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PREFACE

The National Assessment of Chapter 1, of which this report is a part,
was mandated by Congress in December 1983. The mandate, included in the
Technical Amendments to the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act
(ECIA) of 1981, required the National Institute of Education (NIE)* to
conduct independent studies and analyses, and to report the findings to
Congress by January 1987. Findings were to address the following topics:

) services delivered;
{ ] recipients of services;
. background and training of teachers and staff;

) allocation of funds (to school sites);
) coordination with other programs;

° effectiveness of programs on student's basic and higher order
academic skills, school attendance, and future education; and

° a national profile of the way in which local educational agencies
implement activities described under Section 556(b) of Chapter 1.

The mandate also required NIE to consult with relevant members of the House
and Senate education committees. The mandate is reproduced here in
Appendix Ao

NIE developed a three-part response to the required Natiomal
Assessment. First, NIE consulted with Congress about the study's purposes
and objectives, and also discussed the study with a wide range of people
who were expected to take an interest in the forthcoming reauthorization of
Chapter 1., Those consulted included not only Congressional staff, but also
staff of the U.S. Department of Education, the Office of Management and
Budget, the Congressional Research Service, the Congressional Budget
Office, and representatives from a variety of associations and other groups
interested in Federal education legislation. Second, based on these
conversations, NIE developed a Study Plan and presented 1t to the staff of
both House and Senate education committees. Third, NIE formed a Study Team

to develop and oversee the many studies and analyses which contribute to
the National Assessment.

* On October 1, 1985, NIE was reorganized into the Office of Educational
Research and Improvement. For editorial comsistency, we refer to the
agency by its original title.




This is the second occasion on which Congress has required NIE to
study this important education program. The first study was mandated by
the Education Amendments of 1974, Findings from the resulting NIE
"Compensatory Education Study" contributed to the formulation of the 1978
reauthorization to Chapter 1's predecessor, Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA).

Since 1978, however, Federal compensatory education legislation has
experienced two further changes. First, in 1981 Title I of ESEA was
superseded by Chapter 1 of ECIA, an act designed to consolidate and
streamline a number of Pederal education programs and to reduce the burden
experienced locally in administering these programs. Chapter 1 of ECIA
retains the same basic purposes as Title I of ESEA, but changes a number of
administrative aspects of the prograuz. Second, in 1983 technical
amendments to ECIA were passed. These amendments were designed to clarify
ambiguities that became apparent as State and local agencies began to
implement Chapter 1 and restore some Title I provisions that were omitted
when Chapter 1 was first enacted.

These legislative changes were largely responsible for Congress'
decision to require a second major assessment of the program. The current
National Assessment is characterized by two unique features.

First, it is designed to give Congress information on current
practices under Chapter 1 and to show, to the extent possible, how these
differ from practices observed under Title I of ESEA, as well as how these
practices are influenced by Federal rules and oversight. The National
Assessment's final report will describe:

. The quantity and characteristics of services being provided;

o How school districts select schools and students to participate
in the program, and the net effect of those decisions;

.0 How programs are designed and how funds are allocated among
schools; and

) How programs are administered at each level of government.

Second, the National Assessment draws on knowledge generated from a
variety of sources, organizing and synthesizing this knowledge with an eye
toward its relevance to Chapter 1. This use of existing data is
appropriate for two reasons. First, many of Congress' questions have to do
with the differences in practice between Title I, ESEA and Chapter 1, ECIA.
Data gathered at earlier times provide valuable information about how
compensatory education services were provided under Title I. Second,
many of the data files compiled over the past decade have not been analyzed
to the full extent possible. They offer a cost-effective means of
addressing questions that have not been addressed before.

Uy
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The National Assessment is providing Congress with two interim
reports in addition to its final report, and both rely heavily on these
existing data. This first interim report summarizes available information
about the population of students whom Chapter 1 is intended to serve --
educationally deprived students residing in areas with high concentrations
of children from low-income families. A second interim report, to be
delivered in July 1986, will describe current knowledge about what
constitutes effective compensatory education practice. These two interim
reports are intended to provide pclicy makers with a broad perspective from
which to view the actual Chapter 1 program practices which will be
described and analyzed in the final National Assessment report, scheduled
for January 1987.

NIE's Chapter 1 Study Team began to implement the National Assessment
in the Fall of 1984, after the Study Plan had been reviewed by
Congressional staff members in both the Senate and House education
committees. The Study Team awarded several contracts for portions of the
work, and these are listed in Appendix B. Appendix C reports the
administrative status of the National Assessment. Responsibilities for the
several components of the National Assessment are distributed among members
of the Study Team. ¥ary Kennedy, Richard Jung and Martin Orland had
primary responsibility for the first interim report and Mary Kennedy and
Randy Demaline will take the lead in the second interim report. Beatrice
Birman, who will take over the duties of Director, will oversee the third
and final report with the sections within it being distributed as follows:
Richard Jung is responsible for describing the characteristics of program
recipients and patterns of their participation, Gilbert Garcia for
describing services, Randy Demaline for analyzing links between services
and effective practices, Ron Anson for describing district-level decisions
about the program, Martin Orland for analyzing administrative practices and
Ron Anson and Richard Jung for analyzing patterns of change from Title I to
Chapter 1. Paige Russ has primary responsibility for typing these reports.

Mary Kennedy, Director
National Assessment of the Chapter 1 Program

Beatrice Birman, Deputy Director
National Assessment of the Chapter 1 Program
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Chapter 1
Introduction

This 1s the first of three reports to be produced as part of the
National Assessment of Chapter 1. It responds to the statutory requirement |
that an interin report be provided to Congress in January 1986, and is i
designed to provide policy makers with a demographic perspective from which
to view Chapter 1. It summarizes a wide range of information about those
members of the population whom Chapter 1 is intended to benefit. A second
interim report, to be provided in July 1986, will summarize available
information about the effectiveness of Chapter 1 and other compensatory
education services. The final report from the National Asgsessment, to be
submitted a year from now, will describe the current operation of the
program -~ how students are selected to receive services, what services are
provided to them, how programs are designed and resources allocated, and
how programs are adminietered.

Chapter 1 Programs

Chavter 1 programs, so named because they are authorized by Chapter 1
of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA), receive
the largest share of Federal assistance for elementary and secondary
students. Funded at over $3 billion annually, Chapter 1 constituted
roughly 21 percent of the U.S. Department of Education's FY 1985 budget.
Since the passage of ESEA, Title I, 20 years ago, Federal investments for
this program and its successor, Chapter 1 of ECIA, have totaled over $45
billion.

