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Title I of the EleMentary and Secondary Education Act has been prd-
viding funds to State and local education'agencies since 1965 "to prOVIde
financial assistance ... to expand and improve .... educational programs
... which contribute particularly-to meetin4 the special needs of educa-
tionally deprived children' (ESEA Title, I, Section 101, 43.L. 89-10,' as
amended). Title I is the largest Federal aid program in eleinentaryand'
secondary education ever enacted, with appropriations growing frdm $959
million in FY,1966 to over three billion dollars in FY 1980.

Evaluation requirements have been part of the law from itstbegioning,
but no common reporting system was used. (See Wisler'aid Anderson 1979

for a more detailed discussion of federal evar4tiom'of Title. I pircomms
pvqr the .years. ) Data from State and local education agencfeS were not
comparable, and Congress atteffipte to deal with the problem` of the'lack ot
comparable-data by enacting Section 151 bf ESEA Title rin'the Education
Amendments of 1974 (PA... 93-380)0 -Districts were required to evaluate
the effectiveness of programs and submit-their evaluations to the States,
which in turn reported to the U.S. Commissioner of Education (now the
Secretary of-Education). The Commissioner was required to provide models
for evaluation which included uniform procedures and criteria to be used
by local and State agencies.

In 1974, t ,Ale Department of Education (ED) awarded a contract to RMC
Re§earch CorporYjon to develop models for the reporting yid evaluation
of_Title I projects. There were numerous constraints placed on the models
due both tO the nature of the Title program and to the requirement that
all local' education agencies would be rtquiredoto 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, and since nearly .

all districts (14,000 out of 16,000, with primarily only very small dis-
tricts not receiving' Title. I grants) had Title I programs, most standard
experimental designs calling for a comparison group of.unserved students
were impossible--indeed, illegal--to implement. A second constraint was
that the majority of4 districts. were small .and did :not have experienced
evaluators or the resources to purchase' evaluation services. Thus, any,
reporting and evaluation' system wou!d need to be relatively easy for dis-
trict personnel ,to understand and. to implement and would need to be re-'
strictedta a bare minimum of information. Third, the data-from the dis-
tricts needed to be easily aggregatable to allow for a cohesive'Federal,
report.-

While trying to work within these constraints, RMC and the Office
of Education developed the Title I Evaluation'and Reporting' System (TIERS)
and its supplemental material. Numerous modifications were made, to the
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TIERS during review- by State and local
197.9, the Offjce of Education published
tiorLmodels, andafter the normal review

gm(

2

education agency officials. In
regulations outlining the evalua-
procedures, the regulations became

. fihal. The components. of TIERS include: -

o three evaluation models plus. options for alternative models,

o a reporting 'system, including descriptive information informa-
tion-, . .

. ..
o supporting documents, tncluding a handbook 'of instructions for

reporting, a policy manual, and-'the Evaluators' References, and
\. k

. N ,. . .

o technical standards.'

tti Al Sitat 1,44e- required .to'-- collect the. required. _information from
their;cittiitts, compile-the oca 1 iieport's into a ;state- report, and subMit '

.r4Pprt.,fro- the federal government ,sting the commbn evaluation syseft...
The:,first- year of uniform implementation-of TIERS was -the 199-8P. schobl,

,yea'r;odith. reports being sent to .the Qffige of Educat4oh (now the Depart-
meutfof tdud4ion) by Fe' ruark 1, 1981. ,A-secod"report is due from the
States on February 1, 1983;,,and will contain data. ,from both the 1980-81;

.:: and 1981-82 school- years.

By August. of '1981., ,ED" had received reports ,from Mate Education
Agencieslwith title I' programs. 'Information on (the, characteristics of
Students served th'd nature'of the services provided, and the numbers arid'
characteristics of others (staff, parents, and administrators) who work -in
Title I was Collected using a form commonly called the-TIERS forrg. .Reports
were received frpm SEAS throughout the spring and summer of 1981 and numer-
ous revisions were made as ,State and Federal' personnel reviewed the forms
during the 'summer and fall. In 0ctober, the decision was made to procede
-with analysis.

6. 4.

Participation Information
F

Participation information was received from all '50 statess, the Dis-
trict of CpTumbia Guim, Puerto Rico, the Trult-"Territories q, the Pacific
Islands, the -Virgqi 'Islands, and the Bureau of -Indian Affairs. Information

"o'n the characteristics of students served, the nature of the services
provided, and the number and characteristics of , others (staff, parents,'
and administrators) who work yin Title I was collected. Often SEAs had not
collected particular'informatfon (such'as -ethnic data) or had not collected

format in the 'required form (such as not reporting staff in full-time
equivalentS). For the first time, however, ED had comparable data from
each State, and the quality of data submitted was probably higher that
that received in previous years.

Number Served by Grade, Level During the Regular Term

Oz,

States were required to report the number of Title I participants
during the regular term of 1979,,80, by public and nonpublic designation and
grade level.. Participants in local', but., net State, institutions fors
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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 pirticipant, and each sttdent' was to be counted
only ant regardless of the number of subject matter areas in which he or
she recoived instruction. Participants n ungraded classes were to be

assigned to grades. on the basis of age at the 'beginning of the school
year. (See the Handbook: Instructioni. for'Title I Reporting, 1960 for
complete information.) , _

Data were received frqm all -56 S,EAs' (see Table I). However, some SEAs
reported pupils in ungraded clacsses,iri' the. totals but not in the individual,,
grades and s.ome SEAs did not report 1 oca 1 Neglected or nquent 'progra-m
students by grade level, and'puric/rioppubl lc desiihativ; .tli.erefiore the
rows and *columns in -Table 1 wil 1 hot .add to- the total number served.,

. .

Table 1 . ,

Number of. Regula r _Term Titl-e.'rParticipants by
Grade Level and Publ,tc/Nonpublic,Statu§ during 1979-80.

Grade

Preki nderga rten
Kindergarten

2
3

4
-5
6

7
8

10
11

12

Public
Number ,r5T7

Nonpublic
. 'Number

Total
um er

-61,587 (

293,182 '( 6)
616,131 (12)
666,218 (13)
673,650 C13)
616,716 (12)
601,055 (12)
'501,515 F1(T)

383,588 ( 7)
312,929 ( 6)
212,465. ( 4)
122,516 *( 2)
69,100 ( -1)

40,283 ,( 1)

Total 5,170,935 (100)

Totall-
(including

5,173,718
ungraded)

677 (0:4)
.6,666 ( 4)

20,917 ( 11)
26,849, ( 14)
27,439. (, 14)
25134 ( 14).
23 0104 ( 12)
20,6,75 (.11) %
13;486 (' 7)
10,585 ( 6),

(: 3)
q,65 ( 2)
1,797. ( 1)

1,176 ( 1) .

