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v

Judith: 1. Anderson S S
Department of Educat10n
Y., March L982

T]t]e I of the E]ementary and Secondary Education Act has- been pro-
viding funds to State and local education’agencies since 1965 "to provide
financial assistance ... to expand and improve .... educational programs
... which contribute particularly- to meetmg‘ the special needs of educa-
tionally deprived children® (ESEA Title I, Section 101, P.L. 89-10, as
amended). Title I is the largest Federal aid program in elementary:and
secondary education ever enacted, with appropmatwns growing frdm $959
million in FY, 1966 to over three bﬂhon dollars 1n FY 1980.

Evaluation requirements have been part of ‘the law from its:begipning,
but no common reporting system was used. (See Wisler and Anderson, 1979 .

for a more detailed discussion of federal evaluatiom. of Title I pro,grams ¥
over the .years.) Data from State and local education agencf’es were not -

comparab]e and Congress attempted te deal with the prob]em ‘of the'lack -of
comparable.data: by enacting Séction 151 of ESEA Title I[-in'the Education
Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380).. Districts were required to evaluate
the effectTveness of programs and submit-their evaluations to the States,
which in turn reported to the U.S. Commissioner of Education (now the
Secretary of "Educationm). .The Commissioner was required to provide models
for evaluation which included uniform procedures and cmtema to be used
by Toca] and State agencies. - N

In 1974, t&e Department of Educatwn (ED)  awarded a contract to RMC'
Regearch Corpor jon to develop models for the reportmg and evaluation
of .Title I projects. There were numerous constraints placed on the models
due both to the nature of the Title.l program and to the requirement that
all local” education agenciés would be requiredeto submit evaluation re-
ports. A first constraint was that since the Title I program was designed

to serve the neediest students in each eligible district, dnd since nearly .
all districts (14 000 out -of 16,000, with primarily only very small dis-

tricts not receiving Title I grants) had T1t1e;1 programs, most standard
experimental designs calling for a comparison group of .urserved students
were impossible--indeed, illegal--to implement. A second constraint was

‘that the majority ofs districts. were sm311 -and did ‘not have experienced

evaluators or the resources to purchaser evaluation services. Thus, any.
reporting and evaluation “system wou®d need to be relatively easy for dis-
trict personnel to ynderstand and. to implement and would need to be re--
stricted .to a bare minimum of information. Third, the data:from the dis-
tricts needed to be easily aggregatable to allow for a cohesive Federa]
report.- ce , . . :

whﬂe trying to work wvthm these constra1 nts, RMC and the Office
of Education developed ‘the Title 1 Evaluation and Reporting System (TIERS)
and 1ts supplemental material. Numerous modifications were made, to the
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1979, the Offjce of Education pubhshed regulations outlining the evalua-
tion models, and-after the normal review procedures, the regulations became
. final. -The components: of TIERS include:

LY
) Ry

o three eva]uatiop models plus. options for alternative models,

0 a reporting 'system, including descriptive information “nforma-
ation, - . , . ‘ :
0 supporting doc‘uments, including a handbook -of instructions for
reporting, a policy manual, and’ the Evalugtors' References, and
w . . . . L T

0 techmca] sta dards. I

- - - -

e, Al S.taigs webre ‘ réquired tot ceHect the requ1red 1nformat1en from
b‘hmr.d“ trrcts, coppile-the lecal reports’ 1nto a, state’ repurt and submit
.. the report bo- the federal government g3ing the commbn’ evaluatjon system.
Thef f1rst _year of uniform implementation- of TIERS was.the 1979-80. schodl’
.year, wth reports being. sent to .the Qffice of Education (now the Depart-
‘mewnt Hf £ducat1on) by Fépruary 1, 1981. A -second report is due from the
States on February 1, "1983; .and wﬂl contam data. from both the 1980 817
and 1981 82 school' years. .

- X

students served, the nature®of the services provided, and the numbers and”
character1st1cs of others (staff, parernts, and adm1n1strators) who work *in
Title I was co]lected using a form common]y called the- TIERS form. .Reports
were rece1ved from SEAs throughout the spring gnd summer of 1981 and numer-
“\ous revisions were made as State and Federal personnel reviewed the forms
during the. summer and fa]]. In Qctober, the decision was made- to procede
-with ana]ys1s. . Do - .
¢J

Xi» . ] 20 ’ Part1c1pat1on1nfbrnat1on

Part1c1 ation 1nformat1on was received from aH 50 states, the Dis-
tr1ct of Cofumbia Guam, Pyerto Rico, the Trus’t/Terr1tor1es qf the Pacific
Istands, the 'V1rgﬁ\ Islands, and the Bureau of -Indian Affairs. Information
‘on the characteristics of students served, the nature of the services
provided, and the number and’ character1st1cs of .others (staff, parents,'
and administrators) who work.in Title I was collected. Often SEAs had not
co]]ected particular’ information (such'as-ethnic data) or had not collected

nformatign in the required form (such as not reporting staff in full-time
equ1va1ents) For the .first time, however, ED had comparable data from
each State, and the quahty of data submitted was probab]y h1gher that
that’ rece1ved in prev1ous years.

Number Served by Grade, Level During the ‘RJU]&I" Term .

States were requ’lred to report. the number of Title I part1c1pants
“during the regular term of 1979-80 by public ar)d nonpublic designation and
grade level.. Participants in local but:, ndt State, institutions fonr

o
3

. ., i . , o

- By August of 1981 JED" had recewed reports from &1t St‘ate Education -
-, Agencies:with Title I programs. ‘Information on <the, characteristics of .

TIERS during review- by State and local education agency officials. In .

'd

.
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¢ ‘neglected or delinquent chitdren were .to be included. Any student who
received any amount of Title I funded instruction in a subject matter
area was considered to be a participant, and each student was to be counted
' only oncé regardless of the number of subject matter areas in which he or
she received instruction. Participants -in ungraded classes were to be
assigned to grades. on the basis of age at the -beginning of the school
year. (See the Handbook: Instructions for‘Title I Reporting, 1980 for
complete informatioen.') . T T e e

- ¥ .
>y . s -

Data were received froma]l 56 *SEAS’ (see Table I). However, some SEAs-
reported pupils in ungraded classes.in” the. totals but not in the individual,
s grades,/and spme - SEAs did not_’repor/t local Neglacted or De’ﬁnqugnt ‘program - -
. students by grade levél, and “pubTic/noppublic designation; . theresore ‘the -
- .. rows and ‘columns _in.Table-1 will not .add to- the total::numbér served. -

-

’ " S e - R 2RI
. e e . 4) PR - ’ “'\ - " va ..
: e - - Tl . A T - .
” 0 TEblel . }
; o . . Number of Regular.Term Titkef[Pa‘rtw'cipants by
R . Grade Level and Public/Nonpublic Status during 1979-80,
_ Grade ' Public *_Nonpublic » Total
©. Number .(%). . Number (%) .~ Number (%) _
Prekindergarten 61,587 ( 1) 677 '(0/4) - 62,234 (1)
Kindergarten 293,182 ( 6) 6,666 ( 4). 299,848 - ( 6)
1 : 616,131 = (12) 20,917 ( 11) ' 637,048 (12)
2 666,218  (13) 26,849 - ( 14) -« 693,067 (13)
3 673,650 - (13) 27,433 - ( 14) 701,089 °()3)
4 616,716  (12) 25,834 ( 14) ' 642,550 (12)
. 5 * 601,055 (12) 23,008 (12)° 624,459, (12)
6 501,515 £10) 20,675 (*11)* 522,190 (10)°
7 383,588 ( 7) . 13,5486 (' 7) 397,074 (7) " o
8 312,929 ( 6) 10,585 ( 6) 323,514 (6 '
. 9 212,465 . ( 4) 6,374 | ( 3) 218,839 ( 4) '
10 122,516 ( 2) 3,005 0 ( 2) 125,521 (2) v
1 . 69,100 © ( 1) 1,797, ( B+ . 70,897 - (1) - ;
. 12 L 80,283 (1) 1,176 (1) .. - 41,859 (1) -
AY N N . ° ‘ . R .
Total 5,170,935 (100) 188,884 (100) 5,359,819 (100) ’ 4
) A X I h
Totall. " 5,173,718 - - 189,654 ' 5,402,3412 PR I
(including ungraded) . - ';- <,
,\ ° y ! L -0 ) ‘ . I
’ - - ? ~ . :
- \ 1 Some SEAs reported pupils,in ungraded classes in the totals but not  /
’ in individual .grades:' » C S ‘ TN

. - (4 N . * 2 y -
-2, some SEAs did not report.focal N*‘QD students.by: gracge level’and -

public/nonpublé desigr‘fq{:jpn.‘h '

» ~
. )
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-~ During 1979-80, approximately, 5.4 mi{]ion students were served by
programs funded by ?1t1e I grants to local education agencies. Approxi-

mately 3.5 percent of these students were in nonpublic schools, ‘and the .-

ma jority, both in public and "nonpublic schools, were in the elementary

grades. Approximately 72% of pub]tc school participants and 76% of non-

public, school part1c1pants were in grades. 1 through, 6. Only 8% of par-

~ ticipants were in grades 9 through 12, and 7% were 1n|brek1ndergarten and

_ ki ndeW .

Pub]ic school participation. Forty-four SEAs reported serving public
school students at the prekindergarten level. However, the majority of
these SEAs served small numbers of students; only 23 SEAs served more than
500 -students at .the prekindergarten level. E1fty-four SEAs served studénts
.at the k1ndergarten level; 41 served more than 500 kindergarten students.

A11-56 SEAs~served students 4n grades 1 through 3, all but one SEA (the

District of - Co]umb1a) served students in grades 4 and 5, and all but two- L T
SEAs (D.C. and Guam) ‘served- pubdiic school students in grade 6. At the

junior high and“high school levels the number of stud nts served decreased *
rapidly, especially at the higher grades. In grades 12, only 40,283 public .

school students were served by Title I Programs.

Nonpublic school participation . Fourteen SEAs reported serving _
nonpublic sghool students at the prek1ndergarten level; only 677 prek1n-
dergarten students were served nationwide. Thirty-fivé SEAs served kinder-
garten students, and all:SEAs except ‘the BIA (which. would not be expected
, to serve nonpublic school students) 'served students at some combination of
grades 1 through 12. Nonpublic participation decreased rapidly -after
grade 8,. however, and in grade 12 only 1,176 students in 27 SEAs were in’
T1t]e I programs. .

*

© Part1c1pét1on in local institutions for the neglected or.delinquent.-
SEAs reported the total number of Title I participants dur1ng the regular:
term in local, but not State, institutions for neglected ‘or delinquent
children. Each student wa's to be counted once regardléss” of the number of
times he or she entered a local institution fors neglected or .delinquent
_ children. Forty-two SEAs reported serving a total of 7L‘364' students.
The range of the number of students served was from 41 to 33,599. ?wenty
States reported serving more than 500 students and 13 reported serving
) fewer than 250 students. . -

o,
L

Nuimber: of Studénts Served During the Regular Term;@y SerV1ce A*ea

SEAS reported the number of. Title-I part1c1pqnts durfng the regular
term by type- of _service and public,- nonpublic, and local neglected or®
“delinquent des1gnat1on. Table 2 presents this information. Service areas
were divided iaoto instructional areas and supporting areas. Instructional
areas include *~English to 1imitew- English speak1ng students, rehding, o - s
English language arts other than reading or services fto Limited-Eng]ish o
speaking, mathematics, * vocational education, qpecua] activities for the
.,handicapped, and other. Other instructional areas inctude such,areas as L.
. natural sciences, social sciences and social stud1es, bus1ness, health, , «
‘safety, driver and physical education, and industrial’ arts, Supporting
areas include the following: attendance, social.work, guidance and psy-

< o

e,
f




. éhce of. pupw]s to and from school 2ct1v1twes, either between home ‘and
..’school or on-tr1ps to school act1v1t1es. A student ‘was counted once for«¢
each 1nstruct1ona1 area in whigch he or she received servicés. A student

.- was counted once for each category of s»pport1ng services that he or she
rece1ved. \ \ . X ‘

) . AN except’one SEA (the,BIA) reportéd the number of students served
by service area, Based on the 55 SEAs Nh1ch reported th1sw4aformat1on,

. 4,197,336 (78%) \of the Title I part1c1pan§s received services in reading.
' The second most common area for services was .mathematics (2,483,044 stu- ‘
dents, or 46%). The-three next most common areas, hea]th services (28%),
“language arts (19%), and ‘gther instructional services (19%), together
"served fewer stude ts than were: served by .reading® THe fewest students
were served by~ pr rams in vocational education {onty 7 SEAs. reported.
. programs in this area) and special activities for the handicapped (14~
-SEAs reported programs). - . \
Public schoo] panticipants. In 1979-80, neading continlied to be the
most common service avea "in.Title I. Over four million public school’
_ Title I_ students (79%), received seryices in xeading. Mathematics, with
over 2.3 million studen 's."served (47%), was second, and health and nutri-
tion, with over 1.5 million students (29%), was\third. Over one million
students“?%ported1y -were served by other instructional areas; three-
quarters Gf these students were -jn ope State (Ca]%fornia), which reported

that the sfudents in this category primarily received multicultural ser-
vices. - Other common were language arts programs.in Span1sh (Puerto
Rico) and early childhood rOJects. _ '

Nonpublic ‘schdol partw ipants. Nearly 190,000\ nonpublic' - students
r\received Title. I.'services, during the regular term \of 1979-80. Seventy-
eight percent of nonpub]ft Title I particwpants eceived services in.
reading. This percentage is\comparable t6 the percentage of puplic school
Title I students who receive read1ng. The percentage of Title [ students
who receive mathematics instruction funded by Title I was 36% for nonpublic
. versus 47% for public student \« No more than 9% of the nonpubli¢ Title I
students received services 1n any of the other instructional or support
services.

, Participants in_local institutions ' for the neglected or delinquent.
Over /1,000 students were reported to have been-served Qy Title I programs
in 1oca1 institutions for neglec ed or delinquent .children. More of these
students (49%) received services: in reading than in’|any other. area.
Approximately 30% of the students received Title I mathematsics instruction;
no more than "11% of the student receired,services in any of the other
*instructonal &r support area. . ,

-

Percent of Popu1at1on Served-by Title I

In order to obtain an esk1ma-e of the percent%%e of public, school

students who were served by Title I\ programs (Table %), the total elemen-
tary and secondary public school enfollment: in "the fall of| 1978 (National
(Center for Education Statistics figures) was used. The .en ollment inclu-

ict \of Columbia. {Enrollment figures for:
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the falt of 1979 were not avaijlable at the time the analyses were made for
the 1979-80 Title I data.) During the 1979-80 school year, theri¥were
4,929,504 Titde I students -from the 50 states plus the District of Colum-
bia; using the 1978 enrollment as an estimate, of the 1979 enrollment, it
can be estimated "that approximately 11.6% Ppublic scﬂool- students were
served by Title I. Estimates were not made by grade level but it is spec-
ulated that a larger percentage of students were. served at the Towertgrades
than at the higher grades. The percentage of students served varied across
States from 4% to 26%. .The 14 states with State compensatory education
programs serving populations ,similar to Title I served 11.9% of their
students with Title I. programs; States without such state compensatory
education programs served 11.2% of their students by Title I.

- Nonpublic institutions served 189,654 students in"Title I programs in
1979-80. NCES figures_ for ,1978-79 estimated that there were 5,085,633
_private school students. Therefore, the approximate percentage of non-

.public school students served was 3<7%. )
, g _

_Table 3:

@

" Percent”of Students in Title I° Programs ih States: With and Without
T State Compensatory Education Programs

Number of FY 80 1978

Public School School Percent Served in Title I
Title I Enrollment ' .

Students : . Average - .Range

States with 2,5é4,522 & 21,640,352 11.9 6.6 - 18.6
state compensatory . i
education programs : P .

States without -2,344,982 20,919,584 1.2 4;0 - 26.3
state compensatory . v

education programs

b

A11 51 States 4,929,504 42,559,808 146 - 4.0 - 26.3
: : : \

L]

Ethnic Characteristjcs of Title I Participants

. States were askeéd to record the number of Title I stidents during the
regular term according to Pive ethnic groups: American Indian or Alaskan
Native, Asian or Pagiffc Islander, Black not Hispanic, Hispapic, and White
not Hispanic. Each.student was -to be counted in only one group. Nine
SEAs did not report "ethni¢ group information, and other States used esti-

" mates or had incomplete .information. .Table 4 presents the ethnic group
. characteristics of Title I students for the reporting SEAs and for all

SEAs ysing estimates for the missing data. The missing data were estimated

L
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) Tab]e 4

4,

°, Ethn1c Character1st1cs of T1t1e I Part1c1pants

P

"During -the Regular School Term in 1979-80
- b N

All regbrting SEAs®

Ethnic Grougl

White, Not Hispanic
Black, Not Hispanic
H1span1c

Asjan or Pacific 1s]ander
American Ind1an§ '

A1l SEAsS

Ethnic'GrouQ

White, Not Hispanic .

Black, Not Hispanic

Hispanic

Asian, Pacific Is]ander,
.or American Indian

~

-

b

Number _ef%l
. 2,490,868 (51)
"1,399,044 (29)
' . 768,542 ~. ]6;
‘ 98,207 2
. 93,785 (2)
Number lf%l' )
2,947,006 - (55)
1,466,833 (27)
774,529 (14)
192,577 (4) )

5  Nipe SEAs did not report ethnic breakdowns..
[} State population data were used to estimate m1ss1ng 1nformat1on.

“ -~ ’ ‘
by, use of 1970 Bureau of Census
Tit1é I students

into ethnic categories.

RN

v

<
popu]at1on estimates to proportion the
This procedure will probab]y

overestimate the,number of non-H1span1c~wh1te T1t1e I part1c1pants.

il Based qn avax]ab]e information, it is est1mated that s]1ght1y over

one-half-of Title I participants during the regular term of 1979-80 were

non- H1span1c whites,

slightly more than

one-quarter were non-Hispanic

Blacks), between -one-seventh and one-sixth were Hispanic, and less than
five percent were Asian, Pacific Islander, or Amer1can-1nd1an.

v ~
.
. '

. "+ Title I Parent Act1v4_y B ) T e

LY

- Table+5 presents information
activities. Over 272,000 -elected
were parents of Title I students;
school students.. People who are
serve as members of
council members are parents

on parent’ participation
members of school advisory councils
-only 19,000 were parentk of nonpublic
not parents of Title ‘1

in %1t1e I

childrens No information was
however, since nearly 399,000..

elected members of counC1ls received training related to school adv1sory

. LR 54
e AN '

children uay"
school advisory councils, as long as the.mjority of°
of Title I
- collected the number of other members ;

o
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: Table % N v -
¢ ! . . A
Title I Parent Activity Information for 7979-80
. - . : ~/
A4 -~ [ v /
Adyisory Councils
. Number” of e]ected members of a school adv1sory counc11 who:
were parents of” Tttle I pubtic school students . 272,556~ ) .
were'parents of Title I nonpubfic sthool students : 195390 =~
received training related to school adyisory counc11 )
. act1v1t1es . 398,952

v

Number of local education a?encies that provided Title I
funds for adv1sory council activities ] s T 6,624

L) -
—

.
Y

Parent Activit{es N . . .

Nunber of parents of: T1t1e [ students’involved in the following Title I
-activities: ) .

' >

prOJect~p1ann1ng, 1mp1ementat1on and/or evaluat1on T 387,235 e

. volunteers in the Title I classroom , - . : 126,238
volunteers in Title-I astivities outside the . " .-

Title I classroom ST T 90,410

Number of other parents’involved.in the activities listed : = 163,322

Average nlimber of people who attended’ schoot advisory council meetings: |,

Mean : 13.8 T _ L
Range: 4.0 - 115.9 . ‘ . / "\
. . ‘ . 3 LI
councils,” it can be inferred fhat at least 107,000 elected members oﬁ, . -

school advisory councils were Mot parents of T1t1e I studefits. Over 6600

» local education agencies v1ded Title I funds ,for advisory council "

"activities. The average number 'of people attenezwd/school advisory _coun-

cils wag_14. This number. includes parents’ of le I and "non-Title I

students as well as community .personnel, school personnel, and any other '

individua]s who attended the meetings. ) “ to. - i,
g 2 .

Large numbers of parents of T1t1e N students also were involved in
Title I activities such as project planning, implementation, and.evalua-
tion -(387,000), Title 1 classroom. volunteers (126,000), and volunteers
in Title I activities outside thg.T1t1e 1 classroom (90 000)x Over 163,000

" other parents also were involved in these activities. .
’ 4 ‘ .
4
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Tab]e 6’ presents the number . of staff members emp]oyed qu ttme in

N | - 10
A . .t . 'TitleIStaff' X R

Title I, prOJects. "Staff meribers™ who .worked_ for Title I projects for a .

greater percentage -of time than they “were pa1d with Title I f-unds were:

counted in_ terms of  the amount of time they worked in Title I,:not the .

..amount of"%me they -were paid by Title I. (For example, if a teacher
worked full-time in a Title I',project, but 25% of his salary was ‘paid

with district funds and 75% with Title I funds,. the teacher would be
counted as one full-time equivalent, not-+.75 FTE.) Staff members were
recorded in ‘seven categories: administrative staff, teachers, teacher
aides, currigulum specialists, staff providing supporting services (such
as social work, -guidance, psycho]ogmal counseling, hedlth, gutmtwn,

: attendance, library, speech pathology, audiology, evaluation, and psycho-

logical testing services); clerical staff, and other (e.g., accountantsy
t{ookkeepers, custodwansr‘f/éhm‘le operators, food sefvice personnel).

]

Over 200,000 .fuld- t1me-equ1va1ent staff members, or” one for approxi-’

mately every 27 Tit]e [, students,* served the T1t1e -I* program during the
regular term of 1979- 80. Thirty-nine percent of the staff members were

teachers and 46% were teacher ajides; thus 85% of the staff were directly '

'mvo]ved with prov1d1ng educatwna] ser)nces to Title L chﬂdren. LV

. .
» hd
, . - +

ot .* Table6 .,
\ Number of Staff Employed in Title I Projects .
~ During the 1979 80 Regular School Term in Full-Time Equivalents
Job Classif-icatid.rla N 7 ,\' Ful]-time Equiva]ents‘.,_( q) ¢
Adm1mstrat1ve Staff 6,312.0 *(3)
Teachers  78,494.8 - (39) -
" Teacher Aides 91,457.2 (46)
~Curriculum Specialists’ 6,241.8 (¢3).
. Staff Providing Supporting Services 6,303.7 s (03)
- Clerical Staff 5,076.4 - {3).
Other ~ . 6,607.6. . (3)
~ Total _ 200,935, {700) /\

;4

Tab1e7 presents "the number of staff members who received Title I-
funded training any time between July 1, 1979 and June 30, 1980. -Staff
are classified into two groups: those. whose salaries are paid primarily
by Title I funds. (Title I Staff) and those ‘whose salaries are not .paid

. by TitTe 1 funds (Non-T?t]e I Staff). Only staff who had received either

insservice’or pre-service Title I funded training that was sponsored by
the school or by the local education‘'agency.were countedy not those who
had received-tg’aini&ng sponsored by the State.

¢
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Over 300 080 staff members rece1ved T1t1e I* funded training spon- .
sored by e1ther the school or local educat1on ‘agency, and nearly 186,000
(62%) were Title I staff members. It is not possible to compare d1rect1y
the number of staff members employed and the number trained since /tjle :
former number is in FTEs -and the latter number is .not.. However, if the
number of FTE employees- is uséd as-a minimum figure.(ile., an FTE ‘coynt
of 200,494, means that there are at -least 200,494 people employed, nd
a]though in all probability there, are many more than that, one has no
easy method’ of determ1n1ng “how many more from the data available) we can
obtain an upper~bound estimate in-the: percentage of T1t1e I staff trained,
which js-93 percent. ' v .

- ‘ M -

- - * ‘. * s
. 0 Table 7 R
‘ Number ,of Staff Receiving Title I F'unded Training’ .
_ P Between July 1, 1979 and June 30, 1980 N
— - L ) T . ’v - PRFEE.
, Job Classification- - -Title I~ Non-Title I Total -~
- - Staff ___ Staff
‘Administrative Staff,.. , 6,88 10,387 - 17,280 \
Teachers . ' = % . ..79,096 . .85,620 164,786 Y
. Teacher Aides : 85,836 5,892 . . 91,728
Gurricylum Specialists T 4,601 1,642 6,243
Other: ° 9,243 * 10,764 . 20,007 -
' ¢ .. " » : . .
rataﬂ ;o 185,9%. 114,37 © @ 300,3%. .

A? . - . . : —
7 One staJ;e did not report staff by Job c]ass1f1cat‘10n, therefore, "the
totalis not the sum of" theJumber‘S in, each category.

N .o . . ]
’ ) . 'S'B . i ' : )
v Summer Ferm Act | v1t1es 7 -

LIF) * : \|

o~

3

SEAs were requested to-submit 1nfdrmat10n on the number of stufents
served by grade level and’ pubhc/nonpub’he designation, the number of
students served by servite area, _student’ ethnic group counts, and the

umber of staff employed .by 'job c]ass1f1cat10n for “the ‘summer term of
0. The summer term was defined to be that per1od of* time directly
following the regular’' school year “of = ]1979-80. ° I'nformation -on summer
school programs was less complete than information on the. regu]qr school
year and in many cases,the numbers sheu™ be . cons1dered ¥ower bounds.
Eight SEAs did not report on summer tern a.cti‘ntles. Thrée stated ‘that
thereswere no summer programs, ofe stated that" “the sunmerxr\ogrami was
very limited and no information was available, and it.was unc ea% from
r.

.. the reporting form§* submitted, by the , other four SEAs -whether not
] there were summer programs.
B “'. ¢
]
- "
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Participants. Based on the information weceived (see Table 8), over
314,000 students participated in Title I programs during the summer.
Nearly 12 OOQ of these students were in nonpublic schools. The majority,
. . 71%, were ‘in* grades 1 to-6; only 4% percent were in grades 9 to 12, O0f
o, these students, 6139 ‘were in Yocal 1nst1tat1ons for the neglected or
. ’ -,dehnquent in 24 SEAs. e s 4
. T Servites provided. Table 9 proshdes information’ on part1t1patmn by
- service area. A majority of the students received instruction in reading
‘(66%) or mathematics (63%). Only five SEAs reported proyiding vocational
services, and gonly five reported prov1d1ng special services for ,the’handi-
' - capped. :
. Staff e}nployed. Stmmer‘ school Title I staff were classified in four ° r.
categories: administrative .staff, teachers, teacher. a1des, and other.
— Over 31,000~FTE staff members (see Tahle 10) were emp]oyed in Title I pro-
jects, or roughly one for .every.10" Title I part1c1pants. The ma jority of
: the staff members, 84%, were teachers ‘or teacher a1des. '
g Tab]e 8
RECEI - Number of T1t]e I Part1c1pants During the Summer Term
. < in 1979-80 by Grade Level and Pubhc-Nonpubhc Designation8
LN © 7 Grade. ‘ Pubhc e - Nonpublic > . Total
o o ° Number ‘("%) . Number (%) . Numb&r:e.
. y- . .’.-“ . :” = o . . ,
" Preékindergarten . 7241 (3). . 210, {2) 7,451 S
o R Kindergarten - “14,818 ( 5) :%1.,1,858 (15) - 16,676 S
© P O 046,523 (16) .. . 1,488 - (12) 48,011 @ - -
o 2 ) . 51,682...(18) " 1,568 ~(13) . 53,250 1 T M
- 3 - 47,922 (17) - 1,620  (13) 49,542 : '
4. 032,326 (1) 101,478 0 (12) -1.33,804 ;
5 - 28,640 (10} Ay 1,244 (10) . 29,884 :f - .
'6 21,677 ( g AR 1084 (~9; 2RI 0B (
7. 14,504 (5)  ITPGd © (.4) 15,063 %47 o(75).
8 9,268 ()3) 70395 . (23)e 7 9,.663 WAV -
9 6,491 ( 2) 222, (2) 6,713,
10 3,680 1) 238 " ( 2) 3,918 |
. 1 0 ..2,326  (--) 148 - (1) .. 2,474/’
7 12 60 1,232 (--) ".36 . (mm) 71,2684 )
=, - Total < 288, 420 (100) 12,008  (100)" ~.300,4 S
Total including 301, 82 .. 12,816- .. . 314,252 ’
.. . all ungraded and N or [ . L
e 8 . Data are mcomplete due to 1ncomp]ete reportmg and represent a Tower =
* bound on-the actual number served. o e
,-w: ft R . Q v o
¥y - . - " e
. - .13
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Table 9 , o

T1t1é I Part1c1pat1on by Serv1ce Area for the 1979-80 Summem School Term

. j
L : K ' . Type of Part1c1pat1on \ Total
* _Service Area . Public Nonpublic Local Nor D1 _ .
. CTRY Number ( %) Number ( %) Number { %) < Number { %)
. Instructional . - ﬁT
’ ‘Readiné ’ 194,018 (66) 9;]70 " (72) ~4,581'(75) lNZO 768 ( 6)
% -, Mathematics.': 189,616 (64) = 6,204 (48). 3,114 (53) ¥ g
. “ Other 7 85,142 (29) 1,958  (15) . 832 (14) 87, 932 28) -
Language Arts © 44,086 (15) 1,484 °(12) . 780 (13)-. . 46,350 (15)
- Limited English ’ 45,370 (16)° 173 (1) 24 (--) 45,567 ..(15)
_ Vocational i 965 (--) 29 (--)" 118 ( 2) 1,]82 (=)
Special for Handicapped 382 (--) 15 (--) 0 (-=) 397 ( )
. Supporting- -
. Transportation ) 90;559 (31) 5,352 (42) - 250 (12) 95,683 (30)
Attendance . %,688_ (24) 894 ( 7) 656 (11) 73,237 (~23‘g
e . Other P © 68,899 (23) 279 (' 2) 344 | 6)t . 69,522 ‘(22
- Health -~ 44,737 (15). 2,156 (17) 301 ( 5) 47,194 (15)
. | Total Numggr Served 295,3039 - 12,816 6,139 314,252, .

9 This number is an est1mate obtained- by subtract1ng all local Neg]ected
or Delinquent participants from the total number of Public’partici-
" , pants. Since some local Neglected or~De11nquent participants may be
in Nonpiblic institutions, the number is an underestimate. For the
same reason, the number of Nonpub]ic participants is an overestimate.

Table 10

Number of Staff EmpToyed in Title I Projects During
the Summer Term of 1979-80" in Full-Time Equ1va]ents

o : - Job Classification * Full-Time (’%).
. ' - Equivalents: ¢
) ’ . "
" Administrative Staff = 1,214.5 = ~ (4) -
. Teachers . 18,612.6 (59)
- . Teacher Aides - 7,992.4. (25).
- . Other 3,738.5 (12) 7.
2 4 ' \ N
Total’ . 31,558.0 - (100 &
. 6;1 .
* ’ -
-I‘ <ﬁ s

,3:}
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Student Achievement

oz

e

-

o AH 56 State educat1on agencies were requ1red to submit.achievement
information for readipg, ‘mathematics, and language arts programs in grades _
2 through 127 SEAs_had the option of reporting data from all of théir
local education agencies (LEAs) or from a %sample of one-third of the LEAs.
Tweq}:‘y SEAs reported on a sample of theiy LEAs, and: their test data were
welghted by a factor of*three for all andlyses. In a few cases, inclusion
of a large city in the sample may have caused the sample to be wef‘ghted

~ too heavily, but the. overall effect of this shou]d be- rmmma].

A h—xevement 1nfornat1on was reported separate1y by subJect g‘f‘gde,
and te$t interval but was combined /across . tes? and modeT” for the state
aggregate. Virtuallyall LEAs were reported to be using the nom—referenced
model, Model A. (See Horst, TaHmadge, and Woed, 1975 for a description
TTof the models.) For this report only. data from the -50 states ang the
D1str1ct of Qo]umb1a were ana]yzed ‘

SEAs réported, for each grade, test cycle, and® subJect combmatwn,
membership, the number of students with both pretest and posttest scores,
the weighted mean posttest s pre in Normal Curvé Equivalent units (NCEs),
and the weighted mean™gain in NCEs., The NCE is a -standard score metric
with a mean 'of 50 and a star:?ard dgv1at1on' of 21.06. ‘The use of a standard
score metric allows arithmef jcal computat1ons of the data which would not
be' possw]e with percent417s . )

* In addition to th st/ate aggregate information in grades 2 through 12,
SEAs réported proJectﬁe,Vel information for grades 2, 5, and 10. ProJect

. level information incliuded an LEA 1dent}f1cat1on code, a project code, a

..subject matter code, a*modeT"-test interval ‘code, hours per week of instruc-
- tion, the tatal number ‘of hours of project instruction, the student-to-
-jnstructor ratio, membership, the number of students with pre- and posttest
scores, the mean posttest NCE score, the mean NCE gain, and a posttest |

identification code.
i \
The State aggregate data for each subject matter area are discussed
separately below. Three types of scores-are used in the discussion: NCEs,

percentﬂes and a ‘percent additjomal growth index. Pretest, posttest,.

and gain scores are reported in NCEs; the pretest NCE score was obtained
by subtracting the gain NCE from the posttest NCE. Federal NCE data dre
weighted averages of the State level NCE information. The percent addj-
tional growth index is the amount of observed growtﬁ beyond the growth
required to maintain a particular achievement® level’ from pretest to post-
test. Since different expected growth values are found across different

tests, an average. figure based on fjve common]y used tests was used here. -

(See abr1e1 1981 for a.icomplete “discussion of norm-referenced growth

expectdtions.) Growth expectat1ons decrease with increasing grade levels; .

therefore the same NCE gain would trapsiate into a greater percent addi-

.tional growth at a Hhigher .grade level than at a lower one. A percent
“additional growth of zero would indicate that the students had gained no

more or. less than expected a gain of 25% would be’25% greater. growth than
expect®&, ‘and a gain-of -25% would show a rate of growth only three-
quartersas great as expected without. the program. Caution -should be
exercised when mterpretmg these f1gures.

e o
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Test Cycle Ef%ects :
o s
. D1fferent patterns of resu]ts were fbund for students tested on arg

fall-to-spring schedule (typically Octoper to April) and those tested on

an annual schedule (typically April té6 April). The gains for students
~tested annually are uniformly lower-than the gains for students tested :
“#fall-to-spring. The pOsttest scores- show a tendehcy to be similar for the
two groups; thereforé, the pretest scores temd,to be lower for the fall-
to-spring test group. The differences. in annual and fall-to-spring test
results have been ndted .in numerous evaluations. Some of the reasons .
- . postulated include the.following: student forget what they have learned
g during the school Yyear over the summer, different student populations/
| : are tested annually as .opposed to fall-to-spring, a greater proportion

of program participants are included in . fall- to-spr1ng evaluations,
vl - gnomalies in test norms, and greater accountab1hty in annual testing

/ . programs. -~ . a ’ v PES - f

. PO

Achievement Level ‘and Gains L

4

Tables 11 t’hrough 16 show the achievement level and gains of students.
included’in ‘the -evaluation " of read1ng math‘emetms, and language arts
programs. The figures provéded: in_these tables are the—weighted average
of the state data provided. Tables, 18 through .21 present the*minimum,
maximum, and median values reported by state for reading and mathematics.
Only SEAs with at least 100 students with pretest and posttest 1nformat10n
were included in the Tables 17 through 20. p .

Reading. Students tested on an annual resting cyc]e showed " modest
pos1t1ve gains at all grade levels except. grades 10 and 11. The’largest
gain was reportéd in grade 6, with g NCE gain of 3.2 and a perceht

. . additional growth of 42%. D1fferences among the grades are small, however,
and should net be interpreted to indicate actual® differences in program
"effectiveness at different grade levels withoat additional information. _
There was great-vartation among states on the gains and pretest standing
reported. The' range of reported gain scores tends to decrease over the
grades, although con51derab1e variation is found at all “grade levels.
Conswderable variation also is found. among the States among the we1ghted
‘mean:pretest scores. Across all States, students_in Title I programs have
a mean NCE percentile equivalent of about’ 22 in the elementary grades’.
"X Since this percentile is obtained from a mean value, it is not-possible
to determine exactly how many.students fall bove and below this number, .
but if the distribution of student scores werd’ normally distributed, half
. of the students would fall above and half below the mean. Therefore, we
* can roughly estimate that half of the students fall below the 22nd percen-*-' -
tile nationally. Some® States report figures much higherigr lower than
- this, however.. At grade 2, the Tlowest mean NCE percentile equ1va1ent was .
' % and the -highest. was 50. A rough estimate, then; shows ,that in one
- State about half of the second grade “students fell be]ow the 9th percen-
tile, ‘while inm another State about half fell below the 50th percentile,
based on students with both pretest and posttest scores..
ent types .of students may be being Served in different States.

e
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" i Gains for students tested om a fall- to-spr1ng/ testing cyc]e uere

" higher than- those for students tésted annually, with NGE gains tending

. & to decrease across grade ‘Tevels from a high of 9.4 in grade 2-to a low

of 3.2 in grade 11. The percent additional growth index tends to increase

across the grade 1evels. even though the NCE gains decrease because there .

is a 1ower expected.'growth rate in the higher . grades¢t \M e variation in
gains and achievement. status were found across grédes and States for
stuﬁents tested on a fall-to-spring cycle.

."n

Mathematms. Students :tested on an annual testmg cygle showed modest
positive gains at all grades except grade 10. The largest gain was reported
fox grade 6, with an NCE gt of 3,9 and a percent additional growth of
44%. D1‘Fferences among grades are sma]l and should be- interpreted with
caution. Variability among, the States was even’ greater for mathematics
than for reading. There was great vgsiation among- the States in the -gains
reported, particularly in the elemeftary grades. « Considerable variatian.
“also was found among the weighted mean pretest scores reported by States,
w1th,a range at grade 4 from the 8th percentile ‘to the 9th percentile.

Gains for students tested on a fall- to sprmg cycle were, h1gher than
those for students tested annually, with 'NCE gains tending to decrease
across the grade levels. from a high of 10.5 in grade 2 to a, Yow of 5.3 in
grade 10. The percent additional grewth, index increases across. grade
levels even though ‘the NCE gains decrease because of the lower expected
growth -rate in the highgr grades. Wide vqr1at1on in gains and achievement
status were found across the States for Students ‘tested fall-to-spring as

> well as for those-‘tested annually.

tre -

ianguage “arts-
dstbd\ on an annual
and modest

Language Arts. Far ~ fewer stude& participated
programs than in reading and mathematics. Students
testing cycle showed modest positive Hains, through grade
Tosses in grades 10 through 12.
the size of the reading and mathematics gains. As with readi g. and mathe-
matics, the fallzto-spring gains are larger than the annua ga1ns. “Unlike
reading and mathematics, however, the pretest scores for the two groups

are s1m11ar. ‘ . .
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The.size of the gains way veky similar to.
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. Tab]e nm R
B v N
1979-80 Title 1 Reading Ach1evement Results
R for Students Tested on a Full-Year Schedule ~
, (50 States plus the D1str1ct of Columbla) ;
ﬁ > -
) Grade Ne1ghted Normal Curve Agy1va]ent Percenbmle ﬁ Percent
* ‘ .. Number -, . Additional
o -~ Tested Pretest Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest Growth
2 85,009 3.6 386 1.0 28 vo29 4
3 108,708 34,3 - 36.7 2.4 23 26 ., 17
- © 4 « 108,576 34.7 36.6 1.9 23 26 - 20
. 5 112,387 33.9 ¢ 36,2 2.3 22 26 ., 32
- 6 107,406 33.9 37.2 3.2 22 27 ‘a ‘Az
» 7 66,923 33.9 35.8 1.8 22¢ 25 27
- 8 58,026 ~ *33.6 35.8 2.2 . 22 25 '31
) 9 - 30,082 32,0 33.8 1.8 20- 22 r?-gvga
10 . 714,215 30.2 29.5° ,-0.77 * 17, 17 o 51@_\
o1 L 8,579 27.5 25.3 . -2.2 14 12 -4
“12 7,146 254 ° 26.8 1.4 12 14 33%;:“‘.
s . &*3;:
R N
. ~.Table 12.; c ‘e ) 2
L + 1979-80 Title 1 Reading.Achievement Results oo
. R for Students Tested on ‘a -Fall-to-Spring Schedule [
: y (50 States Plus the District of Columbia) )
.Gradel Neighted Normal Curve Equivalent Percenti]e : Perdent -
- . Numgber °° Add1t1ona1\
_ Tested Pretest ' Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest Growth
‘2 310,555 30.8 - 40.2 9.4 18 - 32 77
" +3 293,909 28.7 .36.1 7.4 16 26 » 90
- 4 270,826 28,7 * 35.6 7.0 16 25 11 .
" . 5. 246,159 29.4 35.5 6.1 16 25 132
Yy . 6 .*; 212,819 29.7 . 35,7 6.0 -17 25 158 -
7 152,417 28.8 , 34.3 5.5 16 - 23 , 124
i\ .. - 8 122,013 29.0° "34.0 5.0 16 22 113
SR ‘ -~ 9 66,475 28.3 ' 733.5 5.2. 15 22 163
. - 10 36,102°  28.6 32.8 4,2 16 1=~21 131, -
o : -1 17,734 - .27.3 / 30.5 3.2 14 18 | 123
o v 12 8,383 25.6 30,0 - 4.4 12 17 133
. , P o ';.'"” '
“ ,
éw ) 1‘8 °




Table 13

1979-80 Title I Full Year Read1nq Ach1evement Results
Fbr A1 Educat1on Agencies With it Least 100 Students Tested

\

-

ey

Grade Number -; ' (v' Normai°Curyg;EquiVa1ents
of : ) . . , :
States ., Pretest o ~ Postest I Gai*' \
- Min Median Max Min Median Max Min Median Max
] . L
2 34 22,3 365.2 9.8  28.0 40.1 52.6 -3.9 3.1 136
3 31 18.0 33.3  45.1 25.7 35.9 47.2 -1.0 2.6, 13.0
4 33 24,4 31,9 43.9 27.7 34.7 - 46.5 -2.5 2.7 8.2
5 32 21.1 30.5 44:6 24.3 34,4 46.8 -0.1 3.2 9,2
6 33 21.8 31.4. 43,9 . 26.6 35.1 46,3+ -0.7- 3.4 6.7
) 26 18.7 29.7 46.3 17.9  31.9 47.4 -4,5 2.0 6.0
8 23 23.2 27.7 44,4 24,7 29.9 46.7 -2.8 v« 2.2 5.5
9 15 22.2 299 42.9- 16.7 32.1 46.3 -8.2 2.5 4,8
10 10 18.9 28.9 44.3 17.8 25.6 45.7 -5.6 0.2 3.3.
11 + 8 16.5 * 25, 2+ 35,2 11.5 24.5  36:4 -5.3 0.8 3.7
12 8 14.6 23.3 38.0 15.1  26.5 +37. 6 .~4.2 2.3 4,8
, 4 e
' Table 14
1979-80 Title I Fa]]-to Spring Read1ng Ach1evement Results for All
State Education Agenc1es With,at®Least 100 Studerits Tested <.
o~ . 3
Grade Number Normal Curve Equivalents
of o ' T
States . Pregeste Posttest - Gain
. . Min  Median Max Min Median ‘Max Min Median Max
2 517 16.4 315 42,0 24.7’u14o 9 49,7 0 8.9 16.0
3 50 15.1 29,4 37.9 264 37.2 44, ,\2.6 7.6 13.0
4 49 16.0. '29.3  37.2 25.0 36,3 44,5 1.1 - 7.1 12.1
5 48 . 18.0 29.5 39.5 18.9- 35.6 43,9 -1.5, 6.2 11.8.
.6 50 17.3, 29.1 36.1 15.4 35.0 ,43.4" -1.9 5,9 11.1
.7 47 16.6 28.5 37.2 22,6 34,9 46.7 - 2.9 5.8 9.9
8 46 __14,9 28.0 36.6 -18.6  33.5 40.9 2.4‘ 5.6 11.4
-9 39 18.6 27.5. 33.8 21.8 , 32,9 43.6 -3.1 ;5.1 11.3
10" 35 17.9  28.2 37.9 . ¢ 22.6 32,9 42.8 .-1.2 4,7 1.2
11 24" w2 25.4 33.2 16.0 28.8 39.0 1.5 2.9 6.8
12+ 12 13.9 26.00 34.3 17.6  30.2° 41.3 0.0 4.1 7.0
i R . {:::l;, +

- '\—.
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N Ct . Tab]e 15 ~ -
. - ~ N .
. _ 1979 80 Title 1 Mathemf@lc Achlevement Results” . .
- v ~ for Students Tested on a\Full-Year®Schedule ﬁw«\’, w7 .
P T (50 States plus the Distpict of Columbia).; . . .
, Grade- Neightay _ Normal Curve Equivalent . Percentile . Percent
Y ‘ © " “iNumber R : - Additional s
o Tested . Pretest Posttest™'.Gain _ . Pretest Posttest Growth )
2 50,084  41.9 43.0, , 1.1 Y35 T 37 - L
3 65,407 39.7 40.1 0,4 31 32 40,2
- 4 70,637  37.5 _ 39,2 1.8 . 28 3 Js
‘ 5 71,038 36.6 39.0 2.5 - 26 £ 30 23
a 6 69,002 35.4 39.3 3.9 24 31 44
o 7 36,268 34.5 36.7 2.2 ¢ 23 - 26 29 o
8 ‘29,530 ° 34.3 37.1 2.8 23 2 27 44 : \
o 9 15,971 34.6 ' 35,1 0.5 .. 23 . 24 10
10 7,718 32.9 31.6 -1.4 - 21 19 -34 Lo
11 4,158  34.9 35.3 0.4 24 24 . - 11 T
12 3,587 33.8 & 34.9 1.0 v 22 24 48
. 3 g PN "_ } K

-~ ; a T - "
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‘ 1979 80<Title I Mathematlcs Achlevement Results . . '
. for Students Tested on a Fall-to-$pring Schedule . L
(50 States plus the District of Columbia) . ' v 0
: "Grade Weighted Normal Curve Eguivalent Percentile ! Percéﬁﬁ 'q.,
Number,, , , i} Additional}.
" Tested” Pretest™ Posttest Gain “ Pretest Posttest Growth
2" ’ 2 ‘124,576 32.0 42.5 10.5 :20 36 ) 88 \
‘ 3 137,608 3.5 40,1 8.6 79 32 69
4 147,333 30.8 39.8 .90 18 31 134
5 136,872 30.5 38.% 8.4 . 18 30 . 115
6 . 119,003 7’ 30.9 38,6 7.7 . 18 29 .., ‘141~
7 . 74,807 . :30.6 : 36&9 . 6.3 18 27 R 150
* 8 60,747 .. 30.1 - ‘38.3 6.2 17 . 26 184
“ 9 28,579 29.8 . 3%.9 6.2 17 .. 25 . 200
10 ‘12,192 32.0 37%.3 5.3 20 - 27 204" -
A 5,270 - 32.5 38.1 5.6 * . 20 29" 311
12 2s 195 - 73047 37.2 6.5, L18 ¢ 27 65@
N 20 b
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| o o* - Table 17 -
., 1979-80 Title I Ful ]j Yéa‘r Mathematics Achievement Resul :
For A11 State Education Agechiesg With &t Least 100 Students Tested
’ ' l‘iom\\lak-l Curvew&quiva]ent-’s ) l Y -
Grade Number ‘L : . o g
of: +  Pretest:. = . Posttest - , . ain
- States Min Median ™ Max \Min  Median Max " - in  MWedian Max
. .72 23 256 37.3 48.8 0.9° . 4{6 3.2 {3.8 105
v ) 3 126 22+0  35.]1 *- 49.8 ,28.5 5.6 - =3.0 3.4 18.6
. . -4 31 21,3 33,1 49.2  "28.2 - " 51.6- -8.4 4,2 16.7
’ 5 #7130 20,7 33,1 .49.4 25.7 56.4 -1.5 .5 14.8;
6 .29 22,0 32,2 46.3 29.3 ~ 49,9 1.1 4.4 10.1
7 .23 20.8 . 32.5° 44.1 24,6 50.8 . _ -0.9 2.9 7.9
8 22 22,2 33.2 46.6 26.9 46.3. (5.0 . 2.8 »R5
. g 13 . 22,1 29.9 °47.7 - 24,5 - 49,2 «6,3 % 1.5 - 8.7. \
10 7 21.2  28.3 51.2, 19.9 , - 48,5 -5.&-1'."2 ~5,9° -
A ]] )6’ ]9.2 24.2 49.2[ 24.4 . 47‘.3 "109 105 .7.2
12 6 19977 27.0 50.6 _ 18.8 ° . 21’6.2| -4,4 . 2.4 5.9
¥ 4 N A “ ’ %
- R . Taple 18
’ 1979:80 Ti tle L~Fa113to.-5prn1'hg Mathematlics Achie;/,emeht Results Y
9 ‘ For A1l State Education Agencies With at [east 300 Students Testéd ,
/ L . . . R 4 « L .
// . - ‘ i :_4: ¢ - . O . ) - i
. Lo ) SR ..~ Normal Curve Equivalents.
* . Grade Number_ . ' B . e i
’ , of Pretest = ° Posgttest - © . Gain
States Min Median Max .Min.  Median :Max Min Median Max
- K \g‘:‘ . . . . . ‘h -
-2 44 15,1 3178 39.1 20,8 41,7 50.3 2.6 © 10,3 23.5 .
s 3 %,.45 _ 107 3.2 37.9 15.5 - 39.2 _ 47.8 1.5 8.4 154 . ’
24 43 ~ 17.9. 30.7' . 37.4 25:7 + 39,1 48,1 2.6 9.5 18,0 ..
5, 44 14,6 31,0 38.0 , 20.2...38.5 "14%.,2 28 8.3 15.5
. 5 45 © 15,2 29.6  43.1 20.5 37.8 -50.0 2.0 .:7.6 ‘14,0 .
~ 7 41 - 9.0 30.0 36.4 22,8 37.8- 46,2¢ - 2,1 b2 . 15,2
~ .8 37 13.3 ~-=28.7- ¥.4 - Q24,4 36.1. 43.6 . 1.0 " 6.3 118.4
Lo 009 25.  .20,3 - 28.9. 33.5 27.2 33,7 43,2 2.0 =6.1.: 10.6.-.
' 10 17 23.7 31.1' 40.22 -26.9 36.6 44.1 -0.1 . . <47 104
°e ~ A1 o7 18,5 2:33.4-. -37.4 - 25,5 40.8 42.4 2.3.7 5.0. B3 .
12 4. .30.7 :33.1 396 . 31.9 39.8 +43.4- 0.2 .°52" 7.9
't! T - \,— ;#‘4‘%’;’:1:') “ ) ’W‘: ’J"" s
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SR . 1979-89 Title.l Engh,sh Language Arts Results
for Students Tested on.a Fall-to-Spring Schedule,
(50 States p]us the ‘)1str1ctf of* Co]umb1§7‘

\ -

’ %ﬂ. L. i . " i " 5 ! ! )q‘ - ‘,
. FerslE e o ¢ . ) i
COREy e - ; ] -
R4 e ‘,;\» Yae ’ . . -2
. i ‘{,{ﬁ.....-.\ U . - . ° « ¢
Loean -f‘“»‘ N " . * .
s D e Tab]e Jo . T ‘
. 1979-80, Tit‘le 1 hsh Lan guage A;s Results ' {
for Stude&ts Te¥ted:on a Fu]T Year Schedule ; | -
) (50 Statey’ pﬂu Q‘l stmct of Co]umb1a) .
e [ 3
- K J\I \‘\}‘} v H ,,',' .\. «e ] -y . 3
iGrade we1ghted Normal Curve ’f-.‘qhhya&ent - . Percentile Percent
Number - T Al Y s " Additional -
Tested Pretest. Posttést@@a‘-m Pre:test Posttest:  Growth '
_ Y BN :{1""; "."’?’o ( ] E) iR
2 . 4,250 29.5 . 31@1::2;27 1719 * 10
-3 5,981 30.4 KY.¥ 1.9 -8 . 20 . 14 “
4 4,261 32,9 - 3398 . 0,7 21 22 17 -
5° 7,055 31.8 33 & p .5 , 19 | 22 14 Ty !
~6 . 7,32 32.7 34, 9. . 2,37 21 24 45 oo
7 6,415 30.5 32.8° & 2.3 - 18 . 21 44 o
8 5,540  :29.3 . 320 2.8 .6 *20 ¢ 43 ‘
9 3,518 28,0 . 28:4° 04.,] 15 & 15 13
10 . 2,318 " 27.0 ¥, 25.6 o=l 14 . 12 =27 ,
1T 1,618, 25.5 ., 22,9, v 2,6, 5 12 10 -48 LT
12 1,455 23.3 . 22,6 °-0,6- - 10 100 L2, -
) L8 T ‘s l
Table 20 . . s .

] ‘“"/
\\

7 — - S
Grade MWeighted _Normal Cury Equ1vaPent Percentﬂe - Percent .
Number, . / Additional | |
B Tested ~ Pretest Posttest’ Gam Pretest - Posttest -Growth’ . |
T V- & . - ’ L ’ |
2 - 13,655' 34,5 - 41,5 Q 6.9 23 34 64 '
3 13,159 . '32.4. 40,5 --.8.0 20, -.33 90 SR
. 4 12,7110 . 32.6 §9.4/\ 6.8 20 31 - 113 - -
5 12,8100 - 33.6 39‘.5§ 5.8. 22° .31 © 87 .- R
6 .12,542 33.5, . 40.2. “26,7 ¢ 22 {.32-_ < 203
7 79,753 ¥ 29.0 . 34,2 .-5.2 16 « 23 179 ) )
8 8,809 ° .30;5 ° 33,9 3.4 .. “18 -~ 22 | 85 -
9 4,951 30,00 - 38,7 ¥.4,7 % 17 23 235 :
10 3,11 28.4 "< 32,9 't 4,5 .7 =15 . 2 - 127 o
11, 1,740 27.6.°7- 31,22 3.6 .14 19 /. = .109 . b
127 923 2t.2 =~ :30.4° 3,20 - 14 . 18 160 - - at
. . : “':' 5 ) ‘ ) . ,/
o "3 . . . s . Yoe .. : _
0 < -y ) . . ¥ 22{ > zm? vr' B ,:
3‘3:2 4 =T :A‘;a&: " ‘)L‘, ~ :‘ E a * :}&‘ . 8 b ~}:"
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. ’ e Tz'ible 73 | g , ! i ' r
% ' .
| R Dlstmbutwn of Full Year Mathemat1cs Mean NCE Scores for States - e
® ; . mth at Least 100 Students Tested
. o #
7 Grade Number. PretestyPercentile Posttest Percentile v - NCE Gam
of. <15th 15.1-25th 25.1-40th. 240th <15tT 15.1-25th” 25.7-40th- >40th Z20.0 0,0-3.5 - 3.6-7. 0>7'.0 )
States N (%), N (4] *N (%) W (%), N (@) N (@ N (@] N (%) N (®) N (3) N &NV &~ -
" 2 i 23 3{13) ,-7 (3b) 7 (30) 6 (26) . 0 (0) 05"(22) 4 (17) 14 (61) 3 (13) 7 §30) 9 (39) 4 f7)' '
’ '3 7 26, 4(15). .11 (42) 8 (31) 3 (12) 0 (0) 6(23) 1 (42)° -'g (35) 5 (19) 8 (31) 9 (35) 4 sls)
4 . 31 5 (19) 16 (52) .3 (10) 6 (19) 1 (°3) 13 (42) 8 (26) 9,(29) .4 (13) 11-°(35) 12 (3934 (13)
-5 30 7 (23) 15 (50) - 5 (17) 3 (10) 2 (7)°12 (40) 7 (23) 9 (30) 2 (7)14 (47) 8 (27) 6 (20
6 A 7 (271)1“’17 (59) 2 (7) 3(10) 0(0) 12 (41) 12 (41) 5 (17) 0.(0) 9 (31)16 555) 4 (18).
7 23 -6 (2§)’“ 1 (48)% . 4 (17) 2 5 9) 4 (17) 7 (30) 8 (35) 4 (17) 3 (13) 11 (48) 8 (358) 1 ( 4Y
° B 22 4 (18) LO (45) 5 (23)% 3 (14) 2 (9) 9 (41) "5(23) 6 (27) 3 (14) 14 (64) .4 (18)-1 ( 5)
RS a3 4 (3T, 36 (46) 1 fn‘sa)‘ 2 (15) 3(23). 6(46) 2{15) 2 (15) . 4(31) &7(46) 2-(15) 1 ( 8) |
10 7 4 (57) "1 (14) T (14) 1 (14) 4 (57) 2 (29) 0.(0). 1 (14 4 (57) 2 (29) 1 %M) o(9) ~
B B 6 4:(67) O0(0) 1Q7) 1(7) 4(67)., 0(0) 1(17) 1(17) -2(23) 3(50) 0 (0)1(17) -
- 12 ‘ 5 3 (50) 1 (17)‘?‘,,&,1* (17) 1 (17) 3 fSO)_ L(/]?) 0 (0) 2(23) 2 (3'3). 2 (33) 2 {33) 0 ( Q)‘.
B 2 B Table 24 ° ,
. ) D1strll)ut1on of Fa]l to Spmnq Mathematics Mean NCE Scores for States :
r € Cw " With, a.t Least 100 Students(_Tested .
' Gr-a(ﬁ Number Pretest Percentile : Posttest Parcentile - NCE Gain
. 0f * ¢T5t .1-25t 1=40th >40t &15th  15.1-25th -25.17-40th >40th <0,0. 0,0-3.5 3.6-7.057.0
- " States N (%) N (%) N- (%) N (%) N (%) -N# (ﬁ N. (F) N(%) NN (2)-N (%) N (%)
v 44 14 (32) 25 (51) 5 Zl]) 70:(0) o1 (2 7(16). 12.(27) 24 (55) 0 (0) 2'-**5( 4 4 (9) 38 (86)
3. 45 10 (22) 32-(71) 3 { 7) 0 (0) 2 (4) 8 (18) 20 (44) 15 (33) 0 (0)-2 ¢ 4)-12 (27) 31 (69) .
4 43 13 (30) 27 (63)° 3- (s )‘ 0 (0) , 1(2) 8(19) 19 44) 14 (33) 0(0)1(2) 8 (]9) 34 579) i
5 44 15 (34) 26 (59) 3<( 7)" 0 (0) 2 (-5) 11 (25) 21 (48) 10 (23) 0 (0) J (2) 1 (25).32 (73) . -
= 6 46 17 {37) 25 (54). 9 (‘ 7). 1 (2) - 3(7) 15 (33) -13 (28) 15 (33) 0 (0) 2 ( 4) 15 (33) 29° (63)
7 41 " 14 (34) 25 (61). 2 (5) "0 (0) 1 (2) §4l) 18 (44) 5 (12) 0 go; 2 ( 5; 23 §56) 16 (39
. .. 8 .37 13 (35) 21 (57)V 3(8). 0(0) - 3(8) '15 41) 16 (43) 3+(~8) 0 (0) 2 ( 5) 20, (54) 15 (M
9 ¢25 . 11 (44 14 (56). "0-(0). @ (O) - 3:(12) 11 *(44) 10 (40) 1 (%)' 0 (0) 3 (12) 13 (52) 9 (36)
- 10 “X1 .8 (47) 6 (35% 3 (18; 0 ?Q_) 1 ( 6) §?9)- 8 547) 3(18), 1 (6§ 1(6) 9 (53) 6 (35)
11 7 3 43) .2 (29), 2 (29 0 (0) 1 (14) 29) 2 (29) 2 (29) 0 (0) 1 (14) 5 (71) 1 (14)
1‘2 4 0(0) 3(75) 1.(25),- O"(O), L0 ¢ 0)(\1\(25)‘ » 2 (50) 1 (25) 0 (0) 1 (25) 2 (50) l. (25)
o - ’ ‘ . « ! . ) ’ e
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