times what the least wealthy districts do per 

student (Baker, Farrie, Sciarra, 2018). As of 2019, the national average of funds per-pupil 

is $12,756 Education Week, 2019). Vermont leads states in the highest per-pupil spending 

devoted to each student with $20,540.00 followed closely by New York State at $19,607. 

This is a stark difference to Utah, which spends the lowest per-pupil at $7,635 when 

adjusted for variations in regional expenses. The image below offers a visual 

representation of spending as compiled by Education Week3.  

 

Source: Education Week Research Center, 2019 

 

In the ongoing dialogue about the achievement gap and disparities in performance 

among the socioeconomic class, school funding formulas have been shown to be a pivotal 

and formative factor in student academic experience. This is primarily because, under the 

 
3 For an expanded analysis of variance in state funds and its implications for student outcomes, see the 

Quality Counts 2019 Report published by the Education Week Research Center, 

https://www.edweek.org/ew/collections/quality-counts-2019-state-finance/index.html.  
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property tax contribution scheme, neighborhoods with higher property values result in 

higher property taxes. These higher property taxes lead to better-funded schools. 

Conversely, high poverty areas have lower property values, resulting in fewer funds to be 

diverted to funding local schools. Schools with higher funding resources have better 

quality facilities, staff, student resources, and student outcomes than schools in high 

poverty areas (Reardon, Fahle, 2017). These funding disparities have direct and traceable 

consequences for student achievements and mobility, which will be investigated in the 

following sections of this paper. A study published by Stanford University researchers 

Shawn Reardon and Erin Fahle in 2017 assessed that funding has a direct correlation to the 

quality of education accounting for up to 40% in student achievement variance (Reardon, 

Fahle, 2017). 

4.2.1 Why Money Matters 

 

Financial shortcomings and cuts affect all students, yet children coming from 

poverty are more likely to feel the acute affects. For decades researchers have focused on 

the relationship between school funding and student outcomes, results of these studies are 

mixed in their finding however a majority of empirical analysis has identified a correlation 

(Baker, Bruce D.; Farrie, Danielle; Sciarra, David G. 2016; Biddle, B; Berliner, 2003). At a 

very fundamental level, these examples offer a glimpse into the outcomes of the public 

education system. In 2019, the states with the highest drop-out rates were Louisiana, 

Arizona, Oregon, the District of Columbia, and New Mexico (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2019). These five states also hold the titles as the lowest-ranked, in safety and 

quality occupying the 50th, 49th, 44th, 45th, and 51st lowest ranks, respectively (WalletHub, 

2019). Many of these same states made appearances on the bottom of other metrics of 

ranking, including maths scores (New Mexico, District of Columbia, and Louisiana), 

lowest reading scores (Louisiana, New Mexico, District of Columbia), and others. Across 

comparison of graduation rates, maths scoring, reading, SAT, ACT, and teacher-to-pupil 

ratio, the states with lowest school funding to schools remain constant at the bottom of the 

ranks. This extends to less standardized units of measurement, including incidence in 

bullying and the percentage of students who have been threatened or injured at school 

(Elsaesser, C., Hong, J. S., & Voisin, D. R. 2016). 
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The difficulty in understanding these relationships has been primarily attributed to 

the ambiguity and challenges in disentangling effects of resource distribution and the 

impact of other environmental factors such as familial education level and parental income. 

The challenge in accessing outcomes is also complicated by funding formulas that rely on 

local property taxes to supplement funding, consequentially leaving schools in the highest 

poverty areas with the least financial resources to compensate for funding cuts in other 

streams. Additionally, children from low-income families are more likely to attend poorly 

or underfunded schools, which has the potential to undermine the reliability of 

standardized methods of evaluation of student ability. 

The Importance of Early Childhood Poverty, published in 2011, addresses the 

causal impact of childhood poverty and adult mobility and discussed the indicators which 

track childhood well-being (Duncan, Magnuson, Kalil, Ziol-Guest 2012). The study noted 

that across the board, most children from low-income families are less likely to attain less 

achievement, then their affluent peers (Duncan et al. 2012). Other research efforts have 

noted the higher levels of childhood behavioral problems in children from high-poverty 

households (Vaden-Kiernan, M., D'Elio, M. A., O'Brien, R. W., Tarullo, L. B., Zill, N., & 

Hubbell-McKey, R., 2010). While the standardized systems of gathering this information 

have been a part of the structure governing public school for the better part of a century, 

researchers are only recently beginning to explore the environmental and structural causes 

behind these disparities. 

One of the most critical takeaways from this research is that even if funding 

formulas were to be improved to ensure equal funding for each child, the results would 

likely fail to be equitable. The evidence discussed in this report details the reasons why the 

cost of educating students is not uniform. One recent study calculated that the cost of 

educating students from impoverished and very low-income households is approximately 

40% more than the cost of educating their more affluent peers (Weiner, Priestoop, 2004). 

Fernand's study shed some light on the earliest origins of this disparity, documenting a 

learning gap between children from poor and wealthy families at the earliest stages of 

development. As children age, these disparities grow, as do the financial costs of 

overcoming them. There is an abundance of scientific research examining the causes for 

these cost disparities, with the most relevant findings tying these challenges to the presence 

of environmental stressors and home supports (see Vaden-Keirnan et al., 2010; Weiner at 

al, 2004). It is beyond the scope or capabilities of this effort to review each factor in detail; 
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however, the findings detailed in this chapter highlight the funding differences in schools 

nationwide shed light on why low-income communities face exceptional setbacks by 

funding shortages and cuts. 

4.2.2 Outcomes of Unequal Funding; Teachers, Resources, and Course 

Selection 

 

One of the leading models used to evaluate the impact of specific factors on student 

performance was developed by New Zealand professor, John Hattie. Hattie pioneered the 

Visible Learning approach compiling and analyzing thousands (over 500,000) of studies to 

develop a measurable index of impactors and performance indicators for students. Hattie 

employed extensive empirical analysis and has published valuable frameworks that 

quantify the impact of many of the most influential variables (both structural and 

environmental) on student outcomes. Hattie grouped his initial findings into six primary 

areas, which in his analysis contributed most significantly to the learning experience: 

student, the home, the school, the curriculum, and teaching and learning approaches 

(Hattie, 2011). Hattie assessed that the individual qualities and experiences that a student 

brings to the classroom account for roughly 50% of the variance in achievement (Hattie, 

2003). Schools were also assigned a minimal influence factor of 5-10%. The second most 

influential factor beyond student capability and home circumstances were established to be 

the role of teachers, who, in Hattie's calculations, accounted for approximately 30% of the 

variance (Hattie, 2003). According to his analysis, collective teacher efficacy has the 

highest impact on student outcomes of all variables outside of the home environment 

(Hattie, 2018).   

Representation of Achievement Variance, John Hattie 

 

Source: Hattie, 2003, In Teachers Make a Difference, What is the research evidence? University of Auckland 
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Hattie's analysis examines the role of schools, teaches, and principles, as well as 

other itemized variables as separate factors. In the scope of his analysis, this is 

understandable, yet in the effort of this study, it is beneficial to widen to the range of 

consideration. Each of these factors, including available resources, facility condition and 

location, access to technology in the classroom, and many others, are all determined by the 

amount of funding available to the school. As a result, funding formulas and disbursements 

play a crucial role in nearly every aspect of a child's formal education. 

Analysis of funding differences between high income and low-income districts 

shows a correlation to student performance and outcomes. Data from the U.S. Department 

of Education shows that as of 2018, 23 states are still sending more funding to their 

wealthiest districts than the poorest (Brown, C, Sargrad, S, & Benner, M., 2017). Of all the 

States in the nation, only one fifth allocate additional resources to the neediest schools 

(Baker, Bruce D.; Farrie, Danielle; Sciarra, David G., 2016). The states which spend the 

highest amount spend roughly three times the amount that the lowest spending does. These 

inequalities filter down to the district level with the wealthiest spending between two and 

three times what lower wealth districts spend per pupil (Adamson, Darling-Hammond, 

2019). Across the nation, districts in high-poverty areas spend 15.6% less per pupal than 

affluent areas, according to data from the U.S. Department of Education (USDE, 2018).   

This number represents far more than a financial figure; at its most fundamental 

level, funding allows schools to have safe facilities, hire quality staff, offer advanced 

courses as well as many other resources which provide students with the skills they will 

need to succeed after graduation. Each of these seemingly innocuous factors has a 

significant impact on how children learn and perform, and funding cuts often relate to 

reduction or elimination in one or more of these categories (Education Trust, 2018). Using 

Hattie's framework, the subsections below examine how funding impacts the most relevant 

determinants on student outcomes and expands to evaluate how low-income students and 

minority students are disproportionally affected. 

 

4.2.2.1 The Crucial Impacts of Effective Teachers 

 

Many studies focused on evaluating impactors on student performance have 

emphasized the impact that teachers have on the performance of students. In Hattie's 
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widely cited index, "expert teachers" were found to account for as much as a 30% variance 

in student achievement outcomes (Hattie, 2003). Expert teachers were classified as 

educators who were highly educated teachers who have highly developed pedological 

knowledge allowing them to convey core concepts tailored to the learning capabilities of 

their students. This significant factor was tied to the importance of teacher knowledge, 

method of teaching, and extent to which they "care," all being incredibly influential in how 

their students perform. In addition to the 500,000+ studies reviewed to compile the Hattie 

framework, a number of other studies using empirical analysis have arrived at the same 

conclusion (Gordon, Kane, Stager, 2006; Educational Leadership, 2003). Research has also 

shown that skilled teachers offer one of the most promising potential to help disadvantaged 

students overcome barriers (Hattie, 2003; Chetty, 2014). The effects of quality teachers 

have long-lasting impacts; one study of students in Dallas, Texas found that a student with 

an "outstanding " teacher for as short of a term as one year could see positive outcomes 

including advanced placement among peers for at least five years after they left the 

teacher's class (Chetty et al. 2014). As with all things, the opposite can also be true. 

Students who learn under ineffective teachers can be severely hampered in their learning 

progress (Hattie, 2003). 

Hiring and retaining these highly coveted "highly effective" teachers is a challenge 

that schools across the nation face, and there is no shortage of research devoted to the 

matter. In the context of this issue, however, there is a significant disparity between the 

presence of high-quality teaching staff in high- and low-income neighborhoods (PISA, 

2018). Schools in affluent areas are vastly more likely to have a higher number of quality 

teachers (PISA, 2018; Roscigno, V. J.; Tomaskovic-Devey, D.; Crowley, M. 2006). This 

disparity has been attributed to funding availability; affluent schools have more funds to 

compensate teachers, thereby being more likely to attract the most qualified educators. 

Also, these schools are more likely to have higher funding overall allowing them to have 

better facilities, more access to resources, and, generally that they are less likely to have a 

high occurrence of behavioral or safety issues form students (Baker, B., Farrie, D., Sciarra, 

D., 2016).  

In comparison, schools in low-income areas are less likely to attract expert 

teachers. This limitation has been associated with contributing to sub-par student 

performance while also depriving students of highly skilled educators. This inclusion has 

been proven to offer the most significant benefit (Chetty et al. 2014). Most evidence 
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suggests that this is not the result of the professional's unwillingness to teach in more 

challenging environments, but instead of the lack of resources, both in terms of funding 

and in non-financial supports (support staff, teaching materials, leadership) (Chetty et al. 

2014). In PISA's national analysis, published in 2018, 48% of principles of 

"disadvantaged" schools reported struggling with a lack of qualified teaching staff. This is 

in comparison to 5% of "advantaged" schools who reported struggling to provide the same 

(PISA, 2018). Only 5% of principles from "advantaged" schools reported struggling with 

the same issue. Not only do competitive wages attract more experienced teachers, but 

teacher compensation has also been associated with a positive increase in student 

performance. A study analyzing how funding changes could improve student outcomes 

published in 2016 found that an increase in wages for teachers would result in an overall 

improvement of the quality of teachers and a direct reduction in the rate of drop-outs for 

high school students (Baker, B., Farrie, D., Sciarra, D., 2016). In the effort to maximize 

equality in public schools, skilled teachers are one of the most effective tools to overcome 

many of the challenges which students from low-income backgrounds are more likely to 

experience. 

 

4.2.2.2 Early Education and Preschool Access for the Most Vulnerable  

 

Research ranging from medical assessments to economic analysis has shown the 

importance of Early Childhood Education (ECE). Recent studies investigating the issue in 

greater detail have documented the positive effects of pre-kindergarten (pre-K) programs 

on children’s readiness to learn. While all children are likely to befit from early childhood 

education or preschool, the benefits are especially impactful for children who have had 

early exposure to economic insecurity or scarcity (Phillips, D. A., Lipsey, M. W., Dodge, 

K. A., Haskins, R., Bassok, D., Burchinal, M. R., Weiland, C. 2017). These benefits have 

also been documented to amplified for children who are dual language or English as a 

Second Language (ESL) students (Phillips et al. 2017). Gains include enhanced brain 

development, social skills, and self-regulation, all of which have been shown to improve 

student overall performance and outcomes with age (Phillips et al. 2017). The composition 

(curriculum) and quality of pre-K programs also make a significant difference in the 

"value" it can offer to a participant. Features such as evidence-based curriculum and 
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continuous training opportunities for teachers are influential in the overall impacts of 

preschool for students. 