Chapter 1 supersedes Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act of 1965 (ESEA), but it retains the same basic purposes as Title I. The




purpoge of Chapter 1 is '"to continue to provide financial assistance to
State and locel educaticnal agencies to meet the special needs of
educationally deprived children, on the basis of entitlements calculated
under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965..."1
Like its predecessor, Title I of ESEA, Chapter 1 is based on the
premige that poverty and school achievement are related; that children
living in poor households or in poor neighborhoods are more likely to have
difficulty in school. Consequently they are more likely to need extra
help to compensate for the effects that an impoverished environment has had
on their learning. Section 552 of Chapter 1 states that "the Congress
recognizes the special educational needs of children of low-income
families, and that concentrations of such children in local educational
agencies adversely affect [the educational agencies'] ability to provide
educational programs which will meet the needs of such ch:lldren."2
In keeping with this premise, the legislation allocates funds
primarily on the basis of the number of school-age students from low-income
families who reside in school districts.3 Districts, in turn, must select
schools to participate mainly on the basis of the low-income students
residing in their boundar:les.4 After services have been established in
schools, the particular students to be served within the chosen schools
must be selected on the basis of their educational need, rather than on the

basis of their family's poverty.

Defining Intended Beneficiaries

Since the program's inception, policy makers have debated over who

should be eligible to receive compensatory educational assistance. For




rome, the program was to focus on poor students, regardless of their
educational achievement; for others it was to focus on low-achieving
students regardless of their family's income. Questions regarding who
should benefit from compensatory education took on so much importance in
the mid-seventies that the National Institute of Education (NIE) devoted ar
entire volume of its final report to Congress to that top:lc.S At that
time, Congress was considering the possibility of allocating funds to
districts and schools, as well as to students, on the basis of achievement.
When reauthorizing Title I in 1978, Congress decided to continue allocating
funds to districts and schools on the basis of poverty rates, in part
because of the dubious feasibility of implementing an achievement criterion
and in part because achievement criteria would effectively reward those
school districts which had large numbers of low-achieving students, thus
perhaps encouraging them to teach their students less rather than more.
However, Congress retained the provision requiring individual students to
be selected on the basis of their educational achievement.

As part of that first Congressionally-mandated study of compensatory
education, NIE also found that family poverty was in fact related to
students' educational achievement. Generally speaking, a youngster's
chances of doing well in school were diminished if he or she came from a
poor family., The association between family poverty and student
achievement was not especially strong, however. There were still many poor
youngsters who did well in school, and many low=-achievers who were not
poor. On the other hand, when looking at schools rather than individual
children within the schools, the association was much stronger: schools

with large proportions of poor students were far more likely to exhibit

1i




lower average achievement scores than other schools.6 This latter finding

is important, given the program's requirement that schools be gelected on
the basis of the number of children from low-income families who reside in

their attendance areas. A rather large body of research now exists

confirming these findings: poverty and achievewent are related both among
individuals and among schools, but they are much more related among schools
than among individual students.7

The population of intended beneficiaries for this program is often
referred to as educationally deprived. Not all educationally-deprived
children are eligible for the program, however, because services are not
provided in all schools or grade levels. To be eligible, a child must
first reside in an eligible school attendance area -- usually an area with
more poor gtudents than the district's average. If the child's school is
selected to operate a Chapter 1 program, the child will only be selected to
participate if he or she is enrolled in one of the grade levels in which
the program operates, and scores below a specified performance level on an
achievement test. Thus, the child who participates is one who meets
several criteria, some of which relate to circumstances, while others
relate to ability or need. Because of this sequential procedure for
identifying potential Chapte. 1 beneficiaries, and because decisions
regarding the selection of schools, grade levels, and individual students
are dependent on local demograr*ic characteristics and purpcseful local
policy, it is not possible to estimate the national need for this program
by applying a preconceived definition of "educational deprivation™ to
students nationwide. In this regard, Chapter 1 differs significantly from
programs such as bilingual education cr special education for which it is
possible, at least in principle, to estimate the total number of eligible

children nationwide.




Despite these definitionsl problems, concerned policy makers need to
know how well the program is achieving its purposes, and one of those
purposes 1is to meet the special needs of educationally-deprived children.
Consequently, policy makers often ask such questions as how many eligible
students there are, how many of them receive services, and are there
ineligible students receiving services. Yet because student participation
depends on a series of decisions made by school districts, students who
participate may not be those who are the most educationally-deprived.
Questions regarding how well Chapter 1 achieves its purposes may be better
informed by an examination of educationally~deprived children than by an
examination of eligible children.

Purpose of this Report

Rather than restrict itself to students who are eligible for services,
this interim report from the National Assessment of Chapter 1 first
exanines all students who could be or have been called "educationally
deprived" -- students who are either poor or low-achieving, without regard
to their residence or grade level. Only after this examination does the
report focus on students who are eligible for Chapter 1 and those who
actually receive compensatory education services. The report is an interim
report, and is intended to provide an analytic and a demographic framework
from which to view the actual operations of local Chapter 1 programs. The
final report from the National Assessment, to be provided in January 1987,
will describe how school districts select schools and students to
participate in their Chapter 1 programs, the characteristics of the schools
and students actually served by the program, and how Chapter 1 students

differ from other students. It is our hope that the findings described in




the final report, regarding school and student selection practices, can be
judged at least in part on the basis of findings described here about the
characteristics of educationally-deprived students.

Overview of the Findings

In chapter 2 we examine a number of aspects of the relationship
between poverty and achievement. We use two definitions of poverty: the
length of time the student's family has been poor and the proportion of
poor children attending a student's school. Research has already shown
that the families' official poverty status is only weakly related to
student achievement. Wz find that other measures of poverty, which take
into account the intensity of the poverty experience for the child, are
more strongly related to educational outcomes. These measures include the
length of time the child spends in poverty and the concentration of poor
children attending the child's school. We find that students are
increasingly likely to fall behind grade levels as their families
experience longer spells of poverty, and that achievement scores of all

students ~~ not just poor students -- decline as the proportion of poor

students in a school increases.

These findings are reasonably consistent with the Chapter 1
provisions. Measures of poverty concentration appear to be good predictors
of average student achievement, and Chapter 1 requires districts to use
such measures when they select schools to participate in the program. We
also know that individual family poverty status, which does not take into
account the length of time a family has been poor, is a relatively weak
predictor of individual student achievement. The Chapter 1 provisions

accommodate this fact by requiring districts to use measures of




achievement, rather than poverty, when selecting individual students to
participate in the program.

Chapter 1 legislation, however, relies on official census counts of
poverty to allocate funds among counties. In chapter 3, we describe the
characteristics of children whose families meet the official census
definition uvf poverty as well as those who experience long spells of
poverty and those who live in areas with high concentrations of poverty.
We also cxamine gstudents who are not achieving well in school. These
analyses rely on separate data bases, so that it is difficult to tell the
extent to which the same students are being identified by all the analyses.
There is evidence that about 75 percent of non-elderly adults counted as
poor by the census are experiencing medium- to long-~term spells of poverty.
The remaining 25 percent counted by the census are likely to be
experiencing poverty spells of three years or less. With regard to the two
measures of intensity of poverty experiences, children who experience
long-term family poverty and children who live in areas with high
concentrations of poverty are more likely to belong to minority groups,
more likely to live in the Southeast, and more likely to live in small
rural areas. Those residing in areas with high concentrations of poverty
are also more likely to reside in large urban areas, a characteristic not
reported by researchers investigating long-term family poverty. We also
find that children who lack reading proficiency are more likely to be
minorities, to live in rural areas or in large urban areas, and to have
less~educated parents.

The preponderance of Black children, and minority children in general,

among those experiencing long-term family poverty and concentrations of

poverty in their communities suggests that minorities may be experiencing a




qualitatively different form of poverty than other poor children
experience. Their families are likely to be poor for longer periods of
time, and their communities are more likely to have a preponderance of poor
people. To the extent that students experiencing these intense forms of
poverty live in different communities from other poor students, the census
counts of poverty may under-estimate the incidence of low achievement in
these communities.

In chapter 4, we examine the characteristics of those students who
actually have been served by Title I or Chapter 1 programs. Relative to
the population of school-age children, Title I/Chapter 1 students are more
likely to be poor, to belong to minority groups, to be enrolled in
elementary grades, and to attend public rather than private schools. With
regard to their achievement levels, findings presented in this chapter
suggest that the provisions regarding the selection of schools and students
do not always assure that the most educationally-deprived students will be
served. Nearly 20 percent of students receiving math instruction in 1976
achieved above the 50th percentile on a math achievement test, and over 10
percent of those receiving reading instruction achieved above that level on
a reading test. Yet some 60 percent of students scoring below the 25th
percentile were not receiving services.

The proportion of such less-low-achieving students being provided with
compensatory education services depends in part on the population of
low-achieving students available to be served by the school, and in part on
the local decision to serve many versus a few children. Schools with fewer

lower-achieving students are more likely to serve relatively more




higher~achieving students, and schools with relatively large programs are
more likely to serve higher-achieving students, unl=ss they have very high
concentrations of poor students.

Though the data on which these analyses are based are old, more recent
data sources indicate that similar patterns of achievement levels exist
among Chapter 1 students today, and will probably Zontinue to exist in the
future unless Congress decides to restrict program participation in some

way.




Notes to
Chapter 1

Section 552, Education Consolidation and Improvement Act, 1981.

In addition to the funds it provides to local educational agencies to
serve these youngsters, Chapter 1 authorizes funds for state
educational agencies to cover administrative costs, and it authorizes
funds for services to three other special populations: certain
handicapped youngsters, neglected or deiinquent youth, and the
children of migrant workers. The National Assegssment, however,
focuses on the central portion of Chapter 1 program: grants to local
educational agencies.

Allocations also take into account the number of children iiving in
institutions for neglected and delinquent children, or being supported
in foster homes with public funds, if these children are not already
counted under the separate allocation for programs operatad by State
agencies for neglected and delinquent childrer.

School districts have a number of options for identifying eligible
attendance areas. They may use either the number or the percent of
students from low-income families, or a combination of these measures.
In addition, they may include all of their schools if their attendance
areas do not differ substantially in their concentrations of poor
children, and they may include all attendance areas in which at least
25 percent of the students are from low-income faemilies. Finally, a
school may be eligible if it was eligible in either of the two
preceding years.

National Institute of Education, Using Achievement Scores to Allocate
Title I Funds., Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Health, Education

and Yelfare, 1977.

A. Wolf, "The Relationship Between Poverty and Achievement."
Occasional paper produced by the Compensatory Education Study Group,
National Institute of Educatiomn, 1977.

For a review of these findings, See Karl R. White, "The Relationship
Between Socioeconomic Status and Academic Achievement," Psychological

Bulletin, 91(3), 1982: 461-481.




] Chapter 2
The Relationship Between Poverty and Achievement

Overview of the Chapter

The Chapter 1 legislation assumes a relationship between poverty and
educational achievement, at least in the aggregate. Its funding formula
relies on census counts of poor school-age children to allocate funds among
counties, and its provisions regarding the selection of schools generally
limit services to those schools with the highest concentration of children
from lcw-income families. Research has already shown that the families'
official poveriy status is only weakly related to student achievement.
However, we find that:

° Other measures of poverty, which take into account the intensity
of the poverty experience for the child, are related to
educational outcomes. These measures include the length of time
the child spends in poverty and the concentration of poor
children attending the child's school.

° Students are increasingly likely to fall behind grade level as
their families experienced longer spells of poverty, and that
achievement scores of all students -- not just pcor strdents .-
decline as the proportion of poor students in a school increases.

These findings are reasonably consistent with the Chapter 1
provisions, Measures of poverty concentration appear to be good predictors
of average student achievement, and Chapter 1 requires districts to use
such measures when they select schools to participate in the program. We
also know that individual family poverty status, which does not take into
account the length of time a family has been poor, is a relatively weak
predictor of individual student achievement. The Chapter 1 provisions
accommodate this fact by requiring districts to use measures of

achievement, rather than poverty, when selecting individual students to

participate in their programs.
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Background

Following President Johnson's War on Poverty and throughout the 1970s,
educational researchers devoted a great deal of attention to issues of
poverty and socioeconomic status, and to how these were associated with
students' educational achievement. The research yielded two important
findings. First, family income is more strongly associated with student
achievement than are other measures of social status such as parents’
education or occupat::lon.1 However, even family income is not especially
strongly associated with student achievement.

Second, measures of home atmosphere are more strongly associated with
student achievement than any measures of social status, including family
:lncome.2 "Home atmosphere” includes such aspects of family life as the
amount of cultural activities in which the family participates, the amount
of reading material in the home, parents' aspirations for their children,
family stability, and family attitudes toward education. These family
characteristics can occur in any family, regardless of its income, though
it 43 possible that they occur less often in low-income families.

Finally, the association between poverty and achievement in schools =~
that is, between the average achievement in a school and the average family
income among students attending the school == is much higher than the
relationship between poverty and achievement among individual students.

These findings are pertinent to Chapter 1 in several respects. Since
its inception, Title I's funding formula and school selection provisions
have focused on children from low-income families. Funds are allocated to
school districts primarily on the basis of the number of poor school-age
youngsters residing in their boundaries, and districts are required in turn

to placa their Chapter 1 programs in those schools with the largest

2 20



concentrations of poor children. The allocation formula assumes that the
percent of families living below the poverty threshhold is a reasonably
good indicator of achievement needs in districts, yet research has shown
that the association between family poverty and student achievement is not
particularly strong. On the other hand, the association between school
poverty rates and average achievement in schools is strong. The
requirement to place the program only in schools with high concentrations
of poor students, rather than serving all poor or low-achieving children
regardless of their residence, is coneistent with the finding that the
presence of large proportions of poor students in schools increases the
extent of educational need in these schools.

Finally, the fact that aspects of home atmosphere are more strongly
associated with student achievement than are such demographic measures as
family income, occupation, or education bears on Chapter 1 since aspects of
hore atmosphere have never been incorporated into fund allocation or school
or student selection procedures, and probably could not be without
violating family privacy.

But while the research conducted over the past two decades has shed
considerable light on the relationship between demographic characteristics
and student achievement, it was also limited in several respects. One of
the chief limitations was that, in most cases, poverty and achievement were
both measured at the same time, so that researchers could not ascertain the
dynamic relationship between the two. A second problem with many studies
vas that they were unable to disentangle the statistical relationships that
existed among individuals from those that existed among grouns of

individuals attending schools. Indeed, many investigators assumed that




the relationship observed among schools was a statistical artifact, not a
real phenomenon.3

In this chapter, we further extend this research r=garding poverty and
student achievement. Our purpose is not to identify the causes of low
achievement among students, but rather to determine how well low-achieving
students can be identified using information about poverty. We do not
include, for instance, measures of home atmosphere that have been found to
be associated with achievement, even though these are useful in speculating
about the reasons for low achievement, because such measures are not
included in most data bases and they are not useful as predictnrs of low
achievement rates in school districts.

We use two definitions of poverty, each of which is intended to
reflect the intensity of the child's poverty experience. First, we examine

the relationship between the length of time families live in poverty, and

the educational progress of students living in these families. Analyses
such as this have not been undertaken before, in part because data on the
length of time families spent in poverty were not available. Second, we

examine the relationship between the concentration of poverty in schools,

average achievement levels in schools, and gvowth in achievement over time.
In these analyses we attempt to corract the statistical problems often
associated with aggregate data, and determine whether there is a
relationship between average school achievementc and school poverty rates,
even after taking into account the relationship between individual family
characteristics and student achievement,

These two definitions of poverty -- length of time in poverty and
concentrations of poverty -~ provide ways of estimating the intensity of

the poverty experience for the child. That is, the child whose family
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lives in poverty for several years experiences a more “‘ntense form of

poverty than the child whose family may be poor for only a brief period.
Similarly, the child who is surrounded by poor families and attends school
with a large number of poor children experiences a more intense form of
poverty than do children who attend schools with relatively few poor
students.

Length of Time Living in Poverty

The officfal poverty status of a family is one of a number of family
characteristics associated with student achievement. However, it is not
the most frequently associated nor necessarily the most strongly associated
with student achievement. The uneven association between this measure of
family poverty and student achievement could result from the fact that
families differ considerably in the reasons they are poor and in the length
of time they are poor. Some families may be poor only for a month or two,
because of illness or a brief hiatus between jobs, while others may spend
many years in poverty. A family's official poverty status -~ poor versus
non-poor -- does not reflect these dynamic aspects of poverty. The data
that come closest to addressing the relationship between student
achievement and length of time in poverty were produced by the University
of Michigan's Institute for Social Research. Since 1968, this group has
been following 5000 families and documented both their income and other
circumstances about them each year. Because the primary purpose for the
Panel Survey on Income Dynamics (PSID) was to learn more about family

economics and labor market participation, very few data were gathered

regarding the education of these families' children. However, between 1978




and 1933, families were asked to report the grade lavels attained by their
16- to 18-year-cld youngsters. From the responses to this question, we
determined which students were attending school at the grade level expected
for students their age and which students were behind that grade level.

Most l6-year-olds are expected to be in the tenth grade, and most
18-year-olds in the twelfth grade. Figure 2.1 shows the proportion of
16-year-olds and 18-year-olds participating in the PSID who were below
these grades when their families had experienced poverty for different
lengths of time. The proportion behind grade level increased substantially
as the number of years in poverty increased. And the relationship between
time-in-poverty and falling-behind-grade-level is similar among both White
and Black students. The specific proportions differ somewhat -— not enough
to be statistically significant -- but the patterns are the same: both
groups show larger proportions behind grade level as their length of time
in poverty increases. Further, within those families who were poor for
longer periods of time, the proportion of students who were behind was
higher among 18-year-olds than among 16—year-01ds.4 It is reasonable to
suppose that some of these older students are actually dropouts, since they
have surpassed the age of mandatory schooling.

To accommodate the relationships between length of time in poverty and
other family characteristics, we assessed the relationship between the
length of time students spent in poverty and their grade attainments after
accounting for other aspects of the students' background. The details of

this analysis are presented in Appendix D,
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Figure 2.1

PERCENT OF STUDENTS BELOW EXPECTED
GRADE LEVEL, BY YEARS IN POVERTY

6 YEAR OLDS
Years in Poverty

Veii4 Black Students
0 Years //////////// 1&4 Ris White Students
1-2 Years
3-7 Years

8 or More Years [l

All Time Spans ///////////////////’

] d ] | J
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 80 100

Percent of Students behind Grade Level

18 YEAR OLDS
Years in Poverty

0 Years

1-2 Years

3-7 Years 4485

7
i 85.7

8 or More Years

All Time Spans

| I 1 A | | J
0 10 20 30 40 5 60 70 8 90 100

Percent of Students behind Grade Level

FIGURE READS: ‘Among all Black students who spent 0 years in poverty, 164 percent were

behind grade level at age 16; among all White students, 22.0 percent were
behind grade level at age 16."

SOURCE: Reanalyses of Pane! Study of Incoine Dynamics (Appendix D, Part 1, Table 3).
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Table 2.1 summarizes the findings. The analyeis indicates that the
number of years in poverty was still strongly associated with the students’
educational attainment even after taking into account such important
characteristics as mother's education, mother's age when the student was
born, race, and even average family income for the period. Table 2.1
indicates, for instance, that the mothers' attendance at a Parent-Teacher
Association (PTA) meeting when these students were in elementary school is
assoclated with the students' eventual grade attainment. This measure is
reminiscent of measures of "home atmosphere" refecred to earlier. The fact
that these mothers attended even one PTA meeting probably indicates an
{nterest in their children's education, one which would also be reflected
{n a number of other features of home atmosphere. In this case, when the
students were still in early elementary school, the PSID interviewers had
asked their mothers whether they (the mothers) had ever attended a PTA
meeting, and we now rind that their responses to this question are
significantly related to their childrens' grade attainments several years
later.

Table 2.1 also shows that averasge family income over time -- as
opposed to the number of years spent below the poverty line ~~ was
significantly associated with the student's grade attainment. Yet, even
after average income was taken into account, the number of years in poverty
was still significantly associated with the students' grade attainment. To
some extent, even though both of these are measures of poverty, they
measure different aspects of poverty, for each has its own independent

relationship with students' euucational attainment.

18



Table 2,1

Relationships Between Student and Family Characteristics
and Falling Behind Grade Level
(16- and 18-Year-01d Students)

These Student or Family Are Associated with These Changes
Characteristics in the Like%ihood of Falling Behind
Grade Level

Gender (Being Male) Increases likelihood by 14 percentage
points
Mother Did Not Finish High School Increases likelihood by 6 percentage
points
Mother Attended a PTA Meeting While Decreases likelihood by 10 percentage
Student Was in Elementary School points
Average Family Income During the Decreases likelihood by 4 percentage
15~year Period of the Study points per thousand dollars of income
Number of Years Living Below 0fficial Increases likelihood by 2 percentage
Poverty Line points per year in poverty

Number of students in analysis: 1,380

TABLE READS: "On average, boys are 14 percent more likely than girls to be
behind grade level when they are 16 to 18 years old."

SOURCE: Reanalyses of Panel Survey of Income Dynamics data (Appendix D, Part 1,
Table 3, Model 1),

Characteristics tested but found unrelated to students falling behind grade
level were:

- Whether the student was Black.
- Whether the family lived in the South.

- Whether the mother was less than 20 years old when the student was
born,

- Whether the mother was single at any time during the PSID study.
Nationwide average proportion of students behind grade level is 23.9

percent of 16~year-olds and 32,0 percent of 18-year-olds.
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Of particular importance is the finding that the length of time the
family was poor was related to the students' likelihood of falling behind
grade level. The likelihood of falling behind increased by 2 percentage
points per year spent living in poverty. Thus, the studant whose family
has been poor for 10 years is 20 percent more likely to be behind than the
student whose family is officially poor this year. Thus the intensity of
the student's poverty experience, as measured by the length of time he or
she spends in poverty, may be a better predictor of the students
educational status than is the one-time poverty status measured by the
census.5

Concentrations of Poverty in Schools

Chapter 1 requires school districts to glace their programs mainly in
schools with above-average concentrations of poor students. Consequently
we also assessed the relationship between average achievement levels in
schools and poverty concentrations in schools.

Figure 2.2 shows the proportion of elementary students whose
achievement scores fell at or below the twenty~fifth percentile rank,
depending on the proportion of poor students in their schools, and
depending on whether their own families were poor.6 The lowest bar
indicates the proportion of students in the total study sample whose
achievement scores fell below the 25th percentile. It is, as one would
expect, 25 percent. The remaining bars indicate the proportion of
different subgroups of students whose scores fell below the twenty-fifth
percentile. Nationwide, a greater proportion of poor students were

low~-achievers than were non-poor students (46.7 percent versus 18.7

percent). Also, schools serving high concentrations of poor students had




Figure 2.2

PERCENT OF STUDENTS WHOSE ACHIEVEMENT SCORES FALL AT OR BELOW
THE 25TH PERCENTILE RANK BY STUDENT AND SCHOOL POVERTY STATUS

_

POVERTY OF STUDENTS
PROPORTION OF POOR

STUDENTS IN THE SCHOOL NON - POOR

POCR
ALL STUDENTS

Less Than 7% Poor

7 - 24% Poor

Qver 24% Poor

Nationwide Averages

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
PERCENT OF STUDENTS WHOSE ACHIEVEMENT SCORES ARE
BELOW THE 25TH PERCENTILE
FIGURE READS: "In schools serving less than 7 percent poor students, 11 percent of non-poor

studenis scored at or below the 25th percentile and 27.6 percent of poor students
scored at or below the 25th percentile.” pe poo

SOURCE: Reanalyses of Sustaining Effects Study data,
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greater proportions of low-achievers than schools with relatively fewer
poor students (47.5 percent low achievers versus 11.9 percent low
achievers). Further, the incidence of low-achievers is larger among both
poor and non-poor students in schools serving higher proportions of poor
students. Among poor children in these schools, the rate of low
achievement is 56 percent, above the 46.7 percent figure for poor s(udents
nationwide. Among the non-poor in these high-concentration schools, the
proportion of low achievers is 36.9 percent, well above the 18.7 percent
nationwide figure. These data are consistent with other research findings
reported here. They suggest that living in a poor family does increase the
1ikelihood that a child will experience educational difficulties, but that
the relationship between family poverty status and studenmt achievement 1is
not as strong as the relationship between school poverty concentrations and
school achievement averages. In fact, non-poor students attending a school
with large proportions of poor students are more likely to fall behind than
are poor students who attend a school with a small proportion of poor
students.

Growth in achievement is also associated with concentrations of
poverty in schools. Figure 2.3 indicates growth in reading achievement for
students attending either high- or low-concentration elementary schools.7
Students in high-concentration schools had lower achievement scores
throughout their elem2ntary school years than students attending other
schools. The difference between the groups grows larger as students move
from first to third grade, and then remains roughly comstant through the
remaining elementary grades. The difference also appears to expand both
during the school year and during the summer months, rather than being

limited to either period.




Figure 2.3

SIMULATED READING PROGRESS OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS SERVING
LOW AND HIGH PROPORTIONS OF POOR STUDENTS »

ACHIEVEMENT
650 —+
SCHOOLS SERVING LESS THAN
600 7 PERCENT POOR
SCHOOLS SERVING MORE THAN
550 24 PERCENT POOR

500

450

400

350

300

H 1 ] [l 1 I I ] | ]

-

1 | ] 1 1 i ] 1 i
First Second Third Fourth Fifth Sixth
Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade
YEAR IN SCHOOL
FIGURE READS: " Students attending schocis serving less than 7 percent poor students started first grade with
average scores of 352. By the end of first grade, their average score was 426 and by the beginning of
their second grade year it was 444."

SOURCE: Reanalyses of Sustaining Effects Study data (Appendix D, Part2).

a) These growth lines were simulated by superimposing the growth lines of four cohorts of students:

one tested from first through third grade,one from second through fourth grade, ona from third through fifth grade
and one from fourth through sixth grade.
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These findings still do not necessarily suggest that the differences
among schools reflect anything other than differences already associated
with individual family backgrounds. Those students who are labeled
"non-poor" in a school serving a large proportion of poor children may
gtill live in families whose incomes are quite low, while students labeled
"non-poor" in low-concentration schools may live in middle or higher-income
families. Further, a school serving a high concentration of poor students
may serve disproportionally more minority students, more Qingle-parent
families, less educated mothers, or more children per family. Both student
and family characteristics may differ across schools.

It 18 possible to statistically adjust students' achievement scores to
determine the extent to which they are associated with the proportion of
poor students in a school after their association with personal and family
characteristics have been taken into account. Appendix D describes our
procedures for doing so. We find that, even after student and family
characteristics have been taken into account, increases in the proportion
of poor children in a school are associated with decreases in average
starting achievement levels and even occasionally with decreases in
learning rates over time.

Student learning rates, however, are less often associated with the
proportion of poor students in the school. We find concentrations of
poverty to be related to student learning rates in only two of the eight
relationships tested, even though it was related to beginning achievement
in five of the eight tests. Perhaps if a longer time interval had been
studied, the relationship between poverty concentrations and student growth

rates may have been more often statistically significant. The widening gap




between the achievement scores of students in high- and low-concentration
schools, illustrated in Figure 2.3, suggests that such a relationship
exists.

Similar analyses were conducted for secondary students using the High
School and Beyond data, and these analyses yielded similar findings. The
relationship between concentration of poverty and student achievement
exists even after the associations between achievement and the
characteristics of the individual students and their families have been
taken into account. That is, students' achievement scores are only partly
accounted for by their individual and family characteristics; they are also
partly accounted for by the proportion of poor students attending their
school.

These analyses describe statistical relationships and cannot be used
to determine the causes of lowered student achievement for a number of
reasons. One 1s that the data bases we have drawn upon do not measure all
possible causes. There is an infinite number of differences among schools,
any one of which, or a combination of which, may contribute to low
achievement. The particular differences measured here -- poverty rates —-
may not be direct causes of lowered student achievement, but instead may be
associated with other school characteristics not measured here, which
inhibit achievement. Researchers tend to look for explanations for these
statistical patterns in four aspects of school life.

One hypothesis is that communities with high concentrations of poverty
are different from other communities. Under this line of reasoning, even
if the schools were doing an admirable job and the parents individually

tried to encourage their children to do well, some characteristics of the
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community would be inhibiting the development of these children.

A second hypothesis is that peers in the school exert an influence
over individual students. This hypothesis would hold that peers establish
norms regarding such things as academic standards and the value of
education, and that these norms in turn influence the level of effort
individual students put into their educatiom.

A third hypothesis as to why these school-to-school variationms exist
is that the resources available in the schools differ in ways that affect
student achievement. In fact, Chapter 1 is based in part on the assumption
that school districts with high concentrations of poor children lack the
resources needed to provide the services that these students need.

The fourth hypothesis often used to account for these school-to-school
differences in student achievement is the ambiance of the school. For the
past decade or more, many researchers have taken an interest in inner city
schools that are raising achievement scores among their students --
schools, in other words, that appear to be exceptions to- the rule.
Researchers have discovered a number of special characteristics of these
schools and, on the basis of their findings, have generated a description
of what they call an "effective school."8 The characteristics they
identify describe the ethos of schools more than their particular
configuration of resources or services. Among the factors observed are the
leadership qualities of the school principal, the presence of a strong
discipline code, shared goals, regular testing of students and high teacher
expectations for student performance.

Our purpose here, however, has less to do with determining the reasons
for low achievement in schools and more to do with determining whether

poverty concentration is a reasonable measure to use to estimate which




schools are likely to encounter low-achieving students. Thus, the

2mportant finding here is that high-poverty schools have more low-achieving
students, regardless of why they do.
Conclusions

A family's official poverty status is only weakly related to student
achievement, However, official poverty status does not reflect the
intensity of students' poverty experiences, as measured by the length of
time they spend living in poverty or by the proportion of poor children
attending their schools. Both of these are associated with students'
educational progress, The findings regarding concentrations of poverty are
consistent with the Chapter 1 provisions, which require districts to select
schools to participate in the program on the basis of their concentrations
of poverty. The provisions do not acknowledge the length of time a family

may have been poor.
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Chapter 2

1 A. Wolf, Poverty and Achievement. National Institute of Education,
1977. For a more recent review, see K. R, White, "The Relationship
Between Socioeconomic Status and Academic Achiievement," Psychological
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2 White, op. cit. The average correlations with student achievement
were: income .315; education .185; occupation .201; and home
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Washington, DC: Policy Studies Associates, 1984.

3 The problems of estimating relationships from aggregate data were
defined in the early 1950s by W. W. Robinson ("The Ecological
Fallacy." Journal of Sociological Research, 1953.) It frequently
happens that relationships appear to be stronger among aggregate units
than they are among individuals. Since then, gtatistical tools have

been developed to try to correct this problem. Appendix D describes
the analytic strategy used here.

4 These two groups of students are partially overlapped in this
analysis. Some of the l6-year-olds became 13 during the period of the
investigation and are consequently included in both groups. Even
taking overlap into account, however, the data seem to indicate that
long-term poverty increases the student's chances of falling behind
their peers even this late in their education careers.

5 PSID researchers find higher average incomes than the Census Bureau
does, and therefore find fewer families below the official poverty
line. They attribute this to the fact that they interview their study
participants at length and consequently discover more sources of
income. FEven though their data differ on average from Census data,
the differences would not affect estimates of the relationships such
as those shown here between income and grade attainment.

6 This analysis is based on the Sustaining Effects Study data. Poverty
concentrations were defined as follows. We first ranked all the
gchools and then divided them into four equal-size groups. The top 25
percent were labeled high-concentration schools. Their poverty rates
ranged from 24 perceat of their student bodies to nearly 100 percent.
The bottom 25 percent were labeled low-concentration schools. Less
than 7 percent of their student bodies were poor. The middle two
groups became the moderate-concentration schools., Their student
bodies ranged from 7 to 24 percent poor. Use of the 25th percentile
rank as a measure of achievement is simply a matter of convenience.
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The overlapping lines in Figure 2,3 reflect the multiple cohorts of
students participating in the Sustaining Effects Study. We have
overlaid each groups' three-year growth patterns to simulate the
growth pattern of a group moving from first through sixth grade.
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Chapter 3
Characteristics of Poor and Low Achieving Students

Overview of the Chapter

In chapter 2 we showed that, while there is only a modest association
between student achievement and official family poverty status, as defined
by the census, there 1s a strong association between student achievement
and measures of the intensity of children's poverty experiences. We used
two measures cf intensity -~ the length of time a family lived in poverty
and the proportion of poor children attending a school.

Chapter 1 legislation, however, relies on official census counts of
poverty to allocate funds among counties. In this chapter, we describe the
characteristics of children whose families meet the official census
definition of poverty as well as thnse who experience long spells of
poverty and those who live in areas with high concentrations of poverty,

We also examine students who are not achieving well in school. These

analyses rely on separate data bases, so that it is difficult to tell the

extent to which the same students are heing identified by all the analyses.

We find that:

° About 75 percent of non-elderly adults counted as poor by the

census are experiencing medium~ to long~term spells of poverty.
The remaining 25 percent counted by the census are likely to be
experiencing poverty spells of three years or less.

. Children who experience long~term family poverty and children who
live in areas with high concentrations of poverty are more likely
to belong to minority groups, more likely to live in the
Southeast, and more likely to live in small rural areas. Those
residing in areas with high concentrations of poverty are also
more likely to reside in large urban areas, a characteristic not
reported by researchers investigating long~term family poverty.
Children who lack reading proficiency are also more 1ikely to be

minorities, to live in rural areas or in large urban areas, and
to have less-educated parents,
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[ ] The preponderance of Black children, and minority children in
general, among those experiencing long-term family poverty and
concentrations of poverty in their communities suggests that
minorities may be experiencing a qualitatively different form of
poverty than other poor children experience. Their families are
likely to be poor for longer periods of time, and their
communities are more likely to contain a preponderance of poor
people.

] To the extent that students experiencing these intense forms of
poverty live in different communities from other poor gtudents,
the census counts of poverty may under-estimate the incidence of
low achievement in these communities.

Introduction

Whereas the preceding chapter focused on the relationship between
poverty and achievement, this chapter looks at each phenomenon separately.
As in chapter 2, we do not limit our attention to those students actually
served by Chapter 1 programs, but instead describe broader populations of
interest to Chapter 1. We describe children who experience each of the
forme of poverty described earlier -- those whose families meet the
official census definition of poverty, those who are poor for long periods
of time, and those residing in school districts serving high concentrations
of poverty. We also review evidence regarding low achieving students.
Students defined in any of these ways could become candidates for local
compensatory education programs. However, findings from the preceding
chapter suggest that children who experience more intense forms of poverty
are more likely to be behind in school than students who experience less
intense forms of poverty. Therefore, a second goal of this chapter 1is to
determine the extent to which these two groups of students may differ in
identifiable ways from the total population of poor students. Since no
single data base includes data omn all forms of children's poverty
experiences, our comparisons camnot be made directly, but instead must be

drawn by inference after separately reviewing each data base.
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Students Whose Families Are 0Officially Poor

This section summarizes childhood poverty trends found in census
data1 according to race, ethnicity, and language; family structure and
size; mother's education; and student mobility.

Race, Ethnicity and Language

Minority groups in general are more likely to be poor than are Whites,
Figure 3.1 shows poverty rates among the three major population groups in
this country, The most significant finding in this figure is that poverty
rates are much lower among White students than among other groups of
students. In addition, there are differences among poverty rates by grade
level. Among White students the poverty rate in junior and senior high
schools is lower than it is among elementary-level White students, a
pattern that often is assumed to reflect either the rising income of
maturing families or the fact that mothers are likely to remain at home
while their children are young, and return to work when the children are
older. However, a very different pattern occurs among students from Black
and Hispanic backgrounds. As these students move from elementary to junior
high school, their families are more likely than families of elementary-age
students to be poor. The trend reverses only in senior-high school poverty
rates, which are lower for nearly all groups. The lower rates among
high-school students could also reflect the fact that poor students are
more likely to drop out of school, and so would not be included here,

Figure 3.2 shows poverty rates among children whose families speak a
language other than English within their homes. The students counted as
speaking a language other than English include some, but not all, of those

called Hispanic in Pigure 3.1, and include speakers of other languages as




Figure 3.1

PERCENT OF STUDENTS AGED 5-18 COUNTED AS
POOR BY RACE/ETHNICITY AND GRADE LEVEL

Elementary School
60 (Grades 1-6)
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FIGURE READS: “Among all Black students in elementary schools, 358 percent live in poverty.
Among Black students in middle school, 385 percent live in poverty.”

SOURCE: Reanalyses of 1980 Census.

Figure 3.2

PERCENT Percent of Poor Students
OF LANGUAGE ‘0
MINORITY STUDENTS “°
AGED 5-18 ' COUNTED 207
AS POOR BY ] —.
GRADE LEVEL
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FIGURE READS: “Among all elementary school students who speak a language other
than English at home, 29.7 percent live in poverty.’

SOURCE: Reanalyses of 1980 Census.
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well. Their poverty rates are, on average, not quite as high as those of
Hispanics.

Family Structure and Size

Both parents' marital status and number of siblings are stroagly
assoclated with poverty. The poverty rate among children living in what
the census bureau calls "female-headed households" is 50 percent, wherees
the poverty rate in households with males present is only 12,3 percent.2
That poverty is so much more prevalent among female-headed households is
especially problematic in light of the fact that the number of children
1iving in such households has more than doubled in the past decade and a
half, rising from 9 to 20 percent.3

The poverty implication of family structure is further complicated
whea the child's race is considered. Figure 3.3 shows poverty rates among
children when both race or ethnicity and parents' marital status are
considered, While poverty rates are substantially highar among
female-headed households than other households, they are higher gtill when
the female is also a member of a minority group. Poverty rates among
children range from a low of 11.9 percent for White children living with
both male and female adults to over 70 percent for Hispanic children living
with a mother.

The number of children residing in the household is also related to
family poverty status. According to the congressional report, Children in
Povert:z,4 the poverty rate among families with one or two children is 14.5
percent, whereas it is 27.6 percent for families with three or four
children and 55.8 percent for families with five or more children. Table
3.1 shows the number of children who live in households with varying

numbers of ch:lldren.5 Whereas only 12.5 percent of non-poor children live
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Figure 3.3

PERCENT OF POOR CHILDREN FROM DIFFERENT FAMILY BACKGROUNDS

PERCENT OF mhég'yETHNICITY
POOR CHILDREN
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1l 685 70.5
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40 +
30 + 273
Male- Present Female - Headed All Households
Households Households
TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD

FIGURE READS: "Among all White children living in households with an adult male present, 11.9 percent are
poor. Among all Black children living in households with an adult male present, 23.8 percent

are poor.”

SOURCE: Congressional Research Service/ Congressional Budget Office, Children in Poverty. Committee on
Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, 1985. Page 31.
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Table 3.1

Percent of Children Living in
Different Family Sizes

Number of Children All Children Poor Children Non~Poor Children
in Household
One 22,07 15.92 23.7%
Two or Three 61.4 52.8 63.8
Four or More 16.6 31.3 12.5
TOTAL 100% 100% 1002

Number of children

in analysis: 33,819 7,392 26,427

TABLE READS: “Twenty-two percent of all children live in households with only cne
15.9 percent of poor children live in such households and

child,
23.7 percent of non-poor children live in such households."

SOURCE: Reanalyses of March 1984 Current Population Survey data (Appendix E,

Part 1, Table 5).




in households with four or more children, 31.3 percent of poor children
live in such large households.

Mother's Education

Between 1978 and 1984 the percent of children living with at least one
high-school graduate -- regardless of which parent it was -- rose from 77.6
percent to 82.7 percent. The percentage of poor children living with at
least one high school graduate also rose, from 43.5 to 54.9 percent.

Though the latter jump was substantial, the proportion is still
considerably smaller than for the population as a whole. Figure 3.4
depicts educational attainment of poor and non-pior children's parents in
1984, Over three quarters of non-poor students' mothers have graduated
from high school, whereas only half of poor students' mothers have.
Further, some 18 percent of poor mothers still have received less than an
eighth grade education.

Student Mobility

Table 3.2 indicates the proportion of children who had moved within
the year preceding the March 1984 Current Population Survey (CPS). The
proportion of poor children moving is roughly double the proportion of
non~-poor children moving. Poor children were more likely than non-poor
children to move, regardless of vhether the moves were to different areas
or to new residences within the same areas. From an educational point of
view, the distance‘of the move may not matter. Moves within an area, while
perhaps less stressful to parents than more distant moves, may still me¢an
changes of schools for children, shifts in educational programs and
teachers, and as many social and academic adjustments as more distant moves

require.




Figure 3.4
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FIGURE READS: "A dominant proportion of non-poor children have mothers with a high school

education or more. Poor children are less likely to have mothers who graduated
high school or pursued additional education.”

SOURCE: Reanalysis of March 1984 Current Population Survey (Appendix E, Part 1, Table 2 & 3). 4 ¢




Percent of Poor and Non-Poor

Table 3.2

Children Moving Between March 1983 and March 1984

-

Movement All Children Poor Children Non-Poor Children
Moved within the
Community 10.0 15.0 8.6
Moved to a Different
Community 4.8 7.9 3.9
No Movement 85.2% 77.1% 87.5%

TOTAL 10072 10072 10027

Number of children

in analysis: 34,937 7,697 27,241

TABLE READS: '"Ten percent of all children moved to a new residence within the
same community during the year preceding the last census survey.
Fifteen percent of poor children made such moves, and 8.6 percent |,
of non-poor children made such moves." .
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SOURCE: Reanalyses of March 1984 Current Population Survey data (Appendix E}
Part 1, Table 7). P
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All of the characteristics reviewed here -- race and ethnicity,

marital status of parents, number of siblings, parent education, and
mobility are related to the likelihood that the child's family may be
defined as poor. Most of them are also associated with student achievement
or grade attainment. The particular aspects of child and famiiy poverty we
have reviewed here are pertinent to Chapter 1 for a variety of reasons,
some having to do with the nature of educational services that might be
needed by these children, and some having to do with the degree of their
educational need. For instance, the presence of students who are not
proficient with the English language may require Chapter 1 programs to
provide language instruction. Perhaps less apparent, but certainly equally
important are the findings regarding marital status and mother's education,
Chapter 1 has historically emphasized the importance of parent involvement,
both in the design and in the execution of its programs for children, Yet
if these parents are single women, struggling to maintain jobs, families,
and tight budgets, they may not have the time to participate in parent
advisory councils of the sort customarily associated with local Chapter 1
programs. Further, if they themselves lack an adequate education, they may
not be able to help their children, ever if they have the time and
inclination. Indeed, they may be in need of compensatory education
themselves,

With regard to the need thase children may have for compensatory
education, most of the characteristics described here have been found to be
associated with children's educational achievement, and to be associated
with achievement even separate from the association between poverty and

achievement. Thus, a Black male adolescent living in poverty with several




8iblings, no father and a relatively less-educated mother, would be
expected to have much greater educational need than the student who has
only one or two of these characteristics.

Long-Term Childhood Poverty

One drawback of relying exclusively on census data for examining
poverty is that census numbers do not reflect the length of time a family
has been poor. Most census surveys provide independent snapshots of the
population. They cannot tell us whether the same families are identified
as poor each year, or whether each year's survey identifies a completely
new population of poor families. Yet we know, from analyses presented in
chapter 2, that the length of time a child spends in poverty is associated
with his or her grade attainment.

Researchers conducting the Panel Survey of Income Dynamics (PSID),
which we used in chapter 2 to assess that relationship, collected
information on a representative sample of families for over 15 years6 and
found that family incomes changed often during this period. Table 3.3
summzrizes changes in the income status of PSID participants between 1971
and 1978. The underlined numbers indicate the proportion of each group
which retained the same relative income status in 1978 as they had in 1971.
Those numbers in the furthermost ccrners from the diagonal indicate membexs
of the population who experienced the most extreme changes in income
status.

There apparently is a great deal of change in family income status in
this country. WMany members of each income group moved into other income
groups, some moving all the way from lowest to highest groups -- or from

highest to lowest -- in just this eight-year period. Such major changes
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Table 3.3

Estimated Proportion of Each Income Group Who Maintained
Their Relative Income Status Over Time

Income Level in 1978

Income Level Lowest Second Middle Second Highest Total

in 1971 Quintile Lowest Quintile Hdighest Quintile
Quintile Quintile

Lowest

Quintile 55.52 22,0 9.5 7.0 6.0 100%

Second Lowest

Quintile 21.5 34.5 21.5 13.5 9.0 1002

Middle

Quintile 13.5 23.5 30.5 18.5 14.0 100%

Second Highest

Quintile 6 15 25.5 31.5 22.0 1002

Highest

Quintile 3.5 4,5 14 29.5 48,5 1002

TABLE READS: "Of all individuals whose income placed them in the lowest quintile
in 1971, 55.5 percent were in the same income category in 1978. An
additional 22 percent of them had moved to the next lowest quintile;

9.5 percent had moved to the middle quintile; 7 percent to the

second highest quintile and 6 percent from the lowest to the highest

quintile.”

SOURCE: Based on data presented by Greg J. Duncan, Years of Poverty, Years of
Plenty. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Institute for Social

Research, 1984, p. 13.




are relatively less common than minor changes, but the fact that they occur
at all is remarkable, It is also clear, however, that the group starting
at. the lowest income level was less likely than any other group to move out
of 1ts starting income level. Over half its members continued to be in the
lowest income group eight years later.

Table 3.4 indicates the proportion of Black and White PSID study
children who were poor for differing lengths of time. It refers to
children who were between the ages of 1 and 3 in 1968, and shows their
poverty experiences for the next l5-year period, approximately the length
of their childhood. The differences between White and Black children are
substantial: the proportion of White children to encounter poverty of any
duration was only 25 percent, whereas the proportion of Black children to
encounter poverty was 78 percent, Black children were also more likely to
experience long periods of poverty; some 28 percent of them were poor for
ten or more of their fifteen childhood years. However, the data also
indicate that, regardless of race, the largest groups were those who
experienced only short spells of poverty. Among Whites, 19,8 percent
experienced a spell of poverty lasting 4 years or less; among Blacks, the
proportion was 32.3.

PSID researchers also estimated the number of years that children with
different characteristics would probably spend living in poverty during
their childhood. The most significant characteristic related to the length
of time a child would spend in poverty was race. After taking race into
account, a number of other characteristics also made a difference, as Table
3.5 illustrates. For instance, among non-Black children, those whose
mothers never married are likely to spend over six of their childhood years

in poverty, in contrast to an average length of time in poverty among all
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Table 3.4

Incidence of Short-Term and Persistent Poverty

of Children by Race®

Length of Time White Black
in Poverty Children Children
(Out of 15 Years)
1 to 4 years 19.8% 32.3%
5 to 9 years 4,6 17.7
10 to 14 years 0.6 24.0
Poor all 15 years of childhood 0.0 4,0
TOTAL Experiencing Poverty 25.0 78.0

TABLE READS: "Among all White

children, 19.8 percent experienced a spell of

poverty lasting from one to four years. Among Black childrem, 32.3
percent experienced poverty spells of this length."

SOURCE:  Panel Survey of Income Dynamics data, analyses of children who were
between cne and three years old in 1968. Greg J. Duncan and Willard L.
Rogers, "A Demographic Analysis of Childhood Poverty." Unpublished
paper, University of Michigan Institute of Social Research. Cited by
Congressional Research Service/Congressional Budget Office, Children
in Poverty, Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives,

1985, pp. 43~44.

Estimates of poverty rates from the PSID are consistently lower than
official Census Bureau estimates. Analysts believe the difference
results from more complete accounting of income on the PSID than the

Current Population Survey.

The Census Bureau acknowizdges that its current

population surveys do underestimate income. It is not known exactly how
much more accurate PSID income information is. For the types of analysis
presented here, it is more important that the data collection be consistent

over time, than accurate at
affect formula allocