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ABSTRACT 

This research attempted to determine if there was a relationship between the eight 

objective criteria established by the Tennessee State Department of Education to measure 

the quality of Goals 2000 grants and the funding of these grants. Also examined was the 

reliability of these ratings. The research was limited to only those grants which were 

funded in Tennessee during the academic year of 1997-98. It was concluded grants 

written for any of the eight goals, whether singularly or in combination with other goals, 

had no more likelihood of being funded than did any of the other goals. It was also noted 

over half the money requested was for technology and that there was no relationship 

between requesting more or less technology and being funded. Finally, it was noted 

raters who reviewed the grants during the 1997-98 funding cycle of Goals 2000 proposals 

in Tennessee were highly reliable in their recommendations of proposals for funding. 
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CHAPTER! 

INTRODUCTION 

The publication of A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Education Reform by the 

National Commission on Excellence in Education in April of 1983 catapulted the issue of 

educational reform into the public sphere. Since that publication, the nation has become 

very concerned with the quality and future prospects of our educational system and the 

achievement of our students within the world educational competitive sphere. 

In 1983, the National Governor's Convention addressed these concerns and 

created an atmosphere for reform (Albrecht, 1984). In March 1994, President Bill 

Clinton signed the $422 million Goals 2000: Educate America Act. This law provided 

resources to states and local communities to develop comprehensive education reforms. 

State participation in the grant program is voluntary. Presently, all 50 states and the 

District of Columbia and Puerto Rico are participating in this grant program. 

This study focuses on the grant proposals presented to the State of Tennessee 

during the academic year 1997-98. This study is a comparative analysis of these grant 

proposals in relation to the goals of Goals 2000: Educate America Act. It analyzes the 

specific areas and goals addressed by the grants that were funded as opposed to the grants 

that we not funded. 

Statement of Problem 

This study posed the following questions: Is there statistical evidence to support a 

correlation between the eight objective criteria in Goals 2000 and the grants that were 

funded? Is there a relationship between the percentage of the total 1997-98 grant budget 
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requested for technology and whether the grants were funded? Is there a correlation 

between the criteria addressed in the evaluation process and the allocation of grant 

money? (Was the process used by the Tennessee Department of Education to rate the 

grants for funding reliable?) 

Implications of Study 

The implications of this research should be a concern to tax payers and those 

involved in education. With the awarding in 1997-98 of almost $6 million in grants to 

local schools, responsible monitoring of these grants is important. Since these monies 

are part of a federal program, supported by a federal law, and issued with federal 

guidelines, the State of Tennessee must account for the consistency used to award the 

grants. In Section I 02 of the Educate America Act, Congress declared that the National 

Educational Goals are the following (Title 1, inet, see 102); 

1. School Readiness: By the year 2000, all children in America will start school 

ready to learn. 

2. School Completion: By the year 2000, the high school graduation rate will 

increase to at least ninety percent. 

3. Student Achievement and Citizenship; By the year 2000, all students will leave 

grade four, eight and twelve having demonstrated competency over challenging subject 

matter including English, mathematics, science, foreign language, civics and government, 

economics, arts, history, and geography, and every school in America will ensure that all 

students learn to use their minds well, so they may be prepared for responsible 

citizenship, further learning, and productive employment in our Nation's modern 

economy. 
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4. Best in Math and Science: By the year 2000, United States students will be 

first in the world in mathematics and science achievement. 

5. Adult Literacy and Lifelong Learning: By the year 2000, every adult American 

will be literate and will possess the knowledge and skills necessary to compete in a global 

economy and exercise the rights and responsibilities of citizenship. 

6 . Safe, Disciplined, and Alcohol and Drug Free Schools: By the year 2000, 

every school in the Unites States will be free of drugs, violence, and unauthorized 

presence of firearms and alcohol and will offer a disciplined environment conducive to 

learning. 

7. Teacher Education and Professional Development: By the year 2000, the 

nation 's teaching force will have access to programs for the continued improvement of 

their professional skills and the opportunity to acquire the knowledge and skills needed to 

instruct and prepare all American students for the next century. 

8. Parental Participation: By the year 2000, every school will promote 

partnerships that will increase parental involvement and participation in promoting the 

social, emotional and academic growth of children. 

These expressions of the eight national educational goals can be found directly 

within the law in section 102 and found in the references under the listed Internet address. 

Understanding the state criteria and qualitative rating scale will help all school 

districts to apply for grant money. This study examines the relationship between the 

awarding of grants and the eight national goals of Goals 2000. It also looked at the 

percentage of money used for technology in the grants awarded. Examined also was the 
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reliability of the evaluation system used to award the grants. This study used specific 

data collected from all the grant proposals submitted for the academic year 1997-98. 

Research Questions 

Is there a significant statistical relationship between the ratings obtained by the 

raters on the rating scale "Consistency with Goals 2000" in the State of Tennessee during 

the 1997-98 grant proposals? What percentage of the total 1996 -1997 Goals 2000 State 

of Tennessee grant budget was awarded to technology as compared with the technology 

budgets of 1994 - 1996? ls there a significant statistical difference among the evaluation 

of each of the four raters within the same area? Was there reliability between the raters 

of the grants and was the reliability significant enough to affect the awarding of the 

grants within this study? 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I: There will be no relationship between funding of Goals 2000 grants and the 

writing of these grants for specific goals of Goals 2000. This study examines the funding 

of grants by the Tennessee St.ate Department of Education and seeks to determine the if 

there are significant relationships between the grants that were funded and the grants that 

were not funded and the national goals of Goals 2000. The study also examines the 

number of goals addressed by each grant and the relationship of writing for multiple 

goals leading to funding. 

Hypothesis II. There will be no relationship between the request of money for 

technology and the funding of Goals 2000 grants. Also studied is the percentage of grant 

money awarded for technology use throughout this grant awarding process. There 
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appears to be large portions of total money expended on technology and this study looks 

to see if the degree to which addressing technology in the study affects funding. 

Hypothesis III. There will be no relationship between the raters of these Goals 2000 grant 

applications and the recommendations for funding of these proposals by these raters. 

This study examines the correlation between the qualitative rating scale used to evaluate 

the grants, and the grants that were actually awarded. The range of total score 

accumulated within the rating scale will be correlated between grants funded and grants 

not funded. This study also examines the inter rater reliability between the ratings of the 

raters of the grant Proposals and their recommendations 

for funding of these proposals for the proposals written for the academic year 1997 -

1998. 

Definition of Terrns 

Goals 2000: Educate America Act- Goals 2000 is the education reform bill si ed March 

31, 1994. This law provides resources to states and communities to develop 

comprehensive education reforms. Goals 2000 is also voluntary. States do not have to 

participate in implementing these goals, but those that do will receive federal funding. 

ational Education Goals by the year 2000- The eight goals to be met by the year 2000 

will be discussed in this study. They are as follows : I . School readiness, 2. School 

Completion, 3. Student achievement and c itizenship, 4. Best in Math & Science, 5. Adult 

literacy/li fe long learning, 6. Safe, disciplined, alcohol/drug free schools, 7. Professional 

development and, 8. Parental participation. 



Grants for state and local education reform and improvement-

Guidelines and technical data needed for grant writing will be addressed and 

analyzed. 
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Educational reform- A national agenda which addresses educational reform refers to the 

March 1994 passage of Goals 2000: Educate America Act. This bill was considered to be 

a culmination of the educational concern created by the publication A Nation At Risk. 

A Nation At Risk- A 1983 publication issued by the National Commission on Excellence 

in Education. This publication catapulted the issue of educational reform into the 

public sphere. 

Excellence in Education- A push toward improving education stimulated by A Nation at 

Risk. 

Limitations of the Study 

The research will be limited to only those grants that were funded or partially 

funded in the State of Tennessee during the academic year 1997-98. There will be 

twenty- nine areas of concern and analysis within this study. These areas will be 

statistically correlated to the grant money that was allocated through the Goals 2000 

money. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

An Historical Review and Perspective 

The publication of A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform 

(ANAR) by the National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE) in April 1983 

catapulted the issue of educational reform into the public sphere. This report was 

followed by lively public discourse, the emergence of numerous essays and studies in the 

scholarly educational literature, legislative action and gubernatorial attention in many 

states across the country. 

In his memoir of his years as a member of the Reagan cabinet, former United 

tates ecretary of Education, Terrel H . Bell (Bell, 1988 b) discussed his perception of 

the approach that Reagan's White House took on the issue of education. Bell provided an 

explanation behind the creation of the Commission and offered a glimpse into the politics 

surrounding the report and its dissemination (Bell, 1988 a, p. 5). 

During the 1980 presidential campaign, as part of his "reduce the size of 

government" message, Reagan promised to eliminate the cabinet level Department of 

Education. Bell had originally supported Jimmy Carter's creation of the department. He 

agreed however, to accept the position as Secretary of a "dying" cabinet level department 

on the condition that he be gi en a major part in crafting the new federal role of 

education. Bell characterized the climate of the country in 1981 as one of malaise, in 

general, and of discontent with education in particular (Bell, 1998 b, p. 114). 

In response to thi challenge, Bell came up with the idea of a presidential panel on 

education as a means to generate support for reform. He wanted to rally the American 
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people around education and believed that "educators also needed to be shaken out of 

their complacency" (Bell, 1988 b, p. 115). 

The National Commission on Excellence in Education, appointed in August of 

1981 , was created for an 18 month period of investigation and given a broad mandate: 

I. "to assess the quality of our nation's schools and colleges"; 

2. " to compare and to contrast education in the United States with the educational 

systems in several advanced industrial countries"; 

3. " to study how college and university admission requirements have affected the 

high school curriculum and how the latter has influenced the former"; 

4 . " to identify and study schools and education programs that are successful and 

those that are not"; 

5. "to assess how major changes in the last quarter century have affected student 

achievement and the schools"; and 

6. "to make practical recommendations for action intended to improve the quality 

of schooling in America with a special emphasis on the education of teenage youth" 

(Gardner, 1982, p. 41 ). 

Di semination of the report was widespread, with over 400,000 copies of the 

report distributed and "reaching an estimated audience of 5 million readers"(Hlebowitsh, 

1990, p. 4 ). Publicity continued during the months following its release, as Bell 

conducted 12 regional conferences to disseminate the report. President Reagan attended 

several of the e and was the keynote speaker at the final conference. 
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On the basis of such overwhelming response, Bell felt that the Commission and 

its report had been a success (Bell, 1988 c, 1993). Education was once again back on the 

American agenda. Bell believed that this attention was also responsible for halting cuts 

to the federal education budget. In the months and years that followed the release of A 

ation at Risk, educational reform action was taken by other areas, including the 

legislative, gubernatorial, judicial, executive, corporate, and professional and scholarly 

responses as well (Hunt/State, 1996, p.275). Governors across the country incorporated 

the educational reform issues within their own states, and corporations entered into 

partnership with schools that included funding as well as volunteer time (Bell, 1993, p 

593). 

A ation at Risk was perhaps the most widely read educational reform report in 

history, and although the cabinet level Department of Education was slated to be 

abolished, Secretary Bell exerted no control over the members of the Commission 

( except with in the selection process itself). Secretary Bell, in fact, did not see the report 

and had no knowledge of its impact or tenor until its final presentation at the White 

Hou e ceremony on April 26, 1983 (United States, 1983). The specific aspects of 

educational reform in relation to ANAR were listed and addressed as basic skills 

education, lifelong teaming, educational partnerships, and secondary school reform. In 

March of 1994 the Goals 2000: Educate America Act was passed by Congress, and 

became a national agenda for educational reform. 
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Goals 2000: Educate America Act Updated 

The Senate passed the $422 million Goals 2000: Educate America Act on 

February 8, 1994 (Katz, 1994, p. 332). The reform bill was signed into law by President 

Clinton on March 31 , 1994 (Goals 2000, www, p. 1 ). 

This law provides resources to states and communities "to develop comprehensive 

education reforms" (Goals 2000, www, p. I). State participation in the grants is 

voluntary, but participation involves meeting eight national education goals. 

In Section 102 of the Educate America Act, Congress declared that the National 

Educational Goals are the following (Title I - National Education Goals (1994). <WWW 

document>http:/ /inet-ed.gov/legislation/GOALS20OO/The Act/sec!OI.htrn): 

1. School Readiness: By the year 2000, all children in America will start school 

ready to learn. 

2. School Completion: By the year 2000, the high school graduation rate will 

increase to at least ninety percent. 

3. Student Achievement and Citizenship; By the year 2000, all students will 

leave grade four, eight and twelve having demonstrated competency over challenging 

ubject matter including English, mathematics, science, foreign language, civics and 

government, economics, arts, history, and geography, and every school in America will 

ensure that all students learn to use their minds well, so they may be prepared for 

re ponsible citizenship, further learning, and productive employment in our Nation's 

modem economy. 

4. Best in Math and Science: By the year 2000, United States students will be 

first in the world in mathematics and science achievement. 
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5. Adult Literacy and Lifelong Leaming: By the year 2000, every adult American 

will be literate and will possess the knowledge and skills necessary to compete in a global 

economy and exercise the rights and responsibilities of citizenship. 

6. Safe, Disciplined, and Alcohol and Drug Free Schools: By the year 2000, 

every school in the Unites States will be free of drugs, violence, and unauthorized 

presence of firearms and alcohol and will offer a disciplined environment conducive to 

learning. 

7. Teacher Education and Professional Development: By the year 2000, the 

nation's teaching force will have access to programs for the continued improvement of 

their professional skiJls and the opportunity to acquire the knowledge and skills needed to 

instruct and prepare all American students for the next century. 

8. Parental Participation: By the year 2000, every school will promote 

partnerships that will increase parental involvement and participation in promoting the 

social, emotional and academic growth of children. 

These expressions of the eight national educational goals can be found directly 

within the law within section l 02 and found in the references under the listed Internet 

address. 

The focus of Goals 2000 is the voluntary process whereby a state agrees to report 

to the federal government on its standards, assessments, etc, for federal critique. The 

Family Research Council reports that the strings attached to Goals 2000 money cannot be 

ignored (Family Research Council, 1997). 

Some opponents of Goals 2000 argue that the United States Education 

Deparunent was specifically prohibited from dealing with curricular issues when it was 
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development and approval of standards and assessments. 
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In answer to the opposition that was raised by educators and legislators 

concerning the roles and influence of the federal government, the Omnibus Consolidated 

Rescissions and Appropriations Act of 1996 was enacted on April 26, 1996 (Goals 2000, 

1996, Appendix E). This act contained several amendments to the Goals 2000: Educate 

America Act. Significant changes are: 

• Direct grants to local educational agencies in nonparticipating states authorized. 

• Specific panel composition requirements eliminated. 

• Permissible use of Goals 2000 funds for technology clarified. 

• References to "opportunity to learn" standards or strategies eliminated. 

• Provisions authorizing a National Education Standards Improvement Council 

repeated (Goals 2000, 1996). 

There is an unquestionable connection between systemic reform, equity, and 

school finance reform that requires attention of educators and policy makers at all levels 

of government. President Clinton took part in the creation of Goals 2000, but the idea 

began with President George Bush. At a meeting in 1989 in Charlottesville, Virginia, 

President Bush and the nation's governors developed national education goals 

(Congressional Weekly, 1996). 

Instead of disconnected reform initiatives prevalent in the l 980's, the l 990's are 

the beginning of a new era of educational reform that strives for coordination, integration, 

and cohesion around a clear set of outcomes. According to an article by Marilyn Hirth in 

the December 1996 issue of Educational Policy, she states that the l 980's were 
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characterized by "and intense movement toward and passage of thousands of school 

reform initiatives" (Hirth, 1996, p. 468). In many states these early reform efforts were 

disconnected, fragmented, and met with limited success. The impetus for education 

reform in the l 980's evolved from the publication A Nation at Risk (National 

Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) in which it was asserted that there was a 

"rising tide of mediocrity" (p. 7) present in the American educational system. It was also 

feared that our global competitiveness was in danger. 

Congress recognized the compelling national interest in higher academic 

standards when it passed the Goals 2000: Educate American Act in 1994. In an article by 

Richard W. Riley, Goals 2000 emphasizes the link between higher standards and greater 

opportunities to not only lift student achievement, but opportunities for professional 

development as well (Riley, 1996, p. 12). Goals 2000 addresses technology in 

conjunction with student achievement and lifelong skills, as well as developing 

opportunities for the professional staff to make educational improvements themselves. 

In support of Goals 2000, and in answer to critics of the Educate America Act, the 

March 1997 issue of Curriculum Review reported that a third of the states participating in 

Goals 2000 have made significant strides toward reaching many of the goals, and 

performance indicators are up nationally. Some examples cited were fourth and eighth 

graders have improved their math skills; family reading has become more prevalent; 

infant health has impro ed; and more students are earning math and science degrees 

(Nelson, 1997, p- 3). 

What Goals 2000 does other documents have not done is to provide the means by 

wh ich tates can accomplish reforms. States wishing to receive Goals 2000 funds must 
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establish statewide plans that include the establishment of standards and a means for the 

evaluation of student growth (Council for Exceptional Children, 1994, p 78 - 80). 

Included in the standards must be content, performance, and lifetime skills. Goals 2000 

also mandates parent and community involvement in the development of the state and 

local plan and subsequent development (Goals 2000 Act, Sec. 102, #8). 

The American Libraries Association praised President Clinton (ALA, 1997, p. 13) 

for making education and literacy top budget priorities. One specific goal is the 

President's repeated pledge to connect every school and library to the Internet by the year 

2000. 

Within the eight National Education Act goals is the challenge that not only 

schools and teachers take initiative and responsibility, but parents, communities, 

businesses, and business leaders. The growing consensus on behalf of tougher standards 

for learning is one of the most positive developments in American Education. The Goals 

2000: Educate America Act is a means to strengthen and sustain this effort. 



CHAPTERIII 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction and Characteristics of Study 

Within this study there was a correlation shown of 1.000 to 0.166 between the 

data of the grants that were funded and the grants that were not funded during the 

academic year 1997-98 in the State of Tennessee. This correlation methodology 

permitted the researcher to investigate the relationships among several variables within a 

single study. This methodology allowed for a better understanding of the complexity of 

grant writing and grant evaluation. The study also indicated recommendations that can 

be made from this data analysis. 

The study of the grants that were submitted to the State of Tennessee for the 

academic year 1997-98 is based solely on data collection, data presentation, and data 

analysis. The data that was presented was categorized in six distinctive phases with 

questions to be asked in each. These categories are: 

l. Consistency with Goals 2000: Does this grant address any of the eight national 

goals as stated in the National Education Act? If so, does the proposal address 

either professional development, pre-service training or local education reform? 

Does the proposal address a certain population such as the disadvantaged, special 

education? Are the national goals for education a central issue within the 

proposal , and does the proposal document a clear need for this national goal 

within the school system? 

2. Clarity of Proposal : Does this grant proposal clearly state how the project will 

be implemented, designed, show timeliness, bench-marks, goals, and objectives? 
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2. Clarity of Proposal: Does this grant proposal clearly state how the project will 

be implemented, designed, show timeliness, bench-marks, goals, and objectives? 

3. Creativity/ Innovation of Project: A clear measurement and rating for the 

imaginative and realistic value of this proposal is evident. The requests for equipment, in

service, and technology are necessary for the implementation. The innovation in this 

proposal is consistent with the national goal or goals addressed in this project. 

4. Degree oflmpact/Ability to Sustain of the Project: This proposal addresses 

how the immediate funding, and consequent funding, will affect the population stated, 

and what the benefit will be to those that are affected. This proposal can either be 

sustained on one year's funding, or has documented how it will continue on other 

funding. 

5. Clarity of Budget: Is the budget clearly related to the goals and objectives of 

the project stated, and is it realistic? · 

6. Evaluation Plan: The evaluation plan in this proposal is clearly tied to the goals 

and objectives of this project, and can be demonstrated and documented. 

The Goals 2000 rating sheet is a Likert Scale and the data related to each 

individual field was recorded in subtotals and totals. The critical correlation of these 

totals was analyzed to show if there was any correlation between the total rating scale and 

the funding of the grant. This study also indicated whether the correlation of scores, 

specifically within the eight national goals area, were relevant and if they showed inter 

rater consistency in scoring. These results will be discussed in Chapter 4. 

Demographic information was obtained through reports submitted from the State 

of Tennessee. These reports listed racial composition, size of school district, and 
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percentage of free lunch recipients. Other information available but not used within the 

context of this study is the geographic location and the demographics of the particular 

school system. These statistics could be studied within another hypothesis and would 

make an interesting analysis. 

Techniques of Data Collection and Analysis 

The data within this study came directly from the 645 grants presented to the State 

of Tennessee within the academic year 1997-98. This data was entered into an analysis 

computer program and analyzed to present and compare the measurements taken on these 

two variable groups. This comparison will determine the degree of relationship between 

variables and will also test for any errors in data entry. In reviewing the list of variables 

in the Qualitative Rating Scale, the study shows a wide variety of different relationships, 

and yet also shows a predictable correlation of award within the same fields across the 

entire list of entries of grants. 

The rank correlation indicated within the charts in Chapter 4 will show that there 

are specific areas of correlation. The Chi-square analysis was used to analyze categorical 

data from the two groups, and allowed the researcher to include all 29 areas of concern 

and analysis to be compared. 

All of the variables were found to be significant predictors of whether or not a 

grant proposal was to be funded . The qualitative rating scale shows the ratings of each 

grant, and was analyzed for any variance that would suggest that the rating scale was a 

significant predictor of funding (See Chapter 4). Using the analysts ofa two tailed T-test 

and unequal variance for two groups, the researcher found the significant difference of 

the scores for the funded grants and the non-funded grants. This showed a highly 
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significant reliability within the evaluation tool, and the significance of probability within 

each individual question. 

The researcher investigated the inter-rater reliability by using the Pearson 

correlation matrix, the Bartlett Chi-square statistics, and the matrix of probabilities. 

Remembering correlation simply means the difference between variables, the Pearson 

correlation is a zero order correlation technique used when the scores for all variables are 

continuous. In the light of this study, there were multiple scores for each question, and 

for each case, and the scores were continuous. Chi-square analysis is a technique used to 

compare categorical data. In this study the categories are listed on the Qualitative Rating 

Scale and are sub-rated on a Likert Scale. These subtotals were then differentiated by the 

rater, and compared for rater reliability within the total group. The matrix of probabilities 

is a table that lists the individual rater totals, and compares them for reliability to the 

other rater scores. 

There were a total of 590 grants that were considered within this study. Six 

hundred and forty-five grants were submitted to the qualitative rating committee, but 

fifty-five of these grants were not reviewed by the raters because they did not meet 

minimum standards due to technical errors or they were written by students, and were 

considered in an alternate category. The size of the budget requested and proposed was a 

definite factor in the awarding of Goals 2000 money. These results are listed in Table 2 

in Chapter 4. 

It is important this study reviewed and related the historical bearing on the 

development of the Goals 2000: Educate America Act. It is also relevant this study 

describe in detail the rating scale and what the evaluators were using to award points. 
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This point system became the total bearing of whether a grant was or was not to be 

awarded. Since the law passed in 1994, the State of Tennessee has been awarding federal 

grant monies under this program. However, the academic year 1997-98 was the first year 

that the state instituted a rating system. This study will analyze this rating system, the 

scores achieved by the system, and correlate any reliability or unreliability within this 

rating scale. 

The correlation between the scores achieved by the raters was inter-correlated 

using factor analysis, Chi-square correlation, and both simple comparison of goals 

addressed and multiple correlation when more than one goal was addressed within the 

same grant proposal. 

The research also indicated the percentage of monies that was awarded directly 

for technology. Within the historical background of the awarding of funds to the state, it 

is noted that a large percentage of that money was directed toward planning grants, which 

allowed for grant writing and evaluating techniques, and also professional development. 

Since the inclusion and specific addressing of the eight national goals in the year 

1997-98, this researcher felt it necessary to acknowledge the technology percentage. The 

research study will strive to show a significant comparison between the rating scale, the 

scores of the raters, the consistency to which the raters scored, and if this had a positive 

or negative correlation within the total score. 



CHAPTERIV 

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

Data Collecting and Recording 

The data collected within this study was based solely on the total grants submitted 

to the State of Tennessee for academic year 1997-98. This data was presented in six 

distinctive categories and this information became the basis of the comparative analysis. 

These characteristics are described and bound by the Goals 2000: Educate America Act , 

passed by President Bill Clinton in 1994. 

In 1997, the Tennessee State Department of Education reviewed 645 proposals for 

completeness, and asked a committee of evaluators to rate the grants. This Goals 2000 

Grant Rating Scale is replicated within the Appendix. These collective scores, in 

conjunction with goals that were addressed, size of budgets requested, amount of money 

requested for technology, and demographic information became the basis for the study 

and the factor analysis of the patterns of inter-correlation of these many variables. 

Results 

H othesis I: There will be no relationshi between fundin of Goals 2000 nts and 

the writing of these grants for specific goals of Goals 2000. 

Although goals were addressed within the writing of almost all the grants, writing 

to any specific goal of Goals 2000 did not appear to be an influencing factor on whether 

the grant was awarded. There simply was no statistical difference found when looking at 

which of the eight goals were involved in funded versus non funded proposals. 
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The geographic distribution of the 1997-98 grants that were written and funded 

are listed below in Table 1 AND IA. This shows the totals of applications for grants, the 

grants that were funded after review by the qualitative rating scale committee, and shows 

totals and averages of the dollar amounts requested and funded. It is interesting to note 

here that the average grant funded was $38,011. It is also interesting the larger the 

proposal, the less likely it will be funded . There was greater than a $28,600 difference in 

the size of the proposals that were funded and those that were not (Lowrance, p 11 ). 

Proposals above $100,000 in size had less than a 15% chance of getting funded, while 

those of less than $10,000 had almost a 40% funding rate. The following table contains 

geographic distribution data. 

Table I 

Geographic Distribution of 1997-98 Goals 2000 Grants Funding in Tennessee 

Characteristics State Totals West Tenn Middle Tenn East Tenn 

Applications Submitted 590 189 168 233 

Applications Funded 142 39 43 60 

Amount Requested $43,3 10,559 $1 2,41 8,935 $14,685,61 7 $1 6,206,007 

Amount Funded $5 ,397,556 $1 ,399,15 1 $1 ,999,462 $ 1,998,943 

Mean Size Submitted $69,082 $64,140 $8 I ,496 $64,140 

Mean Size Funded $38,011 $33 ,517 $48,63 1 $33,3 16 

. ed d funded proposals for the Goals 2000: Lowrance, et. al. , Characteristics of subm1tt an 

. A . th 1997 - 1998 School year in Tennessee. Tennessee Educate America ct m e 

Educational Leadership, Vol 24, No2, 1997. 
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The 590 proposals that were rated for potential funding for the 1997-98 academic 

year were required to address at least one of the eight national goals. The submitted and 

funded proposals both averaged 3 3 goals per proposal (L · owrance, et. at, 1997). 

Table 2 

Goals Addressed Related to Funding 

Goals Addressed Submitted Funded X-2 

School Readiness 84 18 (21 %) 0.29 

Increased Student 405 98 (24%) 0.22 

Achievement 

Improved Graduation Rate 179 43 (24%) 0.01 

Best Math/Science 222 56 (25%) 0.42 

Adult Literacy/Life Long 254 59 (23%) 0.04 

Learning 

Safe/Drug Free Schools 106 29 (27%) 1.09 

Teacher Ed/ Profes ional 370 89 (24%) 0.17 

Development 

Parent Involvement 307 74 (24%) 0.08 

Lowrance, et. al., Characteristics of submitted and funded proposals for the 

Goals 2000: Educate America Act in the 1997 - 1998 School Year in 

Tennessee. Tennes ee Educational LeadershiQ, Vol. 24, o2, 1997. 

p 

0.59 

0.64 

0.91 

0.52 

0.85 

0.30 

0.68 

0.78 
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Table 2 is a total comparison of all grants that were submitted, and indicates the 

percentage of goals that were addressed within the funded grants. The Chi-square 

analysis and the discriminate analysis both show that there is no significant difference in 

funding across the goals. This indicates that authors who wrote to any of the goals were 

statistically equally likely to be funded as were those who wrote to any other. However, 

in a cursory examination of Table 2, there was clearly more interest from school districts 

in writing for Goal 2: Increased Student Achievement, Goal 7: Teacher Education and 

Professional Development, and Goal 8: Parental In ol ement. There were many more 

grants written addressing these three goals, whether singularly or in conjunction with 

other goals. Increasing achievement of students were addres ed by 405 of the 590 

projects, teacher education and professional development goals were involved in 370 of 

the 590 grants submitted and 307 of them had goals for parental in olvement. Each of 

these three goal areas was included in o er one half of the grants written during this 

funding cycle. It can be said schools feel impro ing achievement, increasing teacher 

kill , and being clo ly connect d with parents is itally important to improve education. 

H II. There will be no relation hi between the re uest of mone for 

technolo and the fund in of Goals 2000 ts. 

Examination of the following chart (Lowrance, et al. , 1997) indicates technology 

was a large part of the total monies requested in the 1997-98 proposals. It constituted 

54% of the total request for money, a full $23 .5 million of the total of $43.3 million 

sought by the grant authors. It appears schools feel they need technology to solve 

· w made between the percentage of educational problem they face . A companson as 

th r and the percentage of money for 
money ought in technology by each grant au 0 
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technology sought by successful authors. It was noted almost an identical percentage of 

grants were written addressing the need for more technology. Therefore, if there is a 

difference in the writing of the grants that were funded, this difference should be 

subjected to statistical analysis to see if the difference is significant. 

Summary Chart 

A. Summary Goals 2000 Data For Academic Year 1997 - 1998 

Total umber of grants Written: 

Total umber of Grants Funded: 

Total budget requested: 

Total request for technology: 

590 

142 

$43 310,559. 

$23 558,048. 

d ' t that re funded: B. ummary Data regar mg gran 

A rage budget requested: 

erage ize of budget funded : 

Total amount requested: 

Total amount requested for technology: 

c. 

Total average requested: 

$47,642. 

$38,011. 

6,765,268. 

3,802,48 1. 

$76,324. 
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$4 ,000 ,000 
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s-

Chart 3A 

Technology Percen UGrants Funded 

Tota l amount 
reque s ted : 

Total amount 
requested for 
tec hno logy : 
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An examination of the 1997-98 from the Lowrance, et al. study (1997) shows 

$43,310,559 was requested for funding of which $23,558,048 (54%)was for technology. 

Of the funded proposal that year, $6,765,268 was requested with $3,802,481 (56%) being 

for technology. 

A comparison of the first to years of grants writing in the State of Tennessee and 

the third year are quite relevant in this study. When the Educate America Act was 

enacted in 1994, the State of Tennessee had already built the foundation for the 

curriculum to be presented in its public school systems. During the first year of federal 

funds through Goals 2000 (1994 - 1995), Tennes ee recei ed $1 400,000 (Schwab, 

1997) . Tennes ee distributed over ninety percent of the e funds to local education 

agencie through a competiti e grant wri ting pro es . Appro irnately $100,000 of the 

Goals 2000 fund were u ed for tate administrati e purposes. These funds were used for 

a tatewide grant writing workshop, state id communications and other related 

expense helping to irnplem nt the objecti e of Goals 2000. Tennessee had the option 

of using forty percent of its first ear fund for administration and planning. However 

Tennessee had alread set up it state impro ement plan during Education lrnpro ement 

ct of 1992. This deci ion allowed the local education agencies more funding to work 

on local irnpro ement. 
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Table 4 

Table 4 shows the di bursement of funds during the first two years of Goals 2000 (1994 -

1996). 

S ummary of Funds Granted Academic Years 1994-1996 

Technology 

Profe ional Development 

Pre- ervice Training 

T otal Fund G ranted 

$ 

$ 

3,752, 1 

3,124, 56 

155 4 74 

7,032,518 

Summary of Funds Granted for Academic Years 1994-1996 

$8,000,000 

$7,000 ,000 

$6 ,000 ,000 

$5 ,000,000 

$4,000,000 

$3 ,000,000 

$2 ,000,000 

$1 ,000,000 

$ -
Tech nology Profeu ional 

Development 

p,......rvlce 
Tra in ing 

Total Funds 
Gran ted 
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Table 5 

Table 5 shows the comparison of the three goals targeted in Table 4 fo r the 

academic year 1997 - 1998 . 

Summary Goals 2000 Data For Academic Year 1997 - 1998 

Total number of grants submitted: 590 

Total number of grants funded: 142 

Total budget requested: 

Total request for technology: 

$43,310,559 

$ 23,558,048 

'97 - '98 Technology vs . Total Budget Requested 

$50,000,000 

$45,000,000 

$40,000 ,000 

$35,000,000 

$30,000,000 

$25 ,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$15,000,000 

$10,000,000 

$5 ,000,000 

$-
Total budget 

requested : 

Total request for 
technology: 
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Hypothesis Ill. There will be no relationship between the raters of these Goals 2000 grant 

applications and the recommendations for funding of these proposals by these raters. 

When addressing the rater reliability and consistency to which they rated the evaluation 

questions, it is essential to first examine the Qualitative Rating Scale in two areas: first, 

the analysis of the reliability of the questions through the use of probability testing of the 

scores; and secondly, the significance difference of the scores when compared to the 

funded and the non-funded grants. 