An additional but crucially important benefit of ECE programs is the ability to 

identify potential health or developmental issues early. By having children in a formal 

environment with trained professionals early on, they are more likely to have potential 

challenges identified and addressed (Beck, McKeown 2007). Classroom professionals 

(kindergarten and preschool teachers and aides) receive specific and ongoing training to 

not only provide a standard of care but also to identify potential red flags in a child’s 

development. These could be issues with their speech pathology, eyesight, socialization, or 

developmental difficulties. Each of these issues has been proven to be able to overcome if 

addressed appropriately at an early stage. Similarly, if they are not addressed, they can 

cause significant difficulties for the child as they age.  

Despite growing recognition of the value of preschool education programs, and 

policy and funding solutions have been slow to follow. This is especially concerning for 

any effort to increase equity in the education system as low-income communities in which 

communities of color are disproportionately represented have the least access to high-

quality early education programs (Magnuson, Waldfogle, 2005; NIEER, 2015). Despite an 

investment of $20.6B in ECE programs in the 2019 fiscal year, The National Institute for 

Early Education Research noted that families with incomes at or below $60,000 annually 

have the least access to ECE and preschool programs. While 41 states have devoted some 

funding to pre-K programs, there are only 15 which have received enough funding to meet 

the standards set by the National Institute for Education (NIEER, 2013). 

 

4.2.2.3 Resources, Facilities, and Technology 

 

School funding policies also determine the amount and quality of materials, 

resources, and support staff that a school can provide. In low-income districts where 

funding is limited, these resources can become restricted or eliminated entirely. Analysis 

from PISA, OECD's education monitoring body showed that 26% of students in the United 

States attend schools in which the leadership staff (principles) reported that the capacity of 

the school to meet student needs was inhibited by a lack of resources (PISA, 2018). A 

study in 2014 showed that 60% of public schools reported that their facilities needed 

repair; of the schools cited in this report, an overwhelming majority were located in high 



 

40 

poverty areas (Alexander, D., Lewis, L., & Ralph, J., 2014).  These lacking resources filter 

through to students in many powerful ways, frequently depriving students of updated 

textbooks, materials and equipment, after-school activities, specialized classes, support 

staff, and in class-room resources (Roscigno, V. J.; Tomaskovic-Devey, D.; Crowley, M. 

2006). Each of these resources has the potential to grow a child's educational experience, 

some in ways directly related to educational outcomes, such as ensuring that students have 

access to the technology that will allow them to be successful after they graduate (Brown, 

2011). There is an ongoing conversation about the role that technology should play in 

classrooms. However, there is little doubt that the outside world is increasingly and 

overwhelmingly shaped by digital technology. 

Funding policy dictates and allows for schools to provide in-classroom laptops, 

smart whiteboards, iPads, and many other tools which help to provide a critical skill set for 

students and creating a more productive society as a whole. The added benefit of having 

access to such tools available in the classroom is crucial as only 62% of households 

making up to $30,000 per year had access to the internet the home, indicating that for 

many students, the only access to technology available is through schools (Zickuhr, Smith, 

2012). Given that nearly every sector and every field is shaped by technological, most 

experts agree that having a comprehensive grasp of modern technology will be crucial for 

most children as they progress past schooling and into the professional sphere (Lazar, 

2015). 

There are also many other ways that non-teaching resources impact student 

outcomes in less directly related to the curriculum.  These can come in the form of extra-

curricular offerings and programs which provide a safe place for a child to be after school 

while their parent is working. Funding cuts also impact the provision of arts and music 

classes as well as the availability of classroom aide staff. The absence of these supports 

impacts the learning experience of all students; however, there is evidence to show that 

low-income students experience adverse consequences from the absence. Analysis from 

PISA shows that when students from socioeconomically disadvantaged backgrounds are 

afforded increased resources, their performance and outcomes improve significantly 

(PISA, 2018). For many low-income students, these programs offer a crucial escape and 

can be instrumental in developing valuable social and emotional skills.  
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4.3 Chapter Conclusions 

 

There are a number of structural and socio-environmental considerations that 

impact or inhibit the equity and equality of student experience in the K-12 public education 

system. The evidence discussed in this chapter demonstrates the impact of social and 

environmental factors and policies on a child's development and access to an equitable 

education. It also highlights the relationship between a child's socioeconomic status and 

their access to well-funded and equipped learning institutions as a result of how policy is 

currently structured. The impact of these factors on student performance should not be 

ignored as doing so only serves to reinforce the cycle of inequality, which limits the equity 

in access and outcomes for millions of students to the education system. 

The system which results from these inequities brings to serious doubt to 

perceptions of educational outcomes as a result of individual capability or merit but 

instead, for many students, the luck of the draw. Disparities in the performance indicators 

listed in this chapter appear to reflect the shortcomings of policy, not student capability. 

Throughout the subsections discussed in this chapter, minority students were 

overrepresented in many of the lowest ranking groups for evaluation ranging from early 

childhood development to college enrollment. The detailed sections above help to shed 

light on these statistics, demonstrating how structural factors such as school resources and 

access to quality teachers as well as factors not directly related to the classroom shape 

student outcomes. 

The evidence summarized also underlines the incredibly influential role that school 

funding policies play as a determining factor in a child's academic prospects.  Many of 

these issues can and must be addressed by developing more equitable policies including 

funding formulas to reduce the consequences of disparities caused by differences in 

property tax contributions to local funds. Acknowledging that funding reform is an 

essential step toward addressing the disparities inequity in access and outcomes of the 

public education system, significant variables, primarily those who fall under the social 

and environmental category, are likely to remain influential even if more equitable funding 

is established.  These include early childhood experiences and education, the stability of 

the home environment, familial resources (financial and otherwise), and access to positive 

social mobility. There are additional factors discussed, such as discipline gaps leading to 

the school to prison pipeline, which is generally viewed to be the result of several factors 
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including school resources and bias, which are not exclusively associated with either 

funding or social issues that require more sophisticated analysis. 

 

5 Applying the Data Toward a Solution 

 

 

A substantial body of research has shown that money, when spent effectively, can 

have significant impacts on positively influencing student achievement showing that when 

all else is equal. Each of the factors summarized in the previous chapters establishes how a 

child's home environment, financial stability, and access to social capital impacts their 

education experience and academic outcomes. The examples analyzed reiterate the critical 

importance of equitable school funding policies. While funding is a formative component 

in determining the quality of education and a student's access to resources, under the 

current policy, it is merely a manifestation of the systemic inequality which shapes nearly 

every component of life for low-income children. 

Throughout this report, evidence has been presented documenting how children 

coming from low-income households more frequently encounter inequality and related 

challenges in the public education system. These challenges start at the earliest stages of 

life and mount as children age and progress in their education and are fundamentally 

shaped by public and social policy. The correlation between the parental level of 

educational attainment, profession, and income on child academic access and performance 

is also highlighted (Currie, J., & Goodman, J. 2020). These factors operate both as 

indicators and predictors of student outcomes. In recent decades, a new approach that 

accounts for the impact of environmental factors and specifically, the impact of parental 

circumstance has been gaining traction in efforts to disrupt cycles of poverty and 

inequality. 

The Two-Generation model operates with the recognition that such a relationship 

exists and implements a “wrap-around” approach to maximizing individual outcomes 

through policy interventions targeted at the family as a whole. This model works to build 

total wellbeing in a family by providing a developed network of supports, resources, and 

academic services simultaneously targeted at adults and children with the ultimate goal of 

improving their lives together. The model is different from many previous initiatives in its 
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approach of employing a multi-tiered strategy to bolster familial stability in order to 

encourage positive social, health, and economic outcomes.  

“The general pattern has been to focus programs on adults or focus 

programs on children but rarely, if ever, on both at the same time, 

resulting in fragmented approaches that leave one or the other behind. 

Two-generation approaches focus on the needs of both generations to 

interrupt the cycle of poverty.” 

—Nebraska Intergenerational Poverty Task Force, 2016 

 

Policies and programs utilizing a Two-Gen approach do so along a continuum, 

efforts that are centered on a child-focused approach target their initial efforts and primary 

focus on the child with supplementary services for the parent. The parent-centered 

approach tackles the issue from the opposite end by focusing services on the parents while 

including supplementary services for children. According to the framework developed by 

the Aspen Institute, a leading voice in Two-Gen initiatives five core components exist 

within the Two-Generation model: 1) Early Childhood Education and Development, 2) 

Postsecondary Education and Employment Pathways, 3) Economic Assets, 4) Health and 

Well-Being, 5) Social Capital (The Aspen Institute, 2014). 

 

 

Source: Ascend at the Aspen Institute 



 

44 

The paragraphs below examine the primary intersections of inequality in the public 

education system that this report has identified to analyze the potential of Two-Gen 

interventions to increasing equity in public education. This analysis also helps to 

understand better the specific barriers these interventions can target that funding reform 

alone would not be able to address. The map below offers a visual representation of the 

inputs which have been detailed and which will be assessed below. 
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Moving past the limitations of quantifying the exact extent to which these 

interventions increase equity in education, the information in this chapter on the approach 

and structure of Two-Gen models, existing policy efforts, and in the expanded analysis of 

the case studies, are all useful to address the primary research questions of this report. 

First, in developing an enhanced understanding of how Two-Gen programs can address the 

primary intersections of inequality and public education to provide more equitable 

outcomes for disadvantaged students. Second, by helping to identify what needs can be 

met by Two Gen intervention that cannot be met by funding reform alone. To address these 

questions in the context of the information detailed in this chapter and those which 

preceded, the variables which were identified in the previous chapters been used to develop 

a framework for the evaluation. 

 

5.1.1 Stabilizing the Home Environment  

 

5.1.1.1 Early Experiences and Access to High-Quality Education 
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A core component of the Two-Gen policy model is the recognition and importance 

of early childhood experiences to a child's academic access and success. Whether programs 

take the parent or child-focused approach, most Two-Gen initiatives place a premium on 

investing heavily and early in childhood care and development (Aspen Institute, 2015). In 

the most expansive existing enactment of the model targeted at improving student equity 

and outcomes, the Head Start program, early childhood education is a critical component 

and, indeed, the foundation of the policy. Head Start has a wide variety of services offered; 

however, the core of the model is the provision of free, accessible, and high-quality 

education opportunities for children from low-income families. The program enrolls nearly 

one million children annually and continues to receive significant investment from the 

federal government. In 2019, Congress authorized over $10 billion in funding for Head 

Start (Bauer, 2019). Head Start programming have been determined to be responsible to 

many positive results for children who participate. One of most prevalent critiques of the 

program has been related to limitations on the sustainability of positive impacts and 

constraints on the number of children who are served by the program due to funding and 

logistical constraints (Bauer, 2019). Despite its shortcomings, the Head Start program 

offers useful empirical evidence of the potential for positive outcomes from the approach 

and an indication of potential outcomes for an expanded state or national policy that 

incorporates the model. 

Looking beyond state policy to more modern iterations in private non-profit 

organizations who work to improve academic prospects for low-income youth offers 

further insight on the potential of the approach. One commonality across such 

organizations which have been lauded for their positive outcomes are the specialized 

Learning Centers which become a foundational and critical component of the programs. 

These programs devote a significant amount of resources to the provision of low-cost or 

free early childhood care (Aspen Institute, 2015). This provision is a crucial addition as 

ECE, and pre-school is not universally available in the United States. Most subsidized 

programs which offer care at a reduced cost to parents are full or on waiting lists for 

enrollment and are thus are limited in their accessibility to families that have the financial 

means or subsidy (Aspen Institute, 2015). Through the provision of affordable accredited 

earning centers, these programs provide two essential services. First, they ensure that 

children can access quality education early, which has been shown to diminish 

significantly some of the early shortfalls which children from low-income families are 



 

47 

more likely to encounter. And second, they ensure an affordable, safe place for childcare 

enabling parents to work more stable hours. The availability and composition of these 

centers take the first step in narrowing the achievement gaps, which appear in the earliest 

stages of life for many children for low-income families. Additionally, many of these 

centers are guided by making data-informed choices in the structure and approach of their 

teachers, curriculum, and school organization (Aspen Institute, 2015). Some of the success 

of participants could be associated with the increased adaptability that private programs 

have to make structural and curricular decisions in comparison to state-funded public 

schools, which are generally directed in these matters by policy. 

In and of itself, having access to early learning centers provides an essential service 

to these students. However, the value extends beyond the provision of a space to learn; 

most models also utilize the centers as a hub for providing other essential services to 

children. Many of these organizations also operate or have partnerships with centers that 

offer multidimensional services directed by evidence-based management techniques 

(Aspen Institute, 2015). Health and development staff are frequently integrated into these 

centers through local partnerships with medical providers and universities. These 

partnerships allow for sustainable cooperation with local agencies, ensuring that students 

who may have slipped through the cracks are identified early and provided the tools and 

support to be as successful as possible. One example of these extended services is the 

emphasis on the provision and education around balanced nutrition. This component of the 

program is significant as nutrition has been associated with brain development and 

performance (Wolde, T., & Belachew, T. 2019). Lacking access or knowledge of a 

nutritious diet can inhibit student performance, thus placing constraints on their ability to 

excel in school. By providing education on healthy eating habits and onsite meals 

throughout the day, these programs can instill these habits in students and simultaneously 

reduce pressure on parents to provide meals. Additionally, the provision of multiple 

healthy meals relieves financial pressure on families, which is likely to contribute to an 

overall reduction in stress in the home environment. 

5.1.2 Access to Resources and Maximizing Family Resiliency 

 

There is robust evidence showing that an investment in parent education has direct 

outcomes for children as a parent's education increases; their child's lifelong income 
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follows suit. One study conducted of families nationwide found that gains in maternal 

education directly correlated to gains in the child's capability in both reading and math 

(Magnuson, 2007). Additional examples showing the impact of parental educational 

attainment are documented across evaluation metrics, including performance in 

standardized testing scores, suspension rates, frequency of grade repetition, and graduation 

rates (Brown, L., & Iyengar, S. 2008; Égalité, A. J. 2016).  In addition to the overt benefits 

of the head of household, securing reliable income through professional placement, these 

developments also have a proven correlation to child performance and long term 

achievement. One national study documented that an annual income of just $1,000 could 

be directly associated with advances in a child’s achievement (Rodrigues, 2011).  

The previous chapter noted many of the ways that the safety and stability of a 

child's home environment and the access to resources they have at home can impact their 

academic performance as well as their access to quality schools. In nearly all cases, the 

adult head of household is the most influential determining variable in determining these 

factors for children. This may be part of the reason that initiatives which only offer in 

school-based supports may struggle to see meaningful success in their target population. 

Other studies analyzing the efficacy of school-based interventions have noted this 

possibility of evaluating them as effective, yet not efficient at addressing many of the more 

challenging issues (Paulus, Ohmann, Popow, 2016). 

One of the most promising aspects of Two-Gen interventions in addressing the 

social and environmental circumstances which continue to inequality in the education 

system is their focus on stabilizing and supporting adult members of the household in order 

to improve child stability and performance (Aspen Institute, 2014). Two-Gen programs 

that provide professional development, job readiness, and placement are some of the most 

effective ways of doing this (Aspen Institute, 2014).  When participants can secure stable 

employment, a variety of positive benefits result, including stable income, opportunities for 

professional and financial advancement, and an expansion of social networks and by 

association familial resiliency. 

Based on research from the Aspen Foundation and other prominent research efforts 

into best practices for the model, many programs actively promote education tracks to 

fields with a high likelihood of employability and potential for growth. Program 

participants are encouraged to pursue stackable certifications, which can be built upon each 

other to further professional advancement. An example of this is the frequently encouraged 
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track of buildable healthcare certifications, allowing an individual to earn their Certified 

Nurse Assistant (CNA), then progress to other more financially rewarding certifications 

such as an XRAY technician or even a Registered Nurse (RN). The logic behind this 

strategy is that with each certification, the individual can grow their income in smaller, 

more achievable steps. In this path, if an individual is not able to successfully complete the 

full path (ex: achieving their R.N.), they are still positioned to work in a field with 

significant demand, reliable pay, and safe working conditions thereby increasing the 

likelihood that they may be able to maintain their self-sufficiency (Aspen Institute, 2014). 

This approach allows participants to continue their education in smaller components, each 

of which stacks upon the previous to enable graduates to pursue increasingly lucrative and 

stable positions (Chase-Lansdale, P, Eckrich Sommer, T., Sabol, T, Chor, E. 2017). 

In addition to financial and professional developments, these programs have been 

found to correlate with improved mental health outcomes for parents and school attendance 

for children of parent participants (Sommer et al. 2018). A recent study evaluating 

outcomes of Head Start participants showed that children whose parents were concurrently 

involved in an accompanying Two-Gen professional development program had higher 

yearly attendance to school in comparison to those who did not (Sommer et al. 2018).  

Participants also demonstrated steadier levels of psychological wellbeing when compared 

to non-participant parents of Head Start children showing bolstered resiliency with firm 

commitments to self-efficacy and optimistic outlooks as well career prospects (Chase-

Lansdale et al. 2017). This correlation is relevant as the reduction of chronic absenteeism 

has been noted as a core goal in efforts to reduce the achievement gap. In addition to 

bolstering the family's immediate financial resiliency, simultaneously offering or requiring 

that participants participate in professional development and educational opportunities, 

these programs heighten the likelihood of long-term results (Chase-Lansdale, P, Eckrich 

Sommer, T., Sabol, T, Chor, E. 2017). 

 

5.1.2.1 Physical and Mental Health 

 

The Two-Gen approach acknowledges the influence of physical and mental health 

on a child's academic performance as well as to the stability and success of the family. In 

many of the Two-Gen modeled programs, medical care is provided either onsite or via 

referral. Considering the complexities of navigating and securing health care in the U.S., 
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which are compounded in difficulty for low-income families, these services are essential. 

The availability of onsite services and staff referrals for more specialized care allows 

potential issues to be identified early and allows families to increase access to preventative 

care. In addition to bolstering the health of the family, these services reduce the likelihood 

of catastrophic illness. The benefits of the availability of these services are especially 

crucial in young children as they magnify the ability to identify potential developmental 

delays early. This limitation has been proven to be influential in the delay of care and a 

frequent occurrence of missed diagnoses in children, which can cause harm to their 

development and academic performance (Galuschka, K., & Schulte-Körne, G. 2016). By 

having specialized staff on site to identify and craft adaptive learning plans for these 

children, the likelihood that they will fall behind in school is reduced (Zhang, X., Räsänen, 

P., Koponen, T., Aunola, K., Lerkkanen, M. K., & Nurmi, J. E., 2020). This is influential 

in avoiding knowledge loss and by reducing the likelihood of children being lost in the 

system.  

The supports for health services are not limited to physical health, also accounting 

for the influence and impact of mental health conditions on overall health and familial 

stability.  The impact of mental health and the availability of mental health care on an 

individual's performance, stability, and physical health has been documented (Kilbourne et 

al. 2018). Applying these results to existing knowledge about the impact of parental 

stability and health on child performance, it is reasonable to conclude that services that 

bolster mental health and stability benefit both parents and children. 

 

5.1.2.2 Social Capital; The Impact of Networks & Peers 

 

One of the primary interactions between education access and outcomes and social 

capital is the formation of family aspirations and attitudes; both factors which have been 

shown to have a solid relationship to student performance and outcomes (Garcia, Weiss, 

2017). These networks are built through many aspects of program participation. For 

example, programs facilitate and frequently require regular peer meetings between 

participants. In addition to offering a safe space for support and collaboration, these groups 

serve to expand the social networks of each individual. With each connection, a network 

expands, providing crucial supports and opportunities to grow influence through advocacy. 

Head Start and Early Head Start programs have established a Policy Council, made up of 
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parent representatives who together decide many aspects of the program's design and 

curriculum (Dropkin, Jauregui, 2015). 

5.1.3 Elimination of Barriers 

 

One of the less apparent inclusions of the approach and in many successful Two-

Gen initiatives is the strategic goal of mitigating potential barriers, which may limit the 

success of participants to the most considerable degree possible (Aspen Institute, 2015). 

This approach is intended to prioritize the immediate need for stable and safe housing 

before addressing other issues, thereby allowing residents to focus their energy on their 

own growth and that of their children. These considerations are a crucial element to 

participant success both by decreasing stress and strain, which may inhibit program 

involvement and by reducing potentially problematic issues that could undermine 

employability and professional stability. 

 

5.1.4 Partnerships  

 

The capability and indeed requirement of Two-Gen approaches to work across 

different agencies and in conjunction with existing local, state, and federal programs is 

another benefit increasing the ability of such interventions to address policy goals 

effectively. Partnerships are a crucial component of successful Two-Gen interventions 

(Aspen Institute, 2015).  Collaboration with outside agencies allows these interventions to 

address challenges on a broader scale without requiring prohibitively expensive staff or 

financial obligations that would be associated by providing services in house. Partnerships 

allow participants to access the services of highly qualified and specialized staff in areas 

such as mental health, child development, nutrition, medical care, financial health, and 

professional training without the logistic and financial burdens of navigating providers.  

For many low-income families who are more likely to have limited social and financial 

resources, these partnerships provide an avenue for access they would not otherwise be 

able to access. 

5.2 Chapter Conclusions 
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Measuring equity and equality, particularly in the education system, is extremely 

complex. The number of factors to consider and the expansive variety in personal 

experience further complicate analysis. The difficulty in measuring inequality extends to 

efforts to access how effective intervention may be in addressing it. Capturing and 

disentangling the results from Two-Gen interventions presents a challenge; many of the 

positive outputs take years to present, and it is challenging to isolate which results can be 

directly attributed to the intervention. Developing an empirical or quantitative analysis of 

how each aspect of Two-Gen programming directly impacts equity in education would be 

a useful next step which could be undertaken by studies to follow. 

In terms of student equity, any intervention must consider the impact of a child's 

environments and the potential barriers which are more likely to present for children in 

low-income families than their more affluent counterparts. A failure to account for the 

influence of social and environmental factors on student access will undoubtedly limit the 

efficacy of a potential policy solution. Evidence presented throughout this report has 

documented the significant impact of a child's home environment on nearly every aspect of 

their education experience. The approach is based on decades of research that document 

how these environmental conditions affect both parents and children while playing a 

crucial role in childhood development. All of the components of the programs reviewed in 

this chapter focus on different components of a larger goal, ensuring the best environment 

for a child to grow by supplying the tools, resources, and supports. 

 

5.3 Case Studies 

 

In order to expand the understanding of the capacity of Two-Gen interventions to 

address the environmental impactors which contribute to the ongoing disparities inequity 

in access and outcomes of the public education system, two case studies are included 

below. Acknowledging the crucial importance of adapting funding formulas to account for 

the additional costs required to provide equitable opportunities to disadvantaged students, 

the states selected in this study have each, to some degree, implemented reforms to 

increase funding allocation to districts which serve the highest number of disadvantaged 

students. The locations selected for review were chosen using the criteria of the level of 

equity in funding both in terms of socio-economic status and racial composition of districts 
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was selected. The selected states have each been evaluated to have a comparable level of 

equity in funding distribution to districts serving the most significant number of students 

from low-income families, with each getting between 5 and 15% more funding using a 

combination of metrics compiled by the Education Trust. An organization focused on 

evaluating equity and equality in the public-school system in the U.S.  Each study 

compares the state of equity in the funding system for public schools, student performance, 

and the interventions of an organization utilizing a two-generational approach in three 

different states. These comparisons and analysis are conducted to expand the ongoing 

conversation of how best to increase equity in education by reviewing the potential for 

programs which employ a two-generation model to improve equity in access and outcomes 

for disadvantaged students. 

 

5.3.1 CASE STUDY: COLORADO 

 

i. Racial and Socio-Economic Composition  

a. Colorado K-12 public schools served 913,223 students in the 2019 

school year (Colorado Department of Education, 2020). The racial 

composition of students in 2015 showed a relatively high level of racial 

diversity with majority enrollment of White students (54%), followed by 

Latino (33%), Black (5%), and those who identified as two or more 

races with 4% of the student body (Education Trust, 2015).  In terms of 

socio-economic composition, Colorado 42% of the children in which 

public schools serve in the state qualify for some sort of financial 

assistance, including free or discounted lunch; 14% of the student body 

lives below the poverty line (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). 
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Source: The National Center for Education Statistics, as compiled by the Education Trust, 2018. 

 

ii. The State of Equity in Funding 

a. Funding across districts is distributed with some account for the 

additional cost of educating disadvantaged students, with the highest 

poverty districts receiving 7% more funding than the districts with the 

lowest levels of poverty at approximately $656 per student (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2018). However, when the revenues are 

adjusted for the additional needs (and associated costs of low-income 

students, this proportion drops to show that students in the highest 

poverty districts receive 1% less funding than those from districts with 

the lowest poverty, the equivalent to $65.00 (Education Trust, 2019). To 

expand on the implications of the funding distribution, it is useful to 

separate local and state funding, as noted in chapter two, the disparities 

in local funds (frequently derived from property taxes) can be massively 

influential for student experience and outcomes. In Colorado, just under 

half of the school funds (47%) come from the state (U.S. Census 

Bureau, Public Elementary and Secondary Education Finance Data, 

2013-2015). Breaking this figure down further to review allocation 

between the district, information from the U.S. Census Bureau and the 

Education Trust shows that the highest poverty districts receive 27% 

more state revenues per pupil than the districts with the lowest poverty 

districts- to the tune of $1,127 per student. 



 

55 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Public Elementary and Secondary Education Finance Data, 2013-2015, as compiled by the 

Education Trust, 2018. 

 

b. While Colorado's funding allocation shows some favorable distribution, 

the distribution among districts which serve the highest portion of 

minority  

students receives 5% less funding than the districts which serve the 

lowest number of non-White students to the equivalent of $549 less per 

pupil (The National Center for Education Statistics, 2018). Of the states 

detailed in this report, this is the lowest level of equitable distribution 

among students of color.  

 

 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Public Elementary and Secondary Education Finance Data, 2013-2015, as compiled by the 

Education Trust, 2018. 

 

 

iii. Baseline Performance 

a. Math 
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i. In 2019, the average score in maths performance for students in 

the fourth grade in Colorado was 242, higher than the national 

average by 2 points; this average has not changed significantly 

since last evaluated in 2017 (NAEP, 2019). Of the students 

evaluated, 44% preformed at NAEP Proficient level and 80% 

performing at NAEP basic level (U.S. Department of Education, 

Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education 

Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 

2019, Mathematics, Reading, Assessments). 

ii. The average performance for students in the eighth grade was 

somewhat higher, with an average score of 285, four points 

above the national average. Of these, 37% preformed at NAEP 

Proficient level and 73% performing at NAEP basic level; both 

scores show a minimal change in the period between 2017 and 

2019 (U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education 

Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2019, 

Mathematics, Reading, Assessments). 

 

b. Reading  

i. In 2019, the average score in reading performance for students in 

the fourth grade in Colorado was 225, higher than the national 

average by 6 points; this average has not changed significantly 

since last evaluated in 2017 (NAEP, 2019). Of the students 

evaluated, 40% preformed at NAEP Proficient level and 71% 

performing at NAEP basic level (U.S. Department of Education, 

Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education 

Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 

2019, Mathematics, Reading, Assessments). 

ii. The average performance for students in the eighth grade was 

higher at 267, five points higher than the national average with 

38% preforming at NAEP Proficient level and 77% performing 

at NAEP basic level; both scores show a minimal change in the 
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period between 2017 and 2019 (U.S. Department of Education, 

Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education 

Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 

2019, Mathematics, Reading, Assessments). 

 

iv. The Current State of Two-Gen Policy in Colorado 

a. Colorado has heartily embraced the two-generation approach, which is 

currently primarily driven by the Colorado Department of Human 

Services (CDHS). While CDHS holds leadership and administrative role 

in many of the state's Two-Gen initiatives, they work in partnership with 

multiple state agencies and local non-governmental organizations. This 

coalition also includes advocates for family and child wellness, which 

serve to offer recommendations on a rolling basis with the goal of 

improving existing programs and funding streams to remove barriers to 

equitable access (CDHS, 2016). 

i. The CDHS initiative is divided into five core programs targeted 

at essential interventions 1. Children, Youth, and Families; 2. 

Financial and Economic Stability; 3. Early Childhood 

interventions; 4. Behavioral Health; and 5. Community Access 

and Independence (CDHS Strategic Plan, 2016). Three primary 

offices, 1 oversee these initiatives. The Office of Performance 

and Strategic Outcomes, 2. Chief Medical Officer, 3. Office of 

Administrative Solutions (CDHS Strategic Plan, 2016). 

b. Colorado piloted a collaborative study comprised of 60 stakeholders 

beginning in the summer of 2013 to develop recommendations to 

expand existing Two-Gen frameworks, namely Head Start and the 

state's childcare subsidy program, the Child Care Assistance Program 

(CCAP). In 2014, an official staff position for Two-Gen initiatives was 

implemented under CDHS supervision. Since then, new workshops have 

been ongoing to identify care-gaps in the existing and developing Two-

Gen programs to enhance services. Some of the programs which have 

been implemented under this coalition include the Colorado Parent 

Employment Project (CO-PEP), an expansion of trauma-informed care 
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driven by the Office of Behavioral Health, and the Access to Success. 

Other policies that are currently in the development phase include an 

expansion of the SNAP childhood nutrition benefits in partnership with 

CCAP to ensure that families who receive childcare subsidy also receive 

nutrition and health supports to enable early intervention and improve 

early learning outcomes (NGA, 2020). 

c. Head Start 

i. In the 2018 Fiscal Year, $106,380,049 was devoted to Head 

Start Programs in Colorado. This funding enabled 7,665 children 

to access Head Start spaces, with 62% of eligible children aged 

3-5 served (NHSA, 2020).  Early Head Start was able to serve 

1,740; only 10% of eligible children under the age of 3 had 

access to EHS slots (NHSA, 2020). 
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5.3.1.1 Warren Village- COLORADO 

I. Program Background 

a. Based in the urban core of Denver, Colorado Warren Village was 

established in 1974 through community action spearheaded by a local 

physician Dr. Myron Waddell. Warren Village was initially established to 

provide safe, affordable housing for single-parent families with a vision of 

an "Intentional Community." In the half-century, since the organization was 

first launched, it has grown its programming significantly to incorporate a 

mission focus of providing resident families the tools and support needed to 

achieve self-sufficiency. Since the program's inception in 1974, a total of 

4,873 individuals have been served. An organization shift was launched in 

2015, to prioritize education access and success as a core fundamental and 

focused significant resources directed at parents and children to empower 

them to maximize their educational success. 

 

Area Total 

Population 

Percent of 

Population in 

Poverty 

Percent of 

Population with 

a bachelor's 

degree or 

Higher 

Warren 

Village- 

Denver, CO 

727,211 11.7% 47.9% 

Colorado 5,758,736 9.6% 40.1% 

United States 328,239,523 11.8% 31.5% 

 

II. Key Results- all figures cited were taken from the 2018-2019 Impact Report 

published by the organization. 

i. Children and Students 

1. Two hundred twenty-two children received services (education 

support, mental & physical health, nutrition, and more). 

2. 92% of children attending the Learning Center met national physical 

benchmarks.  
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3. 89% of children attending the Learning Center met national literacy 

benchmarks. 

ii. Adults 

1. 90% of program graduates secured affordable permanent housing. 

2. 63% of program parents earned or made progress towards certificates 

and degrees. 

3. 54% saw increases in their income. 

III. Program Design 

a. Warren Village is a multidimensional program providing supports in three 

primary areas to encourage the overall health and success of participant 

families. The racial demographics of residents at Warren Village are Black 

(53%), White (%31), Multi-racial (14%). The program focuses on housing, 

early education and childcare, and parent services and advocacy. The 

program curricula and organization are centered on a data-based approach. 

They are evaluated on an ongoing basis by a committee comprised of the 

Board of Development, Leadership Staff, Community Partners, Resident 

Representatives, and Family Services Staff. 

i. Housing  

1. Warren Village has centered its model on a housing-first approach, 

with the position that having an affordable, safe place to live is an 

essential component for achieving family stability. The housing 

component of the organization is viewed to be the foundational 

component providing 90 onsite housing units (one, two, and three-

bedroom apartments) that accommodate up to 350 people. Rates for 

each unit are subsidized through partnerships with multiple state and 

federal assistance programs, including the Department for Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD) and Colorado Housing and Finance 

Authority (CHFA). Each resident family pays 30% of their gross 

income. These funds cover rent and utility costs. If a resident has no 

income, they are responsible for paying $25 per month. Individual 

rental fees are determined per HUD, Tax Credit, and MOR 

regulations. 
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ii. Child Education, School Readiness, and Total Wellness 

1. On-Site Early Childhood Learning Center (0-7 years)- National 

Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) 

accredited. 

a. Nutrition and Wellness 

i. Every child at the Learning Center is provided a nutritious 

breakfast, lunch, and afternoon snack prepared by a staff chef. 

The meals provide two-thirds of the daily nutritional 

requirements for a child. 

b. Evidence-Based Classroom Management 

i. Based on empirical evidence, the Warren Village Learning Center 

uses the Conscious Discipline® model, which is uniquely 

effective for brain development in young kids who have 

encountered adversity by incorporating elements of social-

emotional learning and self-regulation. The Learning Center also 

ensures a low ratio of teacher to student to encourage 

individualized instruction. 

c. Responsive Curriculum 

i. Educators at the Learning Center utilize strategic planning and 

the Creative Curriculum® model to craft routines and lesson 

plans that are intentionally responsive to the strengths and areas 

for growth of each child.  

2. Kid’s Club (7-18 years) 

a. This leg of the program is devoted to providing academic and 

emotional support for children. Onsite tutors are available for all 

subjects (Maths, Reading, Sciences, Arts, Physical Wellness). 

b. The Kid's Club also offers a safe space for children to learn 

together and grow their social networks. 

3. Prioritizing Mental Health & Development Supports for Children 

a. A core element of the services provided to children at Warren 

Village and the Learning Center is provided in partnership with the 

Mental Health Center of Denver. This service provides onsite 

licensed staff to support teachers, parents, and children with pro-
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active problem solving early identification of potential barriers, and 

wellness skills. 

b. An additional partnership with the Colorado Center for Pediatric 

Learning and Development (CCPLD) offers onsite physical, 

occupational, and speech therapy for children. 

iii. Family Services 

1. The Family Services component of the organization is one of the 

most robust providers of wrap-around care. Warren Village staff 

pride themselves on the adaptability of their approach, empowering a 

staff of 7 licensed social workers to use the organization's resources 

to tailor supports for each family. 

a. Onsite Mental Health Support 

i. Provided in partnership with the Tennyson Center for Children, 

the Mental Health Center of Denver and National Jewish Medical 

Center Warren Village offers residents access to qualified, onsite, 

mental health providers free of charge. 

b. Financial Literacy 

i. Through a partnership with Empowered, each resident 

participates in one-on-one sessions to expand their financial 

literacy, explicitly growing skills of debt management, budgeting, 

and financial planning. 

c. Self-Sufficiency Continuum 

i. When residents enter the community, one of the first tasks they 

take on is to define attainable personal, career, and financial 

goals. Together, with the support of their advocates, they work 

toward and evaluate these goals throughout their involvement 

with the program. 

d. Advocacy and Resources 

i. Advocates assist participants with applying for and securing 

qualifying social assistance programs (TANF, CCAP, SNAP) and 

scholarships. 

ii. Warren Village’s community partnerships also enable the 

organization to offer a small number of scholarships for 
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qualifying applicants to assist with the cost of tuition and 

materials.  

iii. The Alumni Engagement Network helps to grow the social 

capital of residents. This network provides supports for families 

to maintain their progress toward self-sufficiency after they 

graduate from the program.  

e. Education and Professional Development 

i. Recognizing the importance of parental educational development 

for the outcomes (both immediate and long-term) for children, the 

organization has extensive programming to support resident 

parents to continue their education. Warren Village has 

partnerships with local universities, most notably the Community 

College of Denver. Through this partnership, the organization can 

provide onsite accredited college courses. Having the option to 

attend onsite classes allows parents to pursue their educational 

goals without the financial or logistical obligations associated 

with securing childcare. 

f. Life Skills & Development Classes 

i. Courses focus on physical health and wellness, healthy 

relationships, job searching, family nutrition, parenting, 

leadership and advocacy, organizational, and communication 

skills. 

iv. Data-Based Services and Ongoing Program Evaluation 

1. Warren Village has redefined itself as a “Learning Organization” in 

an interview, the organization's President and CEO, Ethan Hemming 

emphasized the importance of the term concerning the organization's 

services and impact. 

IV. Funding 
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Source: Warren Village Financial Publication 2018-2019 

 

a. Warren Village receives funding from a combination of federal funds 

(devoted to the housing program), state funds and subsidy, and private 

donors4. The program also generates revenue through subsidized rent (30% 

of resident income, adjusted) and private payers to the onsite Learning 

Center. 

b. Private and corporate donors include: 

i. United Airlines, The Daniel's Fund, Denver's Road Home, The Department of 

Housing and Urban Development (HUD), The William McGowan Charitable 

Fund, Mile High United Way, The Anschutz Foundation, Buell Foundation, and 

The Colorado Health Fund. 

V. Partnerships 

a. Warren Village partners with a variety of local organizations; those who 

collaborate on an ongoing basis are listed below in the category their efforts 

are most notably associated. 

i. Early Childhood Care 

1. Mental Health Center of Denver, Tennyson Center for Children, 

National Jewish, Colorado Center for Pediatric Learning and 

 
4 Warren Village’s 2019 Funding Statement can be accessed here https://warrenvillage.org/financials/ 
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Development (CCPLD), Rocky Mountain Human Services and 

Sewall Child Development, Volunteers of America Foster 

Grandparent Program, Girls on the Run, Yoga for the People. 

ii. Health 

1. Warren Village has direct partnerships with local universities 

(University of Colorado Denver, Denver University, and others) to 

provide onsite and emergency health resources for resident families.  

2. Mental Health Center of Denver 

3. Healthy Beginnings (C.U. School of Medicine) 

4. Tennyson Center for Children 

iii. Professional Development 

1. Warren Village has cultivated ongoing relationships with local 

employers as well as support agencies to facilitate professional 

development and placement for program participants and alumni.  

iv. Family Wellness and Self-Sufficiency 

1. Empowered, Community College of Denver, Alumni Engagement 

Network, Colorado Health Foundation, Daniel’s Fund, Denver’s 

Road Home, Denver Women’s Collaborative. 
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5.3.2 CASE STUDY 3: OKLAHOMA 

 

i. Racial and Socio-Economic Composition  

a. The majority of the students in Oklahoma schools are White, however, of 

the states detailed in this report, Oklahoma has the one of an equal split of 

student race with 16% Latino, 15% American Indian, 9% Black, and 8% of 

students identifying as two or more races (The National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2018). Oklahoma has the highest rate of students 

qualifying for financial assistance (61%) and living below the poverty line 

(20%) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). 

 

Source: The National Center for Education Statistics, as compiled by the Education Trust, 2018. 

 

ii. The State of Equity in Funding 



 

68 

a. In Oklahoma, the schools serving the highest numbers of students living in 

poverty receive 6% more funding than those serving the lowest, a value of 

$519 (National Center for Education Statistics, 2018). When adjusted for 

the additional cost of serving the needs of low-income students, these 

districts receive 2% less funding resources than those serving the fewest 

student living in poverty (The Education Trust, 2018). This allocation 

compares to Colorado with 7% and New Jersey, with 18% when not 

adjusted for additional needs and 6% (New Jersey) and -1% (Colorado) 

when adjusted (The Education Trust, 2018). Across Oklahoma, 55% of 

funds come from state funding with the highest poverty districts receiving 

31% more than the lowest, an estimated value of $1,154 per pupil. In terms 

of the distribution of funds to districts serving the highest numbers of 

students of color, Oklahoma is slightly ahead of Colorado, allocating 1% 

more funding to a value of $96 (The Education Trust, 2018). 

 

 

Source: The National Center for Education Statistics, as compiled by the Education Trust, 2018. 

 

iii. Student Performance 



 

69 

a. Math 

i. In 2019, the average score in maths performance for students in the 

fourth grade in Oklahoma was 237, three points below the national 

average; this average has not changed significantly since last 

evaluated in 2017 (NAEP, 2019). Of these, 35% preformed at NAEP 

Proficient level and 80% performed at NAEP basic level; both 

scores show a minimal change in the period between 2017 and 2019 

(U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, 

National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP), 2019, Mathematics, Reading, 

Assessments). 

ii. The average performance for students in the eighth grade was 

somewhat higher, with an average score of 275, a score of five 

points below the national average of 281. Of these, 26% preformed 

at the NAEP Proficient level and 66% performing at the NAEP basic 

level; both scores show a minimal change in the period between 

2017 and 2019 (NAEP, 2019). 

b. Reading 

i. In 2019, the average score in reading performance for students in the 

fourth grade in Oklahoma was 216, lower than the national average 

of 219. This average has not changed significantly since last 

evaluated in 2017 (NAEP, 2019). Of these students, 29% preformed 

at the NAEP Proficient level, and 63% performed at NAEP basic 

level; both scores show a minimal change in the period between 

2017 and 2019 (NationsReportCard.gov, 2019). 

ii. The average performance for students in the eighth grade was higher 

at 258. However, this score was well below the national average of 

262. Of the students evaluated, 26% preformed at NAEP Proficient 

level and 71% performing at NAEP basic level; both scores show a 

minimal change in the period between 2017 and 2019 (U.S. 

Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National 

Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational 

Progress (NAEP), 2019, Mathematics, Reading, Assessments). 



 

70 

iv. The State of Two-Gen Policy in Oklahoma 

a. Oklahoma does not currently have any formal policy initiatives that are 

modeled after the Two-Gen approach apart from the federal Head Start and 

Early Head Start initiatives.  

b. Head Start 

i. In the 2018 Fiscal Year, $148,894,672 was devoted to Head Start 

Programs in Oklahoma. This funding enabled 11,328 children to 

access Head Start spaces, 46% of eligible children aged 3-5 had 

access to services (NHSA, 2020).  Early Head Start was able to 

serve 2,751; only 11% of eligible children under the age of 3 had 

access to services (NHSA, 2020). 
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5.3.2.1 CAP Tulsa- OKLAHOMA 

I. Program Background 

a. CAP Tulsa is a renowned program and one of the largest agencies in the 

state of Oklahoma, working to disrupt the cycle of generational poverty. 

The program is headquartered in Tulsa, a county with a population of 

651,552, with 14.1% of the population living at or below the poverty line 

(U.S. Census, 2019). CAP Tulsa is a non-profit program but is heavily 

intertwined with state agencies, primarily the Department of Education 

through Head Start and Early Head Start. The program established in 1998 

was the country's second universal state ECE or pre-K program. CAP Tulsa 

prioritizes educating and preparing young children so that they are best 

positioned to have success in school. As a paragon of the Two-Gen 

approach, the organization employs resources targeted at the whole family 

to achieve these goals. Parents receive supports to improve parenting skills, 

work-readiness and to maximize earning potential. It is the philosophy of 

the organization that by fostering a stable and supportive environment, 

students will be best prepared for educational success5. The organization’s 

core values are accountability, data-driven decision making, diversity, 

equity, and inclusion. 

Area Total 

Population 

Percent of 

Population in 

Poverty 

Percent of 

Population with 

Bachelor’s 

Degree or 

Higher 

Tulsa, 

Oklahoma 

651,552 14.1% 31.2% 

Oklahoma 3, 956,971 15.6% 25.2% 

United States 328,239,523 11.8% 31.5% 

 

 

 

 
5. The process and specifics of this mission statement are available for review on the organization's website 
at https://captulsa.org/who-we-are/mission-vision-method.  

https://captulsa.org/who-we-are/mission-vision-method
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II. Key Results- all figures cited were taken from the 2018-2019 Impact Report 

published by the organization. 

a. A 2016 study from Georgetown University noted that CAP Tulsa “produced 

significant positive effects on achievement test scores in math and on both 

grade retention and chronic absenteeism for middle-school students as a 

whole.” Philips, D.; Gormley, W.; Anderson, S.; 2016. 

b. Adult participants in the CareerAdvance program experience simultaneous 

improvements in overall wellbeing, education outcomes, and employment 

(King, Chase-Lansdale, 2011; CAP Tulsa Impact Assessment, 2017).  

 

Source: CAP Tulsa Impact Analysis, 2017 

 

c. Children in the CAP Tulsa have more regular attendance when parents are 

enrolled in the CareerAdvance (King, Chase-Lansdale, 2011; CAP Tulsa 

Impact Assessment, 2017).  

 

Source: CAP Tulsa Impact Analysis, 2017 

III. Program Design-  

a. CAP Tulsa is a Two-Gen program that works with low-income families in 

Tulsa, Oklahoma. CAP Tulsa focuses their Two-Gen model by 



 

73 

concentrating the most significant resources directly on children. At its core, 

CAP Tulsa is an expansion of an existing Head Start framework, focusing 

the brunt of its resources on early childhood interventions to maximize 

school readiness and, in return, educational outcomes for low-income 

students. As the majority of ECE services provided by the agency come 

from state resources, strict standards and evaluation metrics are required 

including baccalaureate certification for teachers, a maximum class size of 

20, and a pupil to staff ratio of 10:1 (Philips, Gormley, Anderson, 2016). 

CAP Tulsa currently operates ten schools across Tulsa. Core components of 

the program include: 

i. Child Education, School Readiness, and Total Wellness 

1. 10 National Association for the Education of Young 

Children (NAEYC) accredited early childhood schools 

throughout the Tulsa area, which allocate approximately 

$25,000 per child annually (Family Handbook, 2019-2020). 

a. Health and Wellness 

i. Early intervention to meet developmental 

challenges early and effectively. 

ii. Onsite Behavioral Health Specialists (BHS) to 

support emotional, social, behavioral 

development 

iii. Specialized services for children with 

developmental delays by licensed and 

qualified staff.  

iv. Assistance with securing health resources and 

benefits if needed.  

v. Access to dental, health, mental health, and 

vision screenings and service (charges 

associated).  

vi. Onsite snacks and meals provided as needed.  

b. Accredited Curriculum and Classroom Management 

i. Maximum class sizes of 20 students. 

ii. Student to teacher ratio of 10:1. 
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iii. Play based learning model.  

iv. Virtual and remote learning options.  

c. Highly Qualified Staff 

i. Bilingual 

ii. All teaching staff holds a minimum of 

bachelor's degree and ongoing certification 

requirements to ensure high-quality staff. 

iii. Ongoing opportunity for professional growth 

and development 

iv. Instructional Coaches assigned to each staff 

member to provide professional, personal 

development and support.  

 

ii. Family Services and Support 

1. Goal Setting and Strategic Planning 

a. All families are required to complete a Family 

Success Plan in partnership with FSS staff. FSS 

representatives create reasonable goals with families, 

and strategies to achieve them. 

2. Advocacy and Resources 

a. Family Support Staff (FSS), in partnership with 

DCFS, CAP Tulsa provides individualized support 

for parents of children in the program. 

b. FSS staff assist families with navigating supportive 

services and public benefits, housing, and job 

placement resources.  

c. FSS offers a community network and resiliency 

buffer for participating families. 

d. FSS staff provide coaching and advocacy  

e. Partner meetings allowing participants to share 

experiences, tools, and peer supports.  

3. Education and Professional Development with 

CareerAdvance® 
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a. A work readiness and training program which 

provides job placement assistance and coaching for 

parents (children must be 8 years old or younger). 

These services emphasize secure and stable 

employment for participating families.  

i. A professional placement and pathways 

training program operated in conjunction with 

local universities (Tulsa Community College 

and Tulsa Technology Center).  

ii. Assistance for adult participants to obtain 

GED or complete subject-specific 

proficiencies to enable them to transition to 

university-level courses. 

iii. Career coaching for participants with ongoing 

development opportunities.  

4. Life Skills & Development Classes 

a. Program participants are highly encouraged to engage 

and participate in all school functions, especially 

monthly "Family Connections" meetings, which offer 

topical guidance on essential topics including 

nutrition, stress management, mental health, and 

resiliency. 

5. English as a Second Language Courses 

a. Courses for beginners, intermediate, and advanced 

learners are offered free of charge to parents of CAP 

students. 

6. Learning@Home 

a. This program is targeted at parents and families with 

children ages ranging from newborn to 36 months. 

Certified staff facilitates programs to educate and 

support new parents.  

iii. Data-Based Services and Ongoing Program Evaluation 



 

76 

1. Performance incentives are used to encourage participants to 

meet program requirements, such as attendance and grade 

point average. These techniques have also shown to have a 

statistically significant relationship to child performance and 

outcomes (Uplifting the Family). 

2. Long term services. 

3. Before and after school care, enabling parents to work 

longer, more profitable hours while ensuring quality 

childcare. 

IV. Funding 

a. The agency is the primary provider of Head Start services, receiving 93% of 

per-pupil funding that absent a collaboration with the organization would 

have been allocated to the Tulsa Public School system (Philips, Gormley, 

Anderson, 2016). CAP Tulsa receives funding from a combination of 

sources, with the most significant being Federal Head Start funds and 

CACFP, followed by private funding and funds from the Department of 

Education and the state of Oklahoma (CAP Tulsa Financial Reporting, 

2019). 

 

 

Source: CAP Tulsa Financial Reports, 2018-2019  

 

 

V. Partnerships 

a. In contrast to Warren Village, whose partnerships are largely non-

governmental, CAP Tulsa's primary partnerships are with state agencies. 
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b. Early Childhood Education 

i. The ECE program is funded and coordinated with the Department of 

Education and Head Start.  

ii. Talking is Teaching 

iii. OKDHS- Childcare subsidy program 

c. Family Support  

i. Family Support Specialists (FSS) are available to program 

participants through a program with the Department of Family & 

Children’s Services (DCFS).  

ii. Community College of Tulsa. 

 

5.4 Key Results from Interviews and Observation at Warren Village 

 

The opportunity to speak directly with program participants was both informative and 

humbling. Each of the individuals who agreed to speak with me had unique circumstances 

which were responsible for pushing them to seek services at Warren Village however the 

commonalities between the community members far outweighed the differences. All 

parent head of households (HoH) was categorized (by reported income) as living at or far 

below the poverty line prior to their entrance to the program. Two of the HoH had some 

college experience prior to coming to the program, the rest had either a GED (high school 

equivalency) or high school diploma; a minimum requirement for enrolling at Warren 

Village. All participants were eager to voice their appreciation for the program, frequently 

emphasizing that they appreciated how the approach gave them a “hand up, not a handout”. 

A recent alumna, wishing to only be recorded as “Jackie” stated “With the help of Warren 

Village Family Advocates, I got on the path to success. Attending Life Skills Classes, I 

learned to be self-aware and patient, gained skills to communicate and parent my daughter, 

set goals to continue to better myself” Jackie has also been enrolled in college for two 

years and continues to work to a career in nursing, facilitated through Warren Village’s 

College to Career Program. Some of the results from these interviews are included here. 

  

▪ All adult participants stated that having access to the supports provided by the 

organization allowed them to focus their energy on their children.  



 

78 

o All apart from one respondent stated that having a safe, central, and 

affordable home to live in was the most important service offered. 

o When asked which other services stood out as crucially important, 

respondents had mixed responses, however every respondent stated that 

having the onsite Learning Center was in the top three most important. 

 

▪ Of the 13 families interviewed, 11 stated that their children had received direct 

support services at Warren Village. These services ranged from nutrition guidance 

to specialized education. All families who had sought these services had not 

accessed similar services prior to their involvement in the program.  

 

▪ All parents I spoke to stated that they had witnessed positive benefits in their 

children since they began the program. 10 stated that their children had experienced 

positive improvement in their academic performance (grades). 

 

▪ Of the 13 families interviewed, 12 adult head of households stated that prior to their 

involvement in the program barriers associated with poverty (namely housing, 

health, and resources) restricted their education or their child’s at one point or more 

in the past.  

 

▪ Each family I spoke to at Warren Village felt that continuing their education was a 

priority and that it was the best way to provide a better future for their family. 

o Of the 13 families I met with, 10 were currently or had previously been 

enrolled in one of Warren Village’s continuing education programs.  

 

 

As part of my observation, I was also able to sit in on two “Family Services” 

meetings with the full staff of social workers, support partners from the mental health and 

health centers, and Learning Center staff at Warren Village. In these meetings, each Family 

Advocate provides a case overview for each member family (91 total families), and staff 

and partners from the Learning Center speak to the current status and challenges of 

students. The meetings are held bi-monthly and last between 3 and 5 hours. The 

discussions which take place in these gatherings allow for staff to collaborate to anticipate 
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possible problems, discuss creative solutions, and ensure that all team members are 

offering the most comprehensive support and services possible. The opportunity to observe 

these discussions was extremely useful in the development of a holistic understanding of 

how each component of services offered by the program comes together for participating 

families.  

 

While each family’s specific situation differed, nearly every family discussed at the 

Family Services meeting was receiving multiple, simultaneous support services (in 

addition to access to housing). When a specific need presented with a participant that the 

organization was not able to meet with staff expertise, the organization relied on an 

extensive list of partners to refer the family to. The addition of having a strong community 

to send clients to, and having direct referrals allowed for specialized and seamless care.  

 

▪ Elyse Montgomery, Director of Family Services spoke to me about the importance 

of this inclusion. Ms. Montgomery has worked with Warren Village for over 25 

years, and in that time seen the availability of partner agencies expand significantly. 

She noted that as more specialized services and partners became available, program 

participants have been benefitted. She emphasized the importance of the 

organization to make services accessible noting that many families without 

supports do not have the knowledge or capacity to sift through layers of 

information to navigate services which they are eligible for. Having specialized 

staff, and direct referrals encouraged more participants to seek and continue 

services. 

▪ Maggie Rittenhouse, Director of the Learning Center echoed the importance of 

mitigating barriers and making services as available as possible. She spoke to me 

about having onsite accredited learning center “the ability to have an affordable 

learning center close by makes a huge difference. I’ve seen parents with kids at the 

LC (Learning Center) and those who try to find childcare elsewhere. The parents 

who have to travel and pay huge amounts for pre-school or care really struggle. 

Even an unexpected sick day can cause problems with their work scheduling which 

in turn can put their ability to provide for their family at risk.” 
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I also spoke to all five Family Advocates on the Family Services team. Each 

advocate works with a portion of the families currently in the program, and a portion of the 

alumni on an ad hoc basis. Each advocate also has a specialization or unique licensure. For 

example, in addition to being an MSN, Allison Miller is also highly connected with the 

higher education institutions in the area and the state. She serves as the point of contact for 

participants who enroll or are in the process of continuing their higher education. Another 

advocate, Kacie Kimmich serves as the Early Childhood Development Specialist in 

addition to her general duties. Kacie works directly with incoming children to assist 

enrolling in special needs education programs and supporting parents of high needs 

children.  Each advocate had challenging and inspiring stories to share from their time at 

the organization and the families that they worked with. One result from these interviews 

was the recurring message that despite a significant variance in individual circumstance or 

experience which brought participant families to the organization, all advocates reiterated a 

similar hierarchy of needs to stabilizing families.  

When asked if there were persistent commonalities with barriers children in the 

program faced all family advocates shared the view that a lack of safe and stable housing 

was a critical barrier to the success of parents and children. Family Advocate Chelsea 

Lawson expanded saying “we take the approach here that education is the best way to 

move our families forward, both for parents and kiddos. However, we have seen time and 

again that in order for them to be successful in education, they must have access to other 

crucial resources.” When prompted to share their view on which services and needs were 

most important, most advocates felt that the prioritization of services significantly 

depended on the needs of the individual family. Some notable viewpoints that they shared 

with me are included below: 

 

▪ Allison Miller on the importance of dual parent and child education programs “In 

my opinion, education is the key to success. Especially for families born into 

generational poverty. There is no more effective tool to reach financial self-

sufficiency and encourage family stability. By helping both kids and parents find 

solutions to excel in education, their success feeds off each other. With the kiddos, 

if we can help parents find the right schools and services, their whole path can 

change. And for parents, we know one of the best ways to increase income and job 

stability for parents is for them to get certifications and higher education degrees.” 
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▪ Lynn Halfmann, whose role focuses on ensuring lasting stability for families as 

they “graduate” from the program emphasized the importance of building social 

ties and a strong support network for families as they move on from the program. 

She stressed that while Warren Village provides an extremely supportive 

environment for current residents, sustainable success is most likely when a family 

has been able to grow their community saying “unexpected things happen. We 

prepare parents as best as we can, but when living on the edge of poverty, even a 

small unexpected issue can cause big problems. We try to foster relationships and 

actively encourage our residents and alumni to get involved in The Network, so if 

and, when something happens they have the tools to remain resilient.” We 

discussed the importance of this, specifically in terms of a child’s academic 

performance “nothing is more important. Resiliency means stability and without 

stability it is very unlikely that a child will be able to focus on their math 

homework”. 

 

When prompted to specifically consider the impact family stability on a child’s 

education performance, and the long-term effect of education on family stability, 

Advocates echoed many of the indicators defined in this research as negative impactors in 

student performance. It was clear from these interviews that the wide provision of services, 

and the emphasis on maximizing their accessibility were integral to the success of program 

participants.  

 

▪ Chelsea Lawson on the importance of the wrap-around approach, in the context of 

child health and academic involvement “Most of our parents are strong and will do 

all they can to give their kids the best shot. But, when they live with such difficult 

financial restrictions, it can be impossible to provide balanced nutrition and all the 

things young kids need to grow. What we try to do is eliminate the barriers that 

make it difficult for children to be their best.” 

▪ Kacie Kimmich on the negative impacts of trauma on children’s development, and 

specifically school readiness “So many kids get written off at schools as having 

behavioral problems or are assumed to be bad learners. What I have seen over and 

over, is that when these kids get the services and supports that they need, their 

performance and ability to communicate improve significantly.” 
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The CEO and President of Warren Village, Ethan Hemming also graciously agreed to 

speak with me about the organization. Mr. Hemming highlighted the data-based approach 

to services as one of the core components to which Warren Village can attribute its 

success. Mr. Hemming went in to great to detail discussing the relevance and importance 

of the education component of the program stating that the mission of the organization was 

to “empower our families to achieve lasting and sustainable self-sufficiency” also stating 

that education was integral to breaking the cycle of poverty. Mr. Hemming acknowledged 

the correlation between public policy and the cycle of poverty saying that the Warren 

Village model offers an example of how policy could be used to address social issues to 

maximize family wellbeing.  

 

5.5 Case Study Conclusions 

 

 

Both Warren Village and CAP Tulsa offer a glimpse of how an expanded Two-Gen 

model could be implemented, and its potential to meaningfully address many of the issues 

which have been found to negatively impact the access and performance of low-income 

students. These case studies provide practical examples of how interventions that are 

broadly targeted at improving family resiliency can offer direct solutions and enhance 

equity for vulnerable students. As Two-Gen modeled programs, Warren Village and CAP 

Tulsa have many similarities. Notably, among these, both offer multidimensional services; 

geared equally at providing developmental supports for children and parents while 

simultaneously working to stabilize many vital aspects of the familial situation overall.  

A fundamental component of Warren Village and CAP are their learning centers, 

which offer onsite affordable or free accredited education for children. These unique 

centers are modeled off of evidence-based classroom management techniques with many 

components implemented based on findings from leading researchers to maximize a 

child’s learning experience and mitigate barriers that could impede learning to the highest 

possible extent (Hemming, 2019). Nearly every aspect of these schools reflects the 

guidance of leading voices in education equity from the strict regulations requiring 

teaching staff to be highly credentialed to the provision of ongoing professional 
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development opportunities. Class sizes offer another example of the inclusion; pupil to 

teacher ratios are intentionally kept small to ensure that students have individualized 

instruction, CAP allows a maximum of 10:1 student to teacher ratio. Both Warren Village 

and CAP utilize strategic planning to craft lessons that are responsive to student strengths 

through a “responsive curriculum” moving beyond standard curriculum requirements to 

incorporate elements of emotional learning to encourage self-regulation in students. The 

results of these approaches are astonishing; each program has been shown to increase 

student attendance, performance (grades and test scores), and literacy (King, Chase-

Lansdale, 2011; CAP Tulsa Impact Assessment, 2017; Warren Village Impact Assessment, 

2019). These developments are reciprocal and interrelated, children who experience stable 

and high-quality early education and care have also been shown to support parental 

professional success (Adams, G., Rohacek, M., & Danziger, A. 2010).  

In addition to offering evidence-based curriculum and classroom management, the 

learning centers also incorporate many other services such as the provision of multiple 

nutritiously balanced meals per day and onsite specialists that can help students with 

learning difficulties, social-behavioral issues, and more, by concentrating these services in 

a central location which children and parents are already expected to be (school) many of 

the barriers which may restrict access or use are eliminated. The availability of these 

crucial resources also allows for direct and intensive treatment options for high needs 

children. This inclusion is critical, especially when considered in the context of the history 

of disproportionately high numbers of children from low-income and minority 

backgrounds who are lost in the school system through excessively harsh disciplinary 

action. These learning centers emphasize supportive and adaptive care as well as 

navigating creative solutions to avoid losing children within the system (Hemming, 2019; 

CAP Mission Statement). It is this type of conscious programming that, if applied on a 

broader scale, could fundamentally impact the legacy of lost potential for many of the 

nation’s most vulnerable children.  

Of course, these programs do not only focus their efforts on the children, a critical 

component of their success. Warren Village and CAP invest heavily in professional 

development and community support for participant parents with programs ranging from 

continuing education to professional placement. A crucial part of this program is 

partnerships with local, accredited universities to help facilitate the process as participants 

continue their education. The results of these efforts are striking; a report issued in 2017 
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documented that 61% of participants in CAP Tulsa’s CareerAdvance program attained a 

career certificate. The report compared these results to non-participants in the surrounding 

community, which met comparable demographic indicators and found that only 3% of 

non-participants obtained career-advancing certifications in the same period (Sommer, 

Sabol, Chor, Schneider, Chase-Lansdale, P.L., Brooks-Gunn, J., ... Yoshikawa, H. 2018). 

Warren Village also offers robust professional development and placement supports, 

ranging from onsite college credit courses to help parents earn their degrees to having 

devoted staff members. The latter work to help participants navigate and secure stable 

positions. 

The cooperation between agencies and universities not only eases access for parents 

to earn higher degrees and increase their employability, but it also ensures that they are 

able to do so with the full support of the agency. This is an important consideration; a 

significant number of other initiatives that have offered more single-dimensional incentives 

for low-income adults to further their education have struggled with achieving their goals. 

Reasons cited in impact analysis include challenges in scheduling as well as challenges 

securing childcare. Frequently the seemingly minor barriers which arise more frequently 

for families living on the edge of poverty, such as missing a day of work to deal with a sick 

child or to attend a class, can be the factors that disrupt the individual's progress to a better 

more stable life. 

The programs highlighted here have built recognition of this relationship into their 

service model, intentionally crafting program offerings and requirements to be symbiotic, 

enabling participants to engage with full support and without risk of losing their housing or 

employment. Examples of this are ample in both Warren Village and CAP Tulsa. CAP 

Tulsa partners its services for children with those for parents, allowing families to 

complete program requirements simultaneously. Warren Village also ensures that childcare 

is provided for any parent-only activities such as mandatory life skills classes. Both 

programs also provide several onsite support services such as professional training, health 

check-ups, etc. The availability of these programs in one central location eliminates or 

diminishes many obstacles which have been shown to act as barriers to access such as 

transportation and childcare. Warren Village takes this inclusion a step further, founding 

their approach in a housing first model. 

One potential key to the success of programs like Warren Village and CAP in their 

ability to reach beyond the achievement of other more narrowly focused initiatives such as 
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Head Start is the inclusion of services directed at whole family stabilization and resiliency. 

One example of this is in their acknowledging the importance of mental and physical 

health in the success of participant families, and both programs offer referrals to eligible 

providers or onsite care. The availability of onsite mental health care has specifically been 

a hugely influential component of Warren Village’s programmatic offering, benefitting 

parents and children. One program participant agreed to sit with me for an interview for his 

study. Warren Village program participant Kelly Shanley noted that the availability and 

ease of access to mental health care were integral to the success of herself and her children 

in the program stating of the matter “before I came here, I was dealing with so much from 

my past that it felt impossible to focus or really achieve my goals. Then, with everything 

my kids were dealing with coming from an abusive home, things felt even more 

overwhelming. Having a counselor that I could just drop-in to see when things felt 

overwhelming helped immensely. I no longer felt so alone, and she helped me to find 

healthy ways to move beyond my past”. Ms. Shanley’s experience was echoed by all of the 

program participants I spoke to for this study. In addition to representing a positive benefit 

to the head of the household, the data cited in the previous chapters also notes the 

correlation between the stability of parental health and child achievement.  

A final yet crucial aspect of both programs is their emphasis on family capacity 

building, leveraging resources to build family resources through developing personal 

networks. Both Warren Village and CAP have built community groups into their program 

model as a way to provide a space for cooperation, support, and discourse between 

program participants. Warren Village’s Alumni Network of program graduates has grown 

to be an influential voice in the Capitol Hill neighborhood, with members coming together 

to advocate for improvements to public transit, road safety, and school access (Denver 

Post, 2016). These support groups also help to support family resiliency and self-

sufficiency by providing supports for members. In CAP’s CareerAdvance program, the 

stress level of parents did not show a significant increase despite their balancing of 

multiple activities in school, professional obligations, and parenting. When asked about the 

matter, the majority of participants noted that the availability of support resources and 

community of other participants encouraged them to find tools to manage their obligations 

sustainably and that their positive outlook of the future was bolstered (Chase-Lansdale, P, 

Eckrich Sommer, T., Sabol, T, Chor, E. 2017). One of the primary interactions between 

education access and outcomes and social capital is the formation of family aspirations and 



 

86 

attitudes; both factors which have been shown to have a solid relationship to student 

performance and outcomes (Garcia, Weiss, 2017). In addition to bolstering the family 

resiliency, which has been proven to be beneficial to a child’s development, this also 

increases the family’s bargaining capacity and voice in the community. Research into 

structural and social inequity has documented the importance of having a “voice in the 

game” (Degerickx, Van Gorp, Roets, 2017). Considering the impact of bias on student 

tracking as well as a general lack of representation from members of the communities 

served in positions of leadership in schools and school districts, the amplification of these 

voices offers an incredible asset.  

6 Policy Considerations 

 

“Children’s outcomes vary based on their parents’ educational 

attainment and income. Parents’ ability to work and provide stable 

environments relies on their children having safe and reliable care and 

education settings.”  

Head Start, 2015  

Education continues to function as one of the strongest predictors of adult income 

in the United States; family incomes of educated households are roughly three times more 

than low-educated families (Bradbury et al. 2015). Over generations, disadvantages 

resulted from inequality in educational access and outcomes compound to reinforce the 

cycle of poverty, which is more prevalent in the United States than a majority of their 

advanced industrial economies (OECD, 2016). The evidence presented throughout this 

report, as well as hundreds of other research efforts, documents the link between parental 

educational attainment and income to that of their children. Acknowledging the strength of 

the association between parent and child academic achievement, and the resulting 

formation of social and cultural capital, it is the position of this effort that the most 

effective way of increasing outcomes, equity, and access for children i.e., students is to 

implement programs which offer comprehensive wrap-around care for families as are 

included in the Two-Gen model. The evidence here suggests that the Two-Gen policy 

approach offers promising potential in the effort to diminish the achievement gap, increase 
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equity in education, and improving student outcomes – all of which have been 

demonstrated to be fundamental to accessing upward social mobility. 

When considering the impact of Two-Gen interventions on increasing student 

equity, it is crucial to acknowledge how significantly socioeconomic status and the 

generational poverty impact student access and outcomes. These programs target many of 

the established root causes of poverty and inequality in American society in an attempt to 

remove as many barriers as possible and produce positive outcomes for participants. A 

policy response that incorporates the Two-Gen model will undoubtedly require several 

individual adaptations to tailor the intervention to the needs of individual communities and 

localities. Considerations for the effectiveness, cost-efficiency, feasibility, and composition 

of such an initiative are detailed in this chapter. 

 

6.1 Existing Policy- Head Start and Title I Programs 

 

Two of the existing primary policies to target poor performing students, which 

incorporate the Two-Gen approach, are Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA), and Head Start. The programs were initially launched by the 

United States Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) in 1965 by creator Jule 

Sugarman under the direction of former President Lyndon Johnson as a tool in his War on 

Poverty. ESEA spearheads reforms intended to improve outcomes for at-risk students and 

diminish the achievement gap. Generally, Title I "is designed to provide all children 

significant opportunity to receive a fair, equitable, and high-quality education, and to close 

educational achievement gaps." (ESEA, section 1001). Previous ESEA policies have 

included changes to improve the quality of curriculum and teaching staff to try to improve 

academic outcomes, working to improve performance at low-performing schools, and 

increasing professional development and supports for educators. 

6.1.1 Head Start 

 

Head Start programs provide children in less advantaged circumstances the ability 

to catch up to their peers and enter kindergarten "ready to learn."  Head Start is one of the 

oldest and most expansive initiatives in the country (NHSA, 2019). The program initially 

launched was relatively limited in scope, focusing on working to build cognitive skills in 
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the months before a child enters kindergarten. Head Start has seen multiple revisions and 

expansions over the decades, with significant changes being enacted.  The services 

provided by the program empathize the importance of comprehensive care. They are 

designed to foster family resiliency and stability with services targeted to enhance physical 

and emotional health, nutrition, parental involvement, and education outcomes. In the 50+ 

years since Head Start began, it has impacted millions of lives. In the 2018 fiscal year, the 

program received $9,838,693,013 in funding resulting in 652,422 Head Start spots being 

fully funded and 163,126 Early Head Start spots (NHSA, 2020).  Education outcomes for 

children who participate in Head Start programs are overwhelmingly positive. At the same 

time, exact gains vary depending on location and program-specific; there is program-wide 

evidence showing notable increases in the educational attainment of participants by age 6 

(NHSA, 2020). Analysis by NHSA shows that Head Start participants are 12% less likely 

to live in poverty in adulthood, and nearly 30% less likely to rely on public assistance 

programs (NHSA, 2020). There is also encouraging evidence that benefits from Head Start 

interventions extend to parents as well as children by enabling them to maintain more 

reliable work patterns as the program provides essential health and childcare (NHSA, 

2020). 

 The National Head Start Impact Study conducted in 2005 provided a more 

rigorous assessment of the impacts and outcomes of Head Start programs than had ever 

before been conducted. The study showed ranging outcomes with notably positive progress 

in children's ability to learn as well as their emotional and behavioral outcomes (DHHS, 

2005). Evidence-based assessments have shown specific improvements in a reduction of 

long-term criminal behavior, reduction of special education initiatives, and increased rates 

of high school graduation (NHSA, 2019). NHSA also found that participants in Head Start 

programming are 12% less likely to live in poverty in adulthood and that they are 29% less 

likely to rely on or receive public assistance (Bailey, M., Sun, S., Timpe, B., 2018).    

 

6.1.2 ESEA and Title 1 

 

One of the most recent and expansive iterations incorporating the Two-Gen model 

was launched on the federal level and enacted by the Obama administration, which 

published revised guidance in 2015 to support reforms in ESEA and public schools 
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through a new initiative leveraging federal funds for use in school-wide programming 

changes. The administration's revitalization of the ESEA was the Every Student Succeeds 

Act (ESSA) enacted in 2015. The new law built upon the existing foundation established 

by ESEA and expanded programming to expand access, reevaluate definitions of 

educational success, and increase advocacy for student civil rights.  One unique aspect of 

this initiative in comparison to predecessors is that it targets intervention on a school-wide 

basis in order to lift the lowest-performing students. ESEA regulations stipulate that in 

order for a school to qualify to operate a school-wide Title I program they must meet the 

following conditions: 

 

▪ At least 40% of the student body must be living in poverty; 

▪ If a Title I school does not meet the threshold of 40%, they must obtain a 

waiver from a State Educational Agency (SEA). 

 

In addition to the programs which fall under the Title I and Head Start umbrella, 

many of the 2Gen models currently in use throughout the country are coordinated by 

independent non-profit organizations. In response to a growing body of research 

highlighting the effectiveness of the model, more states are working some components of 

the approach into their systems. One such initiative is "Parents and Children Thriving 

Together: Two-Generation State Policy Network" (PACTT Network), two-year technical 

assistance (TA) partnership effort launched by the National Governors Association Center 

for Best Practices (NGA Center) partnered with the Center for Law and Social Policy 

(CLASP). The state teams who currently participate in the initiative include Colorado, 

Georgia, Minnesota, New Jersey, and Oregon. Governors from each state have signed on 

to incorporate two-generation strategies to promote children's educational success as well 

as adult workforce readiness and credential attainment to improve family economic 

mobility. Frequently the mission objective of these efforts is broad, cutting across multiple 

systems. These strategies are not explicitly targeted on educational outcomes or other 

specific metrics but as a nature of the design of such programs at improving overall health 

and quality of life of participating families. The holistic nature of the approach requires 

some creativity in the identification of outcomes, and evaluation of outputs as many 

outcomes take years or generations to fully present. 
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6.1.3 Critique of Existing Policy 

  

While the accomplishments of Head Start (HS) are laudable, funding limitations in 

many states limit students to half-day sessions, and access continues to be limited for those 

who are in the highest need (NHSA, 2019). Analysis from NHSA found that only 36% of 

eligible children aged 3-5 had access to Head Start, and only 11% of eligible children 

under 3 had access to Early Head Start (NHSA, 2019). In addition to criticism of the access 

to HS and EHS programming, "Head Start Fade" is one of the leading critiques of the 

program. The term refers to the decline of the most significant impacts achieved by Head 

Start programming as children age. This phenomenon has been largely attributed to the fact 

that students qualifying for Head Start programming are more likely to be enrolled in low 

performing schools, which cannot reinforce initial gains made by Head Start interventions 

(Lee, Loeb, 1995). 

Similar to Head Start, Title I has many components that are geared in the right 

direction. Yet, a combination of issues, namely a lack of sufficient funding and 

restrictively targeted services, have limited the impact of the intervention (NHSA, 2019). 

Further questions of distribution measures for Title I funds show significant disparities in 

how funds are allocated, frequently with affluent districts receiving significantly higher 

sums than lower-income districts. In 2016, 20 percent of Title I funds, approximately $2.6 

billion was allocated to districts with a higher proportion of affluent families than poor 

families.  Additional critique cited in analysis of Head Start and Title I present in relevant 

literature includes: 

• Lacking capacity to share and compare organizational knowledge (Bailey, 

Sun, Timpe, 2018). 

• Lacking data to collaboratively shape and individualize instruction practices 

(Bailey, et al. 2018). 

• Insufficient funding for program expansion (Bailey, et al. 2018). 

o Additional funding is needed for educator professional development 

and growth. 

6.2 Effectiveness  

The most influential "selling point" of the Two-Gen approach is its ability to 

effectively address a number of social impactors through compoundable outcomes, by 1: 
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addressing a wide range of social challenges and 2: achieving sustainable results. Evidence 

from similar initiatives is promising both in its ability to elevate the familial status and in 

decreasing consumption of supportive social programming.  Years of research evaluating 

the outputs of Head Start initiatives alone have shown that as a result of their participating 

children have seen the following: 

• Reduction of childhood mortality (Ludwig, Miller, 2007); 

• Increased school readiness (Puma, Bell, Cook, Heid, Lopez, (2005); 

• Diminished enrollment in specialized education courses (Johnson, 2011); 

• Reduction in consumption of social services (Deming, 2009); 

• Increased high school graduation rates (Garces, Thomas, Currie, 2002); 

• Increased college enrollment (Garces, Thomas, Currie, 2002); 

• Reduction in likelihood of incarceration or involvement in the criminal 

justice system (Garces, Thomas, Currie, 2002); 

• Bolstered health outcomes as adults (Johnson, 2010). 

 

The results from Head Start are remarkable and speak to the value of the program; 

when paired with an expanded effort to incorporate supports targeted at parents, it is 

reasonable to anticipate that these benefits will increase.  Reporting from Warren Village 

and CAP Tulsa echoes many of the accomplishments from Head Start with the important 

inclusion of longer sustained outcomes. Two-Gen initiatives have yielded promising 

results in academic performance, health, financial stability, social positioning, and 

professional prospects for participants. 

 

6.3 Cost- Efficiency  
 

Individuals who do not have the skills or capability to earn sufficient income due to 

professional limitations caused or exacerbated by their educational status have been shown 

to generate higher financial costs in the fields of health, income support, and social security 

systems (Darling-Hammond, 2019). There is a growing body of research documenting the 

success of states which have implemented Two-Gen measures to improve both equity and 

quality of services in support of growth in student achievement and matriculation rates, 

both of which have been shown to result in savings to society as a whole in the reduction 
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of consumption of social support programs (TANF, Food Benefits), decreased rates in 

crime and incarceration, higher employment rates and a resulting boost to state revenue 

from elevated taxes resulting from wage growth (Darling-Hammond, 2019; Levin, 2008). 

There is also a large body of evidence that also proves the cost efficacy of Two-

Gen interventions. In a study commissioned by the National Conference of State 

Legislatures, the Washington State Institute for Public Policy explored the potential for 

Two-Gen programs more broadly by conducting a cost-benefit analysis of Two-Gen 

interventions. The study found that those who provided at a minimum: professional 

development and placement services, educational supports for children, early childhood 

supports and family support services, were able to generate an average SROI of $1.30 to 

participants who were receiving social services at the time of enrollment and of $1.65 for 

those who were not (WSIPP, 2018). Another study of lauded Two-Gen program The 

Jeremiah Program, which is headquartered in Minnesota, highlighted a social return on 

investment (SROI) of $4 to every $1 invested in the program (Jeremiah Project Impact 

Assessment, 2019). However, another study conducted by the Aspen Institute found the 

return to be higher, with a return of $7 for every $1 invested (Ascend at the Aspen 

Institute, 2017). These findings support the conclusion that not only do Two-Gen 

interventions provide promising results for increasing equity and improving outcomes to 

participating families; they are also cost-effective for taxpayers. 

6.4 Feasibility  
 

Broad reforms, especially those as involved as addressing shortcomings in the 

public education system, are no easy feat. The policies discussed and recommended in this 

report are expansive and will require an immense amount of cooperation between local, 

state, and federal powers. The level of collaboration across sectors is not to be understated. 

Additionally, the immediate start-up cost associated with implementing Two-Gen models 

is likely to be substantial. Despite the upfront cost, there is abundant and growing research 

that shows positive returns, which gradually offset the cost of program expenditure over 

time through a reduction in incarceration rates, consumption of social supports, and a 

higher tax base. 

Many of the obvious challenges of implementing such a policy, namely the 

requirement for multiple agencies and non-profit organizations to work collaboratively, 

also have the potential to function as strengths. By expanding the network of providers, 
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resources that can be leveraged are also expanded. Additionally, by incorporating the role 

of non-state actors, like the organizations detailed in the case studies here, inventions will 

be bolstered by increased maneuverability, which may not be available under exclusively 

state-run interventions. 

There is also encouraging evidence to suggest that there are public will and support 

for Two-Gen initiatives, especially in terms of increasing educational outcomes. Polling of 

public perceptions and support of federally implemented Two-Gen programs, namely Head 

Start, shows significant support. A 2015 poll published from the Aspen Institute found that 

84% of Americans support Head Start (and Early Head Start) in partnering with local 

organizations to help low-income families further education and professional development 

(Ascend at the Aspen Institute, 2015). This support extended across demographics, 

including income, gender, and geographic location, indicating that there is sufficient 

existing public will to support an expansion of 2Gen programs (Ascend at the Aspen 

Institute, 2015). Research commissioned by Ascend at the Aspen Institute also showed that 

support for Two-Gen programming was strong across party lines, the graphic below 

presents the findings of this poll6.  

 

Source: Ascend at the Aspen Institute, data gathered by Lake Research Partners 2015.  

 

It is worth noting that given the current ambiguity and economic uncertainty surrounding 

the COVID-19 crisis, such a substantial investment may not be feasible in the short-term.  

As the outcome of the health crisis is yet to be determined, forecasting how a policy may 

be affected is nearly impossible.  Despite this, the potential benefits of implementing such 

 
6 For an overview of methodology and findings of the study cited visit 

https://b.3cdn.net/ascend/3927b1614dd4dbd9b9_xim6bb2hg.pdf 
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an initiative to address the achievement gap, increase equity, and improve the positioning 

of American society are such that the policy deserves consideration. 

6.5 Policy Recommendations 
 

❖ Build upon existing foundations. 

➢ The existing framework from Head Start initiatives offers an extremely beneficial 

and useful framework upon which to pilot an expansion of programming to include 

additional services targeted at parents.   

▪ Targeting 

• School-wide programming is essential. The impact of the Two-Gen model 

is inhibited when associated with restrictive means-testing. To achieve 

optimal results, it is recommended to implement school-wide programming, 

offering resources to the entire student body and optional supplementary 

resources to those who need it most. An additional and crucial benefit of a 

school-wide approach is the ability to pool resources from state, local, and 

federal sources. This precedent was established under ESEA programming 

under a waiver program. 

▪ Ongoing Research and Evaluation  

• The ongoing data collection and analysis, which can enact evidence-based 

recommendations for continuous development on a district or local level, 

is crucial to success. It is also recommended that information is shared in a 

structured and ongoing basis among these organizations to maximize 

recognition of trends and areas for growth. Existing networks, such as those 

already in use in Head Start programming such as the Early Learning 

Advisory Council (ELAC), poverty commissions, the PACTT Network, and 

"Networked Learning Communities," should be expanded for this purpose. 

Another positive aspect of formalizing state and federal networks and 

reporting procedures for educators is the ability to use evidence-based 

tactics to craft individualized learning plans, identify opportunities for early 

intervention, and opportunities for improvement.  

➢ Expanding support services to prioritize whole family health. 

▪ Piloting an expanded service model to bolster families will require a great deal 

of adaptability on behalf of local agencies to ensure that interventions and 
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services are most effective at achieving their goals. In addition to the existing 

partnerships between Head Start and local agencies, an expansion to include the 

involvement of such agencies as the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid, the 

Department of Education, and the Department of Health will streamline access 

for eligible families. The expansion and incorporation of these existing 

networks are likely to increase cohesion and collaboration between local, 

regional, and federal assistance programs to increase access and speed in 

services. It is essential that barriers in registration and eligibility requirements 

mitigated to the highest possible extent to ensure that all eligible families can 

register for supports. 

➢ Determining Outcomes and Measuring Success 

▪ A core component in the potential success of Two-Gen policy implementation 

is the development of a clearly articulated vision as well as the definition of 

immediate, short-term, and long-term goals and anticipated outcomes of the 

policy. Developing clear goals and outcomes at the earliest stages of 

implementation and developing them periodically allows government leaders to 

shape the most effective strategies, creating community ownership of outcomes 

among stakeholders. Suggested outcomes should evaluate both hard 

(quantitative) and soft (qualitative) characteristics. 

• Improve access to quality educational opportunities for children and 

parents. 

• Improve access to support programs, broaden networks, increase advocacy 

opportunities for parents on behalf of children.  

• Maximize access to realistic opportunities to improve family resiliency and 

economic security.   

▪ Existing methods of evaluation can be useful in determining the reach and 

effectiveness of Two-Gen policies of reaching their goals. Many methods 

currently in use to evaluate education outcomes can be retooled to also offer 

useful reflections on the impact of these policies. Measurement of the outcomes 

of these interventions can incorporate many existing methods of evaluation, 

using them in new ways.  

❖ Pooling federal and local resources to ensure equitable funding. 
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➢ The system of funding for Head Start programs, which sees funds pooled on the 

federal level and subsequentially dispersed to the local is beneficial as it allows 

local organizations to structure their programs to suit the needs of the community.  

Similar funding formulas have also been suggested as a mechanism to increase 

equity in public schools generally, and many of the arguments in favor of such a 

change apply to the expansion of Two-Gen initiatives as well.  Existing Tax-Credit 

incentive programs can be partnered with a significant increase of federally 

provided childcare subsidies to expand access to early childhood education. The 

existing Head Start programming also offers a useful framework for expansion. 
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7 Looking Forward and Final Conclusions 
 

In the United States public education system, structural and institutional problems, 

frequent outcomes of incomplete policy, serve as mechanisms to reinforce the cycle of 

poverty and inhibit social mobility. As a result, an unacceptable number of children in the 

United States come of age without access to the skills and tools needed to be successful in 

the modern globalized age. The consequences of these systemic failings strike students 

early; frequently, by the time children enter kindergarten, the foundations of their life paths 

have already lain. Early experiences with education and support systems have a significant 

impact on a child's long-term possibility for success (Garcia, Weiss, 2017). As time 

continues, these experiences add up having a massive influence over an individual's 

potential for success and social mobility. Nevertheless, in nearly every district in every 

state, schools in poor neighborhoods have significantly lower funding, less qualified staff, 

and a notable lack of resources (Brown, 2011). Currently, 41 states devote some funding 

for ECE (pre-school programs). Yet, only four provide early intervention services, which 

are crucial to identifying developmental challenges before entry in a more formal 

classroom environment (Phillips et al. 2017). 

The current environment is a reflection of systemic inequality, historical 

experiences, and policy decisions. Incomplete policies lead to incomplete solutions. Many 

of the efforts which have been launched to close the achievement gap and increase equity 

in the public education system have seen limited results not because of insurmountable or 

undefinable odds, but because they address individual part of a more significant and more 

systemic problem. This system has resulted in the de-facto segregation of children by their 

race and socioeconomic status, fundamentally failing to live up to the American 

commitment to equality for all. This report has presented a detailed framework to 

document the most common intersections between the public education system and 

inequality, highlighting specific circumstances in which inequality is created, disrupted or 

perpetuated in the public education system and highlights how children from low-income 

homes and minority backgrounds are most likely to experience the negative side effects of 

these shortcomings. The barriers to accessing high-quality education programs and that are 



 

98 

unique to low-income communities result in limitations to many of the most important 

resources needed for families to achieve economic self-sufficiency.  

Addressing the inequality problem in America's education system requires 

expansive institutional and systemic change. The problem is vast and is ingrained into the 

fabric of American society, so it is unlikely that any single effort or policy would be able to 

solve the issue entirely. What is possible is to target specific areas that are influential in 

perpetuating these cyclical disparities and, through incremental improvements, work to 

eliminate them. Considering the growing need to acquire a high level or even multiple 

literacies as a requisite to access societal functions, the urgency of expanding access to 

foster healthier communities is stronger than ever. The examples detailed in this report 

offer an in-depth review of how Two-Gen interventions, through expansive community 

partnerships and multi-tiered supports, can produce extremely encouraging results in 

student outcomes and overall family stability by addressing many of the environmental 

factors which contribute to inequalities in the education system. 

Despite the relative ambiguity in quantifying specific "results" of these 

interventions, reporting directly from the agencies detailed in this report as well as analysis 

numerous studies support the efficacy of the approach both in increasing education 

outcomes and in reducing many of the social and institutional barriers which students from 

disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds face. While both programs invest a significant 

amount of resources in educational development for children and parents, they also offer a 

number of other, less obviously related supports like healthcare, professional development 

for parents, and social networking opportunities. What is clear, through the direct reporting 

from the organizations detailed here, federal reporting from outputs of Head Start 

interventions, and a growing body of evidence from studies into the Two-Gen approach, is 

that these programs have been effective at addressing many of the structural and social 

barriers which as identified in the prior chapters are integral in the creation and 

perpetuation of inequalities which plague the public education system in the United States. 

Each of these seemingly independent services come together to create an environment in 

which parents are empowered, and children are provided with the essential resources to 

eliminate barriers which they are more likely to be exposed to due to their socioeconomic 

status. 

The evidence detailed throughout this report leads to three primary findings. First, 

nationwide reform to increase funding to schools, especially to those in districts which 
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serve the highest number of students living in poverty, is an essential step to increasing 

equality in public schools. Second, while essential, a policy that implements funding 

reform alone would be unlikely to achieve satisfactory results in the effort of increasing 

equity in the public education system due to the impact of external social and 

environmental factors which a. inhibit student outcomes, b. contribute to the recurring 

cycle of poverty, which places students in adverse positioning in the education system. 

Third, Two-Gen interventions, which offer family-wide supports, have the capacity to 

address many of the social and environmental factors which serve to limit student access, 

equity, and outcomes.  Also, such interventions have the proven benefit of offering a more 

sustainable and lasting solution in their ability to disrupt the cycle of poverty, thus creating 

a more lasting solution than funding reform alone would be able to achieve. 

The situation is urgent, and it demands immediate action. The loss of potential, 

which results from widespread deficiencies in the public education system, which limits 

equitable access to students from low-income backgrounds, is more than a disservice to 

America's national values. It represents a tangible and significant financial cost. By not 

investing in the education of the nation's most vulnerable, the outcome is effectively 

ensured. A failure to address these issues will perpetuate a cycle of inequality, decrease 

global competitiveness, lead to a diminished tax base, and fundamentally weaken our 

democracy. 
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9 Abstract  

 

Education has long been perceived to be the key to positive social mobility, but 

mounting evidence has shown that for many low-income students this may be more of a 

myth than reality.  The Achievement Gap between students of different socio-economic 

and racial groups remains persistently difficult to eliminate despite decades of efforts 

geared at school reforms. Recognizing the importance of developing more equitable 

funding allocation for public education institutions, as well as the general consensus that 

such a policy is an essential step toward increasing equity in the education system, this 

paper looks at addressing the problem through a different lens.  

This thesis develops an index of how cross generational relationships and 

circumstances play into a child’s academic access, and as a result, their academic 

outcomes. Using this index, this thesis adds to the body of knowledge on the topic and a 

new perspective to the discourse surrounding equity in education, and educational 

outcomes by considering how Two-Generation interventions can address these 

intersections. To complete the triangulation, interviews, and observations with leadership 

staff, program social workers, and participants of a successful Two-Gen program are used 

to address the primary goal of this research of investigating if an expanded Two-Gen 

intervention could bridge the gap that previous public policy initiatives have failed to fill. 

While Two-Gen initiatives have been implemented to address a variety of challenging 

social issues – to impressive success in many cases - they have not been implemented on a 

wide scale with the specific goal of improving equity in education and reducing the 

achievement gap. This effort adds value by considering the possibilities of a Two-Gen 

intervention, specifically in the context of improving equity in education. 

 

10 Abstrakt  

 

Vzdělávání je dlouho považováno za klíč k pozitivní sociální mobilitě, ale rostoucí 

důkazy ukázaly, že pro mnoho studentů s nízkými příjmy to může být spíše mýtus než 

skutečnost. Dosažená mezera mezi studenty různých sociálně-ekonomických a rasových 

skupin je stále obtížně eliminovatelná i přes desetiletí úsilí zaměřeného na školní reformy. 
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Tento dokument si uvědomuje důležitost rozvoje spravedlivějšího přidělování finančních 

prostředků pro veřejné vzdělávací instituce, jakož i obecný konsenzus, že taková politika je 

nezbytným krokem ke zvýšení spravedlnosti ve vzdělávacím systému, a zkoumá tento 

problém pomocí jiné čočky. 

Tato práce rozvíjí rejstřík toho, jak mezigenerační vztahy a okolnosti se promítají 

do akademického přístupu dítěte a v důsledku toho i jeho akademických výsledků. Pomocí 

tohoto indexu se tato práce přidává k souboru znalostí o daném tématu a nové perspektivě 

k diskurzu obklopující spravedlnost ve vzdělávání a vzdělávacích výstupů tím, že zvažuje, 

jak intervence dvou generací mohou tyto křižovatky řešit. K dokončení triangulace se 

používají rozhovory a postřehy s vedoucími pracovníky, programovými sociálními 

pracovníky a účastníky úspěšného programu dvou genů k řešení primárního cíle tohoto 

výzkumu, kterým je vyšetřování, zda by rozšířená intervence dvou genů mohla překlenout 

mezeru, kterou předchozí iniciativy veřejné politiky se neplnily. Zatímco iniciativy dvou 

genů byly realizovány za účelem řešení řady náročných sociálních otázek - v mnoha 

případech působivých úspěchů - nebyly implementovány v širokém měřítku se zvláštním 

cílem zlepšit spravedlnost ve vzdělávání a snížit rozdíly v dosažených výsledcích. Toto 

úsilí přináší přidanou hodnotu tím, že zvažuje možnosti intervence dvou genů, zejména v 

souvislosti se zlepšováním rovnosti ve vzdělávání. 

 

 

 

 

 

 