188,864 (100)

189,654

-

62,234
299,848

' 637,048
693,067
701,089
642,550
624,459,
522,190
397,074
323,5-14
218,839
125,521'

, 70,897
41,459

5,359,819

5,402,3412

10

1 Some SEAS reported pupils,in ungraded cla sses in the totalt but not v,,

in individual .grades ;"
" a

Some SEAs did not report:l, ocal NV' D students: by grade level and
,public/nonpublid

74'

et.
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During 1979-80, approxiMately, 5.4 minion students were served by

programs funded by Title I grants to local 'education agencies. Approxi-

mately 3.5 percent of these students were in nonpublic schdols, 'and the
majority, both in public and nonpublic schools, were in the elementary
grades. Approximately 72% of public school participants and 76% of non-

_ public, school participants were in grades. 1 through, 6. Only08% of par-

t ticipanti' were in grades 9 through 12, and 7% were inikrekindergarten and
kinderi.rten

c

II SI .11

Public 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.- Eifty-four SEAs served students

at the kinder9arten'level; 41 served more than 500 kindergarten students.
All-56 SEAs- served students in grades 1 trough 3, all but one SEA (the
District of*Coluirbia) served students in grades 4 and 5, and all but two
SEAs (D.C. and Guam) served. pdb.lic school students in grade 6. At the
junior high and'high school levels the number of studt9ts served decreased
rapidly, especially at the higher grades. In grades 1_, only 40,283 public

school students were served by Title I programs.

Nonpublic school participation . Fourteen SEAs reported serving
nonpublic school students at the prekinqergarten level; only 677' prekin-

dergarten students were served nationwide. Thirty-five SEAs served kinder-

garten students, and all' SEAs except the BPA (whichwould 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
TitleI programs.'

,

Participition in local institutions for the neglected or delinquent.-

SEAs reported the total number of Title I participants during the regular,

term in local, but not State, institutions for neglected or delinquent
children. Each student wars to be counted once regardless" of the number of

times he or sh,e entered a local institution, forneglected or,delinquent
children. Forty-two SEAs reported serving 'a total of 714364 students.
The range of the number of students served was from 41 to 33,599. Twenty

States reported serving more than 500 students and 13. reported serving
fewer than 250 students.

.

NuMberof Students Served During the Regular Term by Service Area

,

.
. SEAS reported .the number of. participants during the regular

. term by type- of .service and public,- nonpublic, and local neglected or'

'delinquent designation. Table 2 presents this information. Service areas
were divided into instructional areas and supporting areas. Inttructional.

areas include ''English to limitdd-English speaking students, reeding,

English language arts other than reading or services.rto Limited-English

speaking, mathematics, 4 vocational education, icecial activities for the

handicapped, and other. Other instructional aYeas intlude such areas as
, "natural sciences, social sciences and social, studies, business, healthe

'safety, driver and physical education, and industrial' arts, Supporting

areas include the following: attendance, social .work, guidance and psx-
,
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eke of pupils' to and from school activities, either betWeen home and
school or on. trips to school activiti:gs. A student'was Counted once for'
each instructional 'area in which he or she received services. A student

-was counted once for each category of supporting services that hethat she

received.

6

All except!one SEA the.BIA) reportgd the number of students served
by service area. Based on the 55 SEAs Which reported this,40ormation,
4,197,336 (78%)- of the Title I participants received services in reading.

'The second most common ar a for services was.mathe tics (2,483,044 stu-
dents, or 46%),
language arts (19

'served fewer stude
were served by pr

programs in this ,a
'SEAS reported progra

Public school pa
most common service a
Title 'I_ students (79%)

over 2.3 million stugen
tion, with over 1.5 mil

The-three :next most commo
), and other intructio
is than were'served by
rams in vocational educ

ea) and special ectivit
s).

ticipants. In 1979-80,
ea 'in .Title I. Over
received services in
s'served (47%) 'was set
ion students (29%), was

areas, health services (28%),
al services (19%), together
eadingf, The fewest students
tion {onTy 7 SEAs reported
es for the handicapped (14

aiding continbed to be the
our million public school'

aging. Mathematics,, with
nd, and health and nutri-
third. Over one million

studenesleportedly -wer served by other instructional areas; three-
quarters af.these studdn s were .in. one State (California), which reported
that the students in thi category Primarily rec -Ned multicultural ser-
vices. Other common were language a,rts pro rams.in Spanish (Puerto
Rico)- and early chi Ood irojects.

. Nonpublic sch ol participants. Nearly 190,000 nonpublic; students

',received Title I \services, .uring the regular term of 1979-80. Seventy-

eight percent of nonpublic Title I participants received services in,

reading. This percentage is comparable to the percentage of public school
Title I students who receive reading. The percentag' of Title I students

who receive mathematics instru ion ,funded by Title I as 36% for nonpublic
versus 47% for public student . No more than 9% of t e nonpublic Title I

students received services any of the other init uctional or support
services.

Participants in local ins itutions 'for the negle ted or delinquent.
Over 71,000 students were reported to have beenserved by Title I programs
in local institutions for neglected or delinquept.children. More of these
students (49%) received service :in reading than in any other. area.

Approxtmately 30% of the students received Title I mathe toics instruction;
no more than 11% of the student received ,services in ny of the other
'instructonal dr support area.

\P`
Percent of Population Servedrby Title I

In order to obtain an esAima e of the percent e o publi5, school

students who were served by Title I programs (Table 3 , t e total elemen-
tary and secondary, public school en ollment-:in'the.fall of 1978 (National
rCenter for Education Statistics fig res) was LAed. 141e.en ollment inclu-
ded the 50 states plus the District of Columbia., lEnrollm nt figures for

9
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thefall- of 1979 were not available at the time the analyses were made for
the 1979-80 Title I data.). During the 1979-80 school year, therelwere
4,929,504 Title I students from the 50 s,tates plus the District of CoJum-
bia; using the 1978 enrollment as an estimate. of the 1979 ,enrollment, it
can be estimated that approximately 11.6% 'public school- students were

served by Title I. Estimates were not made by grade level but it is spec-
ulated thata larger percentage of students were. served at the Tower grades
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%.

Table 3

Percent-of Students in.Title I' Programs in States. With and Without
State Compensatory Education Programs

States with
state compensatory
education programs

States without
state compensatory
education programs

All 51 StateS

Number of FY 80
Public School
Title I

A
Students .

1978

School
Enrollment

Percent Served in Title I

Average ,Range

2,584,522 c" 21,640,352 11.9 6.6 - 18.6

1-.1r

.2,344,982 20,919;584 11.2 4.0 - 26.3

4,929,504 42,559,808 11t6 - 26.3

I

Ethnic Characteristics of Title I Participants

. States were asked'ta record the number of Title I students during the

regular term 9ccording to five ethnic,groups: American Indian or Alaskan

-Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black not Hispanic, Hispapic, and White

_4 not Hispanic. Each-. student wasto be counted in only one group. Nine

SEAs did not report group information, and other States used esti-
mates or had incomplete..illformation. Table 4 presents the ethnic group
characteristics of Title I students for the reporting SEAs and for all
SEAs using estimates for the missing data. The missing data were estimated

.4"
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Table 4'

Ethnic Characteristics of Title.I Participants
'During the Regular School Term in 1979 -80

All reporting SEAs5

Ethnic Group Number :(%)

White, Not HiSpanic . 2,490,868 (51)

Black, Not Hispanic '1,399,044 (29)

Hispanic . .(16)
.

Asian or Pacific islander . 98,207 ( 2)

*. American Indian 93,785 ( 2)
,

.

All SEAs6

Ethnic Group Number (%)
.

White, Not Hispanic 2,947,006 (55)

Black, Not Hispanic 1,466,83 (27.)

Hispanic 774,529 ,(14)

Asian, Pacific Islander, 19,577 ( 4)

nor American Indian
.

,
,,.

5 Nine SEAs did not report ethnic breakdowns.
State population data were used to estimate missing information.

.*1/4

F

by use of 1970 Bureau of Census 'population estimates to proportion the
Title I students into ethnic categories. This procedure will probably

overestimate the,number of non-Hispanic.White Title I participants.

'IF Based qn available information, it is estimated that slightly over
one-half.of Title I participahts during the regular term of 1979-80 were
non-Hispanic whites, slightly more than one-quarter were non - Hispanic

Blacks, between ne-seventh and one -sixth were Hispanic, and less than

'lye percent were Asian, Zacific Islander, or American_Indian.

1

- Title I Parent Activity
'

,

'
. .

,

Table r5 presents information on parent participation in Title I

activities. Over 272,000 elected members of school advisory Cbuncils

were parents of Title I students; only 1-9,000 weFrparent6 of nonpublic

school students. People who are not parents of Title .I children may-

serve as members of school advisory councils, as long as the.majority of °

council members are parents of Title I children: No .1)1-formation was

collected the number of other members; however, since nearly 399,000..
eI'ected members of councils received training related to school advisory

..,
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Table

Title I Parent Activity Information for T979-80

9

N./
44.

Adyisoll Councils

,

272,556,
19;390.

'398,952

6,624

Number'of elected members of a school advisory council who:

were parents of'T..ttle I public school students :

were'parents of Title I nonpublic school students :

received training related to school adyisory council
activities

.

Number of local education a9encies' that provided Titre I
funds for advisbry council activities . :

Parent Activities

Number of parents of Title-I students' involved in thg following Title I

activities:

project-planning, 'implementation, and/or evaluation.'
volunteers in the Title I classroom ,

volunteers in Title-I activities outside the
Title I classroom .

Number of other parents involved in the activities listed

:

.387,235

126,238-

90,410

163,322

Avena'ge Amber of people who attended' school advisory council meetings:

Mean : 13.8

Range: 4.0 - 115.9

4

councils,' it can be i =nferred hat at least 107,000 elected members of.,

school advisory councils were of parents of Title I students. Over 6600
local education agencies vided Title I funds for advisory council

activities. The average number 'of people at -tends, school advisory coun-
cils wak... 14. This numben includes parents' of itle I and -non-Title I

students as wel1 as community ,personnel, school personnel, and any other
individuals who attended the meetings.

Large numbers of parents of TitleI students also were involved in
Title I activities suc'h as project planning, implementation, and.evalua-
tion (387,000), Title I classroom .volunteers (126,000), and volunteers
in Title I activities outside thg.TitleI classroom (90,000)1. Over 163,000
other parents also were involved in these activities. ,

O

5

/

ka
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Table4611! present4s the number_ of ,staff members employed full-time' in
Title L projectg. Staff methbers'. Who .worked, for Title j projects,for a
greater percentageof time than they were paid with Title I funds, were,

counted- iflokterms of the amount of time they worked in Title d,: not the
amount of.-time thq -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 fundsf, the teacher would be
counted as one full-time equivalent, not.- .75 FTE.) Staff members were
recorded in seven categories: administratiVe staff, teachers, teacher

aideg, currieulum specialists, staff providing supporting services (such
as social work., guidance, psychological counseling, heAlth, nutrition,
attendance, library, speech pathology, audidlogy, evaluation, and .psycho-
logical testing services); clerical staff, and other (e.g., accountantsi
bookkeepers, custodians, icle operators, food service personnel).
, el

Over 200,000.n:04-time-equivalent staff members. ; or one for approxi-

dately every 27' Title students,' served the Title ' prOghin -during the
regular term of 1979-8. Thirty.;nine per6ent of the staff members were
teachers and 46% were teacher Odes; thus 85% of thestaff were directly
.

Involved with educational services to Title.L children..

Title 'I Staff

1 .

41.

J

Table 6

Number of Staff Employed in Title I Projectg
During the 1979-80 Regular School Term in Full-Time Equivalents

,

I ,

Job Classification :

1

Full-time Equivalents.( %) 4

'.-

Administrative Staff
Teachers
Teacher Aides

...Curriculum Specialists'
Staff Provitling'SuppOking Services
Clerical Staff
J,Other

Total

6,312.0 .. ( 3)
78,494.8 (39) -.

- 91,457.2 (46)

6,241.8 (,3). k

6',303.7 . -: ( 3)

5,076.4 .( 3) .

6,607.6. ( 3)

20b,493-.S. TTOITY

, J

Table 7 presents the number oirtaff members who received Title I-
funded training any time between Jury L, 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 Title I funds (Non-Title I Staff). Only staff wh` had received either.
inTservice'or pre-service Title I funded training that was sponsored by

the school or by the local educaion'agency.were countedl not those who
had received.training sponsored by the State.
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Over 300,0150 staff members received...1,We I'. funded training spon- .

cored by either the school or local education 'agency, and nearly 186,000
(62%) were Title I staff members. It is 'not potsible to compare directly
the number of staff members employed and the number trained since the
former number is in FTEs -and the latter number is _not.. However, if-I-fie
number of FTE employees is used as 'a minimum figure (ite., an FTE cocint
of 200,494 means that there are at least 200,494 people employed, <and
although in all probability there, 'ire many more than that, one has no
easy method' of ,determining -how many more from the data available) we can
obtain an upper-bound, estimate inthe.pe'rcentage of Title I staff trained,
which is-93 percent. . *

b
.

°

Table 7

Number ,of Staff Receiving Title rF'unded Training'
Between July 1, 1979,and June 30, 1980

,1 : :t
Job Classification' . Title I Non-Title I Total -,

7 > 7 4 Staff . Staff

"

i ,

...

Admi ni strati ve Sta
TeaChers . ...

; Teacher Aides
Curriculum- Specialists
Other:

I
Tata 11

4

6,893
.79,096

85,8361
kl,601
9,243

185;996-

-10,387
,85,620
-5,892
-f,642
10,764

114,375'

' 1.7,280
164,780-

- 91,728
6,03

20;007-

300,374. .

-

_

)6N.f .
' One state. did not report staff by job classification; therefore, the

total i not the sum of -tile numbert in. each category. ,

-

Summer term Activities
7

., .

SEAS were requested to2subniit information- on the number of students
served by grade level and public/nonOublis designation, the nOmber of
students served 15y service area, ,st'udent ethnic group counts, and the
Limber of staff employed joy 0j) classiticatioq for'the -summer term of

0. The summer term was defined to be that period or time directly
following the regular school year '.of .1979-80. 1'n-formation on summer
school programs was less complete than infOrmation on Vie. regulal school
year and in many cases .the numbers should be ' considered lfbwer bound's.
Eight SEAs did not report on summer term acttiitids. Thre stated 'that
there were no summer programs, one stated t.hat'.'he summer want., was
Very limited and no information was availible, and., it_was unc -gay from
the reporting form submitted, by the, other four SEAswhether -ar, not
there were summer programs.

*,

12%
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Participants. Based on the information .received (see Table 8), over
314,000 students participated in Title I programs during the summer.
Nearly 12,00Q of these students Were' i.rr nonpublic schools. The majority,
71%, were in* grades 1 to only 4% percent were in grades 9 to 12. Of
these students, 6139 were in local, :institutions for the neglected or
delinquent in 24 SEAses

Servites provided. Table 9 proOdes inidritiatiod on participation" by
service-area. A majority of the students received instruction in reading
(66%) or mathematics (63%). Only (hie SEA; reported providing vocational
services, and only five reported providing special services for,the:handi-

.. capped.

Staff employed. Sumer' schobl Title I staff were clissified in four
categories: administrative .staff, teachers, teacher, aides, and other.
Over 31,000-FTE staff members (see Table 10) were employed in Title I pro-
jects, or roughly one for .every.10' Title I participants. The majority of
the staff members, 84%, were _teachers or teacher aides.

Table 8

Number of Title I Participants During the Summer Term
in 979-86 by Grade Level and Public-NonpublicDesignation8

Grade: Public
Num er

Non ublic Total
Num er

Prekindergarten` .. 7,241 ( 3') ,

Kindergarten -14,818 ( 5)...
1.- .k.. : 46,523 (16.)
2 . 51,682 .(18)4,_
3 4.7,922 -(17)`
4. ,3-2,326 -(11)
5 '28,640

.6
7.

21,677 ( . '4,_ ).' ,...14.0!1, ,v..

(11, ...-.4s,_ 1.-444_, (10)

8
14,594 ( ) tr;:;:712,9. ..,`/,,,,,,

9

9,268 ( ) , ' d2,. l(:,021

6,49F ( '2)
10 3,680 4( 1)
11 2,326 (--)

-, 238% ( 2)

12' 1,232 (--.)
-.1.3486 - ((...1,.

-f ....

Total 288,420 (100) 12,008 (100)1

'210 ( 2). 7,451
,858 (15) 16;676

1,488 (12) 48;-011
1,568 .--.(13) 53,250'
1,620 s(13) 49,542.

('12)
29,884::

9,663
6;713
1,918 (.1)
2,474/ )
1,26

:300,4

314,252Tota l including 301,422, 12,816 .,
all ungraded and Nor

as.

Data are incomplete due to incomplete seporting.and represent a lower

bound on-the actual- number served.
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Table 9
0

Title PParticipation by Service Area for the 1979-80 SummQP,SchoOl Term

0 eType of Participation Total :

:16176er-7-TT
Service Area *. Public

--1175i7.757-
Nonpublic Local N D'

Number (97- Number

Instructional

.140.4

Reading 194,018 (66) 9,170 (72) '4,581175d:20: 768 (66)

r,'Mathematics,'. 189,616 (64) 6,204 (48) 3,114 (53) 3)

Other 7 85,142 (29) 1058 (15) 832 (14)- 87,932 28)

Language Arts. 44,086 (15) 1,484 '(T2) 780 (13)-. 46,350 (15)

Limited English ' 45,370 (16)4 173 .( 1) 24 (--) .45,561.(15)

Vocational 955 (--) : 29 (--) 118 ( 2) 1,102 ( - --),

Special for Handicapped 382 (--) 15 (-) 0 C--) 393 (-,)

; Supporting - 1

, .

Transportation 90,559 (31) 5,352 (42) 250 (12) 95,683 (30)

Attendance . 41,688 (24) 894 ( 7) 656,(11) 73,237 (23)

4), Other . 68,899 (23) 279 ( 2) 344 ( 6). .69,522 -(22-)

Health 44,737 (15), 2,,156 (1.7) 301 ( 5)- 47,194 (15.)

Total Number Served 295,3039 12,816 6,139 314,252. .

9 Thii number is an estimate obtained-by subtracting all local Neglected
or Delinquent participants from the total number of Public'partici-
pants. Since some local Neglected- or-Delinquent participants may be
in Nonpublic institutions, the number is an underestimate. For the

same reason., the number of Nonpublic participants is an overestimate.

Table 10

Number of Stiff EmpTOyed in Title I Projects, During
the Summei- Term of 1979-80'in'Full-Time Equivalents

. *
Job Classification Full-Time ( %)

Equivalents.

Administrative Staff 1,214.5

Teachers 18,612.6

Teacher Aides 7,992.4,

Other 3,738:5

Total- 31,558.0 T100 7

14



4711

1

Student Achievement

14

All 56 Sta.te education agencies were required to submit achievement
information for readirig,*mathema.tics, and language arts programs in grades
2 thrOugh t2 SEAspad the option of reporting data from all of theivr-
local education agencies (LEAs) or from a 'sample of one-third af the LEAs.
Tweqty SEAs reported on a sample of thei LEAs, and- heir test data were
wefghted by a factor of-three far all an yses. In a few cases, inclusion
of a large city in4the sample may have caused the sample to be wetghted

,too heavily, but the, overall effect of hips should be,mlniffal.

A Oevellient information was uported separately by subjectr0e,
and to t interval but was combined/across test and model' for the_state
aggregate. Virtually all LEAs were reported to be using the norm-referenced
model,, Model A. (See Horst, Tallmidge, and Woed, 1975 for,a description

--of the models.) For this report, only. data from the .50-states arid the
,District of Wumbia were analyzed.

SEAs reported, for each grade, test cycle, and subject-combination,
membership, pe number of students with both pretest and posttest scores,
the weighted' mean .posttest score in Normal Curve Equivalent units (NCEs),
and the weighted mean-lain j4n NCEs. The NCE is a %standard score metric
with a mean 'of 50 and a staldard doiation,of 21.06. 'The use of a standard
score metric allows arithmetical computations of the data which would not
be'poSsible with percentil

r L:
In addition to th state aggregate information in grades '2,through 12,

SEAs reported project level information for grades 2, 6, and 10. Project

leVel information inc uded an LEA identification code, a project code, a
subject matter code, a-mpdeT=test interval code; hours per week of instruc-
tion,:.'the total number of hours of project instruction, the student-to-a
instructor 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.

Thq State aggregate data for each subject matter area are discussed
separately below. Three types of_scores.are used in the discussion: NCEs,
percentiles, and a percent additional growth index. Pretest, posttest,
and gain scores are reported in kEs.; the pretest NCE score was obtained
by subtracting the gain NCE from the posttest NCE. Federal NCE data are
weighted averages of the State level NCE information. The percent addj-
tippal growth index is the amount of observed growtfi beyond the growth
reduired 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 fkve commonly used tests was used here.
(See Gabriel, 1981 for aAi.complete Idistussion of norm-referenced growth
expecqtions.) Growth expectations decrease with increasing grade levels;
therefore tOe same NCE gain would trapslate into a greater percent addi-
tional growth at a higher 3prede 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 25tWould be'25% greater growth than
expect144, and a gain.of -25% would show a rate of growth only three-
quarters ,as great as expected without. the program. Caution should be
exercised when interpreting these figures.

15
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Ttst Cycle Effects.-
.

'Different patterns of results were fAUnd for students tested on a,
fall -to- siring schedule (typically October to 8p'ril) and those tested on

An annual schedule (typically April to April). The gains 'for students
,,otested annually are uniformly lower-than the ,gains for students tested

1a1 l-to-spring. The posttest scores- shdw a tendenCy to be similar for the
two groups; thei-efore, the pretest scores tem:Leo be lower for the

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
during the school year 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-spring evaluations,

anomalies in test 'norms, and greater accountability in annual testing

programs.

Achievement Level and Gains

Tables 11 through 16 show the achievement level and gains of students:
includedin the evaluation 'of reading matifemetics, and language arts

programs. The figures provAdeg' in these tables at-es/theweighted 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 Old posttest information
were included in the Tables 17 through 20.

Reading: Students tested on an annual resting cycle Showed'modest
positive gains at all grade levels except. grades 10 and 11. The: largest

gain. was reported in grade 6, with Ok NCE gain of 3.2 and a perceht

additional growth of 42%. Differences among the grades are small, however,

and should not be interpreted to indicate actual' differences in program
'effectiveness at different grade levels withoht additional information.

There was greatsvariation among states on the gains and pretest standing
reported. The range .of reported gain scores tends to decrease over the
grades, although considerable variation is found :at all -grade levels.

Considerable variation also is found, among the States among the ,weighted
-mman.pretest scores. Across all States, students in T4tle L prdhilins have

a mean NCE percentile equivalent of about' 22 in. the elementary grades'.

Since this percentile is obtained froM a mean value, it is not-possible
to determine exactly how many.students fall OBove and below this number,
but if the distribution of student scores weWnormally distributed, half
of the students'would fall above and half below the' mean. Therefore, we
can roughly estimate that half of the students fall beloiv the 22nd percen-l- -

tile-nationally.. Som? States report figures much higher4er lower than
this, however, At grade 2, the lowest mean NCE percentile equivalent was
9' and the 4lighest was '50. A rough estimate, then; shows .that in one

State ;about half of the stcond grade 'students fell below the 9th percen-
tile, while in another State about half fell below the 50th percentile,
based on students with both pretest and posttest scores.. Clearly, differ-

ent types of students may be being served in different States.

A

6

AK
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Gains for students tested on a fall -to- sprint testing cycle were
. ,

higher than those for students tested annually, with NGE gains tending
to decrease across Kade levels 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 levels, even though the NCE gains decrease because there .

is a lower expectedrgrowth rate in the higher. gradese''NW e variation in

gains and achievement. status were found a'cross grades and States for
:,stutentstested on a fall-to-spring cycle.

, e, . VI**

Mathematics. Studentsqtested on an annual testing cy le showed modest

positive gains at all grade's except grade 10. The largest gain was reported

fay: grade 6, with an NCE 4ii-ibirof 3,9 and a percent additional growth of

44%. Differences `among grades are small and should be- interpreted with

caution. Variability among, the States was even greater for mathematics
than for reading. There was great 4iation among-the States in the -gains"
reported, particularly in the elemeWtary grades. k Considerable variation_i

also was found among the weighted mean pretest scores reported by States,
Wittha range at 'grade 4 from the 8th percentile to the 9th percentile.

Gains for ,students tested on a `fall -to- spring cycle were, higher than

those for students tested annually, with NCE gains tending to decrease
across" the grade levels: from a high 'cif 10.5 in grade 2 to a. low of 5.3 in

grade 10. The percent additional growth index increases across, grade
levels even though. 'the NCE gains 'decrease because of the lower expected
growth -rate in the higher grades. Wide Itsylation in gains and achievement

status were found across the "States for,students tested fall-to-spring as

well as for those.- tested annually.-

Language Arts. Far' fewer .studetlk participated
programs than in reading and mathematics. Students

testing cycle showed modest positive bains ,through gra

Tosses in grades 10 through 12. The, size of the gains wi

the size of the reading and mathematics gains. As with r
matics, the fallzto-spring gains are larger than the annua
reading and mathematics, howeVer, the pretest scores for

language 'arts'

on an annual
and modest

y similar to-
mathe-

gai ns. 'Unlike
the two groups

are similar.

c

°CP.



Table 11
. N

1979-80 Title Reading Achievement Resdfts'
for Students Tested on a Full-Year Schedule
(50 States plus the District' of Columbia)

.1° rr

Grade Weighted
Number

Tested

Normal Curve' Equivalent Percemoile Percent
Additional

GrowthPretest Posttest Gain Pretest --Posttest

2 85,019 37.6 38.6 1.0 28 29 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.§ 4 36.2 2.3 22 26 32

6 107,06 33.9 37.2 3.2 22 27

41
7

8

66,923
58,026

33.9

'433.6
35.8
35.8

1.8

2.2

220

22

25

25

27

9 30,082 32.0 33.8 1.8 20. 22

10

11

'14,2T5
8,579

30.2
27.5

29.5

25.3 .

. -0.7

-2.2
17,
14

17

12
12 7,146, 25.4 26.8 1.4 12 ,14

?4:

..Table 124,

1979-80 ,Title I ReadingAchievement Results
for Students Tested on 'aTall-to-Sprtpq Schedule

(50 States Plus the District of Columbia)

,

.Grade Weighted Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile
,5; NUTber

Tested 'Pretest Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest

17

Per'dent

Additional\

GroWth

*
2

3

310,555,

293,909
30.8 40.g
28.7 .36.1

9.4

7.4

J8

16

32

26
77

, 90

,4 270,826 28.7 ' 35.6 7.0 16 25 111
5. 246,159 29.4 35.5 6.1 16 , 25 132
6 ,:;212',819 29.7 35.7 6.0 -17 25 158'
7 152,417 28.8 , 34.3 5.5 16 23 124
8 122,013 29.0 "34.0 5.0 16 22 113

9 66,475 28.,3 '33.5 5.2: 15 22 163
10, 36,102' 28.6 32.8 4.2 16 4:0021' 131.
11 17,734 27.3 / 30.5 3.2 14 18 123
12 8,383 25.6/ 30.0 4.4 12 ,17 133

.

ti

$

.s

ti'

1 5:2

Ai"
;
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Table 13

1979-80 Title I Full Year Reading Achievement Results
Education Agencies With at Least 100Students Tested

Grade Number
of

.States

2

a.

Normal -Curve' Equivalents

,,Pretest

,

Pastest GaiA

Min Median Max Min Median Max Min Median Max
I

2 34. 22.3 35.2 449.8 28.0 40.1 52.6 -3.9 3.1

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 8.2'

5 32 21.1 '10.5 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

.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 45.7 -2.8 2.2 5.5
9 15 22.2 29:, 42.9. 16.7 32.1 46.3 -8.2 2.5

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. 344 -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

.

Fz

Table 14

1979-8Q Title I Fall-to-Spring Reading Achievement Results for All
State, Education Agencies With.at°Least 100 Studehts Tested 1,

Grade. Number

of

States Pre Vest.

Min Median Max

Normal Curve Equivalents

Posttest Gain
Min Median Max Min Median'Max

a

2 '51 16.4 .31.5 42 24.7 .40.9 49.7 .0 8.9 16.0
3 50 15.1 29,4 31:9 26.4 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 T.1 12.1
5

.6

48

50

18.0

17.3,

29.5
29.1

39.5

36.1

18.9
15.4

35.6
35.0

43.9
,43.4t

-1.5,

-1.9
6.2

5.9
11.8-

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.i
9- 39 18.6 27.5. 33.8 21.8. 32.9 43.6 3.1 ti5.1 11.3

10 35 17.9 28.2 37.9 22.6 32.9 42.8
-

-1.2 4,7 11.2
11 24' 9.2 254 33:2 16.0 28:8 39.0 1.5 2.9 5.8
12 s. 12 13.9 26.6 34.3 17.6 30.2' 41.3 0.0 4.1 '7.0

q,)
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%Table 15

1979-80 Title I Mathemflic Achievement Results
for Students Tested on a Full-YearSchedule ...,'

pp States plus the Ditt ict of Columbia),T.

19

.

1t

Grade Weighte4-

INumber

Tested .

Normal Curve Equivalent ,Percentile Percent
Additional

GrowthPretest Posttest .Gain _ Pretest

.

Posttest

2 50,084 41.9 43.0, / 1.1 35 ' 37 ;5 _

3 65,407 39.7 40.1 0,4 31 32 '0.2
4 70,637 37.5 39.2 1:8 , 28 3b .15

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

7 36,268 34.5 36.7 : 2.2 t 23 _ 26 29
8 '29,530 34.3 37.1 2.8 23 i27 44
9 15,971 34.6

5
35.1 0.5 . 23 . 24 10

10 7,718 32.9 31.6 -1.4 21' 19 -34
11 4,158 34.9 35.3 0.4 24 24 . 11

12 3,587 33.8
g::

_ 34.9 1.0 22 24 48

Table 16

1979-80'Title I Mathematcs Achievement Results
for Students Tested on a Fall-to--$15ring Schedule .

(50 States plus the District of Columbia)

Grade Weighted -Normal Curve Equivalent .Percentile . Percent
Number., Additional
Tested' Pretest' Posttest Gain ' Pretest Posttest Growth

.7

2'.

3

.4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

'12

124,576
137,608
147,333

136,872
119,003
74,807

60,747
28,579
12;192
5,270
2,19t

e

32.0
31.5'*
30.8

30.5

30.9

'3046

30.1

29.8 .

32.0

32.5
30:7

42..5

40.1
39.8

38J
38r6
36L
'360
3569

37:.3

38.1

37.2

10.5

8.6
9,0

8.9,

7.7

6.3
6.2
6.2

5.3

5.6
.6.5

'20

-419

18

18

18
18

17

17

20

. 20

,18 '

36

32

31

30

29

26
. 25

''27

'29'

27

. ,

88
69

134'

115

'141

150

184
200
204
311
65Q

.

-2

20

011
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Table 1.7

1979-80 Title I Full Yea'r MathemticS Achievement Resul
For Al 1 State Education Ageiries. With t Least 100 Students sted

20

Nor al Curve.
Grade .Number

of
States

Pretest,
Min Median ',Max

2 23 -25.6 .37.3 48.8
\ 26 '2210 .35.1 a. 49.8

4 31 23 33.1 49.2
5

6

.,-1-30
-

v...29
20.7
22..0

33.1 .

32.2
49.4
46.3

7 23 20.8 32.5' 44,1
8 22 22.2 33.2. 46.6
9- 13 22.1 29.9 '47.7

10 7 21.2 24.3 51.2.
11 6 19.2 24.2 49.2
12 6 19`,7 27.0 50.6

4.4

ctuivalents

'f'srs'os test
'in 'elan 'ax

oin
in e ian ax

0.4. 4 .5
8.5 3°.1
8.2 3..8

25.7 3'.5
29.3 3 .7,-,
24.6 35 9
26.9 35 0
24.5 32 6
19.9 . 27. 3
24.4 25.9
18.8 30.4°

4,70 -3.2 3.8 10.5
51.6 -3.0 3.4 18.6
51.6 -8.4 4.2 16.7
56.4 -1.5 .5 144
49.9 1.1 4.4 10.1
5(1.8 -0.9 '2.9 7.9
46.3. -5.0 2.8 ,,745
49.2 ' 1.5 8.7
48.5 -5. - *. 9
47-..3 -1.9N-N 1.5 7.2
46.2 -4.4 .2.4 5.9

..

21 Tab.le 18

1

1979180 Title I,,Fall-to.-Sprihg Mathematiecs Achievement Results
For All State. .pbcati on Agencies With at east 100 'Students Teste'd

r

Grade Number .

of -.Pretest
States Min Median Max

2 A4 15.1 31-.'8 39.1 20.8
3 ,45 10.7 37.9 15.5

. p4 '43 17'.9 30.7; 37:4' 25':7
5, 44 14.6 -31.0 38.0 20.2
6 46' 15.2 29.6 43.1 20.5
7 41 .9.0 30.0 36.4 22:8
8 37 13.3----28.7. 37.4. 1/42444

. 9 25. 20.3 28.9 33.5 27.2
10 17 23.7 31.1' 40.2 26.9

-7 18.5 -3T.-4- 25.5
12 30.'7 33.1 39,e6

).4

-- Normal Curve Equivalents.,

_Min.
-PoAttest

Median :Max'

.

.."

41.7 50.3
39.2 474
39.1 48.1
38.5 '07.2
37.8 '50.0
37..8 46.24
36.1- 43.6
33.7 43,2
36.6 44.1
40.8 42.4
39.8 ,43.4

AU,

Min

2.6
1.5
2.6
2:8
2.9
2.1
1.0
2.0

-0.1
2.1
0.2

Gains

Median Max

10.3 23.5
8.4 15.1
9.5 18.0

'8.3 15.5
.7.6 14.0
6.2 15.2
6.3 18.4

-6.1% 10.6
4.7 _10.-
5.0 8
5.2 7.9

;se
ti
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P;t4 'N Table e 19
-ote4.

Yi r. .<
1979-80. Ti Ti sh Lan9uage .Ar;ts Results , '

for Stucler.sle ed'i on a ,F,p1T-Year Schedul e
(50 Statel,'N'tt .*Ristrict of Columbia)

4

.
. 4 ..1.* "

Grade Weighted Normal 'Cueve:vtittkvati:ent Percentile'
Number .

Tested Pretest. Posstthstal4aln Pre:test Posttest.

? 4,250 29.5 -31:45t: ; 17) .19
3 5,981 30.4 . '20
4 1,6,261 32.9 33S Q .0.7 21 22
5 7,055 31.8 33.A' 1:5 19 22
6 7,321 32.7 34.9 2.3 21 24
7 6,415 30.5 32.8' " 2.3 181 21
8 5,540 29.3 32;1 2.8 16 '20
9 3,518 28z0 0-.4 ,15 f 15

10 2,318 27.0 25.6 °--1 .4-- 14 1.2

11' 1,618 , -25.5 22.9 -2.6 12 10
12 1,455 23.3 22,6' 10 .10

Percent
Additional
Growth

' 10
14
17
14
45"

44
"43

13
- 27
- 48
-22

" a

Table 20

1979-80 Title. I English Language Arts Results '
for Students Teted on-a Fall -to -S P ring Stliedule,

(50 States plus tiieripi,strict, CtIlutiibi a
.3-,

Grade Weighted Normal Curt ,Equival;ent
Number,
Tested

4 ,

Percentile e

o

-

)
Pretest Posttest' Gain Pretest Posttest

13,655' 34.5
13,159 '32.4 -
12,710 . 32.6
12,810 33.6

.12,542
9,753 29.0
8,809
4,951

.3,111
1,740

,' 923

-

41.5 6.9
.. .

3:9 . 5 t!'°'
46.2
34.2 . 5.2

2 23
40- 5 18 03 20

4 20
5 22"
6 22
7 16
8 30.5 33.'9 ° 3.4 i 18
9 30.0 3i.7 .4.7 = 17

10 28.4 32.-9 ' : 4.5 15
11 , 27.6 312 3.6 14
12 27.2 30.4 3.2' 1.4

a;

34
-.33

31
31

23
22
23
21

19
18

0
Percent
Additional

-Growth'

64
90

113
'87.
203
179
85

235
,12,7
1'09 .
160

(

a
fr



. Table 2d3

)istribution of Full Year Mathematics Mean NCE Scores for States
With at Least 100 Students Tested

Grade Number. PretestOercenti le,
of. <150 15.1-25th 25.1-40th. 14Oth

Stat4a.

a
.3
4

5

6

7

(8-t

10
11

12

0111LIE0 ILME3LIKI
23 3(13) ;7 (30)
26 , 4 (15). .11 (42)
31 5 (19) 16 (52)
30 '7 (23) 15 (50)
n 7 (2.4)...17 (59)

.23 -6 (2.61' (48)
22 4 '(0) 1;0 (45)

13 (3t),,t.,,,'4,6 (46)
7 4 (57) 1 (14)
6 1(67) 0"( 0)
6 3 (50) 1 (17)

Posttest Percentile
<15th 15.1-25th' 25.1-40th >40th

#

J

- NCE Gain 4.4
<0.0 0,0-1.5 .'3.6-7.0 >710- A ''
' MIMMILMEILIKS

7 (30) 6 (26) 0 ( Or 5 (22) 4 (17) 1,4 (61) 3 (13) 7 (30) 9 (39) 4
8 (31) 3 (12) 9 ( 0) 6 (23) 11 (42) a,. (35) 5 (19) 8 (31.-) 9 (35) 4

..3 (10) 6 (19) -1 (3) 13 (42) 8 (26) 9.(29) 4 (13) 11(35) 12 (394-4
5 (17) 3 (10) 2 ( 7) 12 (40)' 7 (23) 9 (30) 2 ( 7) 4 (47) 8 (27) 6
2 ( 7) 3 (10) 0 ( 0) 12 (41) ,12 (41) 5 (1,7) 0.( 0) 9 (31) 16 (55) 4
4 (17) 2 ( 9) 4 (17) 7 (30) 8 (35) 4 (17) 3 (13) 11 (48)- .8 (35) 1

5 (21)1 3 (14) 2 ( 9)' 9,(41) "5. (23) 6 (27) 3 (1:4) 14 (64) .4 (18) 1
1 Na) 2 (15) 3 (23) , 6 (46) 2 (15). 2 (15) 4 '(31) 6146) 2(15) 1
T

1

(14)
(17)

'1
1

(14)
(17)

4

4-

(57
(67))

2 29()
( 0)

O.( 0)
1 (17)

, 1 (14
1 (17)

4 (5J)
2 (23)

2 (29)
3 (50)

1 (14)1).
0 0) 1

.1 (17) 1. (17) 3 (50). 1,417) 0 ( 0) 2 (23) 2 (3.3), 2 (33) 03) 0

j
Table 24

6

aiWibution of Fall to Spring Mathematics Mean NCE Scores for States
With at Least 100 Studentst Tested

Grade Number - Pretest Percentile
of <) 5th 15.1-25th 25.1 -40th >40th

States % N N %

Posttest Percentile
<.,1 5th 15.145th -25.1-.410th >40th

N 011113110 N 03
NCE Gain

<0.0. 0.6-3.5 3.6-7.0 7.0"
N 01110111M3111KI

2 44 14 (32) 25 (57,)
3. 45 0 (22) 32 71)
4 43 13 (30) 27 (63).
5 44 15 (34) 26 (59)
6 46 17 (37) 25 (54).
7 41 14 (34) 25 (61).

. 8 37 13 (35) 21 (57),"
9 ',425 11 (44)' 14 (56

10 8 (4.7) 6 (35)
11 7 3 (43.) 2 (29).
12 4 0 ( 0) 3 (75)

4

5 (11) 0: (0) -1 (, 2) 7 (16). 12 (27) 24 (55) 0 (0) 244 lit) 4 ( 9) 38 (86)
3 ( 7) (0);;:y 2 ( .4) 8 (18) 20 (44) 15 (33) 0 (0)-2 ( 4)12 (27) 31 (69) .

3 4.7), 0 (0) 1 ( 2) 8 (,19) 19 (.44) 14 (33) 0 (0) 1 ( 2) 8 ('19) 34 (79)
3.(, 7) 0 (0) 2 (:5) 11 (25) 21 (48) 10 (23) 0 (0) ( 2) 11 (25).32 (73)
3 (,7) 1 (2) -3 ( 7) 15 (,33) 13 (28) 15 (33) 0 (0) 2 ( 4) 15 (33) 29' (63)
2 ( 5)
3 (

0 (0)
0'(0)

1 ( 2)
3 ( 8)

17 (41)
'15 (41)

18
16

(44)
(43)

5

3

(12
..(- 8)

90 M.. 22 (( 55 .2230. r564)) 16 (031

0 ( 9 (0)% .: 3(12) 11 9(44) 10 (40) 1 (4) 0 (0) 3 (12) 13 (52) 9 (36)
3 (18) 0 (T.1) 1 ( 6) 5 (29) 8 (47) 3 (18), 1 (6) 1 ( 6) 9 (53) 6 (35)
2 (29) 0 (6) 1 (14) 2 (29) 2 (29) 2 (29) 0 (0) 1 (14) 5 (71) 1 (14) Iv
1, (25).. 0 -(0) ( 0) r1--(-25) 2 ,(50) 1 (25) 0 (0) .1 (25) 2 (50) 1 (25)

42;

A



Table 21

Distribution of, Full Year ,Reading Mean ,NCE Scotes.s for. States ,0
& With at Least 100 Students Tested

Grade Number Pretest Percentile Posttest Percentile
.-

of <15th 15.1-25th' -25.,1-40th ) 40th <15th 15.1-25th 25.1-40th )40th
States It % N N % 'N'. EIM111011111M1121

` ./

(12)

3 31 6 (19)

.4 33 6 (18)

5 32.: '.9 (28)

''6 ... _ 33' 6 (18)

7:" 26 11*(42)
8 23 12 152)

9 , 15 5-(33)

10

11

12

10

8

8

5 (50
6 (75)

, 5 (63)

4311110111111/43
<a.0

N

'NCE Gain°

0.0-3.5 3.6-7.0

431111110111110=10
A

15 '04149 (26) 6 (18) 1 ( 3) 9 (26) 11 (32) )3 (38)

14-145) 9 (29) 2 ( 6) 2 ( 6) 13 (42) 12 (39) 4(13)
20 (61) 6 (18) 1 ( 3) 3 ( 9) 18 (55) 9 (27) 3 ( 9)

16 (50) 5 (16) 2 ( 6), 4 (13) 15 -(47) 9 (28) (13)

22 (67) 4 (12) 1 ( 3) 4 (12) 14 (42) 11 (33) (12)
11 (42) 3 (12) 1 ( 4) 8'(31) 13 (50) 3 (12) 2 ( 8)

7 (30) 3 (13) li\( 4) 7 (30) -11 (48) 3 (13) 2. (" 9)

7 (47) 2 (13) ( 71 4 (27) 7 (47) 2 (13) 2 (13)

4 (40) 0 ( 0) 1 (101 6 (60) 3 (30) 0 ( 0) 1 (10)

2 (25) f,.0 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 6 (75) 1 (13) 1 (13) 0 ( 0)

2 (25) 1 (13) 0 (, 0) 5 (63) 2,, 25) 1' (13) 0 ( 0)

5 (151:-,-1V(41) '9 (26) 5 08)
3 (10) . 19; (6) 7 .(23) 24'6)
4 02). 17 .(52) 10 (30),,A.e.,( 6)

l'( -3T. .17 (53) 1-3\ (41 ),,r-( $3) .

1 1 3) '16 (48) 16' (48)'" 0)

3 (12). ,17 (65)

(.

6 (23)' .0' ( 0),

2 ( '9) '19 (83,) 2 9) 0 ( 0)

4.(27) 7 (47) (27). 0 ( 0)

5 (50)' 5 (50) 0- ( 0 0 ( 0) .

3 (38) 4 '00) 1 (13Y- 0 (;0)
2 (25) .' 4 (50) .2 (25) 01 ,0)

ra e um er

of <15th 15.1-25th 25.1-40th )40th -<15th 15.1-25th 25.1-40th 40th
Statet

ar'

iabl e .22.

DistrIbution of 'Fall to Spring Reading Mean NCE Scores for States
With at Least 100 Students Tested

retest 'ercenti e osttest Percentile

01111011MOBILIMIIIIII

2 51 12 (23) 32 (63)

3 50 19 (38) 28 (56)

4 49 '21 (43) 24 (49)

g 48 19(40) 25 (52).

' 6 50 21 (42) '27 (54)

7' 47 23 (49) 21 (45)

8 46 24 (52) 21 (46)

9 39 23 (59) 16 (41)
10 . 35 18 (51),...1,6 (46)

11 24 17 (71) 7 (29)

12 .(1-2,..) 9 (75) 3 (25)

OMIIIIMILIKOW13
ain

<0.0 0.0-3.5 3.6-7,0

' 13111110/131111LIIMIEJIMEI

6 (12) 1 (0) '

3 ( 6)' 0 (0)/

4 (. 8) 0(0")

4 ( 8) 0 10)

(0)

( 2) 0 (0)

((- 03Vg (((0)

'( 0) 0 (0)
( 0) 0 (0)

1'1 2,) 9 (18) 16 (31) .25 (49) 0 (R)

2 ( 4) 20 (40). 20 (40) 8. (16)" 0 (0)

4 ( 8) 20 (41) 14 (29) 11 (22) 0 (0)

3' ( 6) 22 (46) 15 (31) .8 (17) -1 (2)

2 ( 4) 26 (52) 18 (36).,.; Q)' 1 (2)

4 ( 9) 25 (53) 14 -(30). -4.( 9) .(0)

6 (13) 25 (54) 15 0 ( 0) :, 0-(0)
8 (21) 22 (56) 7 18) 2 ( 5); ,10

2 (50) 10 (42) 2 ( 8) 0"( 0) '.0 (0i

10 (29) 18 (51) 5 (14) -2, ( 6) 1T3

4 (33) - 6 (50)* 1 1 8) 1 ( 8) :0 (6)

(. 24 7 044.'43 -;(84):

1 ( 2) 19 (38) ,30,(60)
'2.1;4) 22 (45) 25 ply

06). 17-_(35)_

1-j= 2)_ -31-`(62) :17 (34)

4- (.9). 3,1 OW (26)

'7.11-5 32 (7a)- 7 :10
'3 (8' (85) 3

9. (26) 22(63)- ( 9

.11 (46) el ()A 2:
5-(42) 7 (58) 0 ( 0)'

O

O

25.
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