Using the analysis of a two tailed T-test and unequal variance for two groups, 

Table 6 shows the significance of each area of the Qualitative Rating Scale. The two 

groups that were compared were the a erage total ore of the funded grants as opposed 

to the average total scores of the non-funded grants. A corr lat ion of these scores was 

u ed to determine the probability that the questions ere inde d valid and reliable. 
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TABLE 6 

Analysis of Funded and Non-funded Proposal Ratings 

Average Funded Average on-funded E correlation 

Consis I Goals 47.970 38.407 6.900£-27 

Clarity / Purpose 48.350 36.984 8.7795E-36 

Creativity 45.738 34.443 1.5075£-34 

Degree / Impact 47.462 37.409 6.2801 E-34 

Clarity / Budget 64.694 4 .425 l .8627E-41 

E aluation 52.074 36.696 4.2006£-27 

This table show a high! significant diffi rence within the a erage total ratings 

core of the funded and non-funded grants and re ea! a reliability coefficient of at least 

0.00 (-27) . 
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The teams that evaluated the 590 grants submitted to the State of Tennessee for 

the academic and fiscal year 1997 - 1998 were made up of four members. These teams 

evaluated between 60 and 70 grants each and compiled their total ratings from the Likert 

Scale on the evaluation forms. The researcher used these totals to correlate the rater 

reliability. The following chart shows the total correlation of 499 observations (those 

with areas that were incomplete were not used in this calculation). The Pearson 

Correlation matrix shows that when iewing aJI cases the inter-correlation is 1.000 to 

0 .166. The totals and inter-rater correlations are listed as A indi idual totaJ, B individual 

total , C individual total and D individual total. The teams were East, Middle, and West 

The heading are ATOT = A Team Totals, BTOT = B Team Totals CTOT = C Team 

Totals, DTOT = D Team Totals. 

The folio ing results are for: 

T Total number of ob ervation : l 68 ~-=...;.~-----

Tabl 7 

Mean ATOT BTOT CTOT DTOT 

64.077 63 .006 6 .357 62.554 

Pear on Correlation Matrix 

TOT BTOT CTOT DTOT 

TOT 1.000 

BTOT 0.6 7 J .000 

CTOT 0.448 0.368 1.000 

DTOT 0.625 0.592 0.337 1.000 

Bartlen Chi- quare statistic : 232.390 d =6 Prob= 0.000 
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Matrix of Probabi lities 

ATOT BTOT CTOT DTOT 

ATOT 0.0 

BTOT 0.000 0.0 

CTOT 0.000 0.000 0.0 

DTOT 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0 

The following are results for: 

GRA T MIDDLE Total umber of Observations: 151 

Table 8 

MEAN ATOT BTOT TOT DTOT 

67 .126 66.695 63 . 702 63 .232 

Pearson orrelation Matrix 

TOT BTOT CTOT DTOT 

TOT 1.000 

BTOT -0.0 13 1.000 

TOT 0.023 0.178 1.000 

DTOT 0.031 0.213 0.2 4 1.000 

Bartlett Chi- quare statistic : 21.872 df=6 Prob= 0.00 1 



Matrix of Probabilities 

ATOT BTOT 
ATOT 0.0 

BTOT 0.870 0.0 

CTOT 0.777 0.029 

DTOT 0.707 0.009 

The following results are for: 

..=.:...=-=--'----=-""---'-'-=::....:..T Total number of observations: 180 

Table 9 

MEANS ATOT BTOT 

62.639 61 .677 

Pearson Correlation Matrix 

ATOT BT'OT 

TOT 1.000 

BTOT 0.421 1.000 

CTOT 0.262 0.153 

DTOT 0.694 0.422 

Bartlen Chi- quare stati tic : 1 1.991 df=6 Prob= 0.000 
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CTOT DTOT 

0.0 

.000 00.0 

CTOT DTOT 

65 .089 61 .878 

CTOT DTOT 

J .000 

0.356 J .000 



Matrix of Probabilities 

ATOT BTOT CTOT 
ATOT 0.0 

BTOT 0.000 0.0 

CTOT 0.000 0.040 0.0 

DTOT 0.000 0.000 0.000 

The following is a total listin of all the correlations: Total number of 

observations: 499 

Table 10 

MEAN ATOT BTOT CTOT 

64.481 63 .643 65.770 

Pearson Correlation Matrix 

TOT BTOT CTOT 

ATOT 1.000 

BTOT 0.191 1.000 

CTOT 0.17 0.166 1.000 

DTOT 0. 6 0.349 0.314 
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DTOT 

0.0 

0.000 

DTOT 

62.515 

DTOT 

1.000 
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Matrix of Probabilities 

ATOT BTOT CTOT DTOT 

ATOT 0.0 

BTOT 0.000 0.0 

CTOT 0.000 0.000 0.0 

DTOT 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0 

The abo e results show a clear statistical correlation of reliability v ithin th raters 

and between the rating teams. These findings can be u d for future indication of training 

and preparation for the people that ill be in ol d in the e aluation process. ln looking 

at the mean scores of the e aluators the cores al o indicat on istenc and 

understanding in and within th evaluation pr 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSIO , AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

This study was conducted to investigate if there was statistical evidence to 

support a relationship between the eight national goals and objectives as set forth in 

Goals 2000: Educate America Act. It was found grants written for any of the eight 

goals, whether singularly or in combination with other goals, had no more likelihood of 

being funded than did any of the other goals. It was also noted that o er half the money 

requested \ as for technology and that there was no relation hip between requesting 

more or less technology and b ing funded . Finally, it was not d the raters who re iewed 

the grant during the 1997-9 funding cle of Goals 2000 proposals in Tennessee were 

highly r liable in their recommendation of proposals for funding. 

Discu 10n 

The analysi within thi rud v a to addr s the allocation of funds through 

Goal 2000 in the tate of Tenne ee. The implications of thi re earch hould be a 

concern to all taxpayers and people in education. ith the awarding in 1997 - 1998 of 

almo t 6 million in grant to local chool , the i ue of re ponsible monitoring of the e 

grant i important. ince the money allo ated is part of a federal program, supported by 

a federal law. and i ued with federal guide lines, the tate of Tennes ee should have a 

· h . h th grants are awarded through the rea onable accounting for the con 1stency to w 1c e 

e aluation ystem . 
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Understanding of the state criteria and qualitative rating scale should help all 

school districts to equally apply for grant money w ·th· th. · • 
· 1 m is study it 1s expected that 

there will be a correlation to the grants that were awarded and th ddre · . e a ss1.0g of the eight 

national goals, as well as the awarding of technology money. There should also be a 

reasonable to strong correlation of the evaluation system that awards the ts d gran , an 

should substantiate this correlation to the state's expectations of the grants. 

To reach this goal, it is proposed the study use specific data collected from all the 

grant proposals during the academic year 1997-98. This data was analyzed, and the 

results made available to the State of Tennessee in the effort to correlate equality in the 

grant awarding system. Recommendations are made to help professionals writing the 

grants to have equal opportunity for selection. 

Hypothesis I asked if there was a significant and statistical relationship between 

the rating obtained by the raters on the rating scale and the national goals ~at were 

addre sed in the propo al . The 590 proposal rat d ere requir, d to address at least 

one of the eight national oals. Th submitted and funded proposals both averaged 3.3 

goal per proposal (Lowrance, et. al.). In Chapter 4, Table 2 shows both the singularity 

of goals addressed and goal addressed in conjunction ith other goals. This data 

correlate with the ignificance of staring proposals to goals, but also, show little or no 

significant difference in funding of the grant across goals. This implies that simply 

writing a grant and including the Ii ting of goals to be addressed will not necessarily be a 

succe 
ful and funded grant. According to the Educate America Act, the goals are the 

primary basis listed by the educational council that wrote the guidelines for the law. 
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Therefore, it would seem that grants are funded need to sh d" . . ow a irect correlati.on with 

specific goals and the evaluation of meeting those goals. 

Hypothesis II investigated what percentage of the total of the 1997-98 Goals 

2000 budget went toward technology. A comparison of the first two years of grant 

writing in the State of Tennessee and the third year are quite relevant in this study. 

During the year 1994 - 1996 the grant proposals were written to address three 

specific areas: professional de elopment, planning grants~ and pre-service training. 

Within the broad scope of the e three areas was also included the area of technology. It 

was only after many workshops and administrative group effort that proposals 

significantly changed in their format to specificall address the eight national goals. 

Table 3, C hart 3A and Table 4, Chart 4A and Table 5, Chart SA ha e indicated clearly 

the pe rcentage o f mone a llocated to t chnology. 

In 1997-9 , the grant proposals co red a large ubject and content area, as well 

as addre ing the e ight nat ional goal . In re ie of the article "Characteristics of 

ubmit1ed and Funded Prop sals for the Goals 2000: Educate America Act in the 1997 -

199 chool ear in Tenne ee (Lowrance, et. al. , 1997), the relation hip of 

ubjec content area, hich includes technology, is Ii ted in Table 3. The amount of total 

do llars ( 59, 69 mean funded 54%) is signi ficant! lower than tho e figures and 

d 
r 1994 _ 1996 Ho e er ConnectTen was a big 

percentage pre ente ,or years · ' 

ear 1995 
_ 1996, and the grant money allocated for 

e, penditure during the academic 

thi re flects that expenditure . 

th 
alidity and reliabi lity of the questions that were 

Hypothes is III in estigated e 

e 
Rating cale. The questions were rated on a Likert 

compri ed wi th in the Qualitati 
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Scale by four teams of raters. Tb· h 
ts ypothesis also addressed the inter-rater reliability. 

It was statistically shown that both th 1 . 
e eva uat1on tool and the evalua+.:on c . 

u omrruttee 
were both valid and reliable within th . 1 e sconng too . 

When reviewing all this data, it seems that it should be fi•=t and ti 
u~ oremost 

important to address one or some of the eight national goals Th th . 
· ese are e basis for the 

Educate America Act. Yet, this researcher found that although th al e go s were 

addressed, the raters found that c larity within the writing of the proposal, and the 

evaluation process of the proposal were the most important of the evaluation facts . 

Recommendations 

In reviewing the items listed in the Qualitati e Rating Scale, it is shown that 

those grants that were presented with clarity and purpose, and supported by an 

e aluation time line rated higher than tho e that were unclear and noncreative. Even 

though the choice of goals written in the proposal did not seem to guarantee the 

a llocation of funds to that grant, writing to the goals in Goals 2000 was a rated factor in 

thee aluation process. ome goals were more apt to get funded because of the 

importance placed on them through the Tennes e criteria, and clearly it seemed to be 

targeting tho e propo als for increased student achie ement, teacher education and 

professional de elopment, and parent involvement. However, when proposals were 

funded, the smaller they were, the more likely they were to be fully funded. 

The scoring of proposals in the future may be reflecting different federal 

guidelines or d ifferent sta te priorities. This study shows that the training and preparation 

for the evaluation tool, as well as the evaluation team, seemed to be adequate. This 
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training and reliability of evaluation will help with structured accountability of the funds 

granted by the federal government through goals 2000. 
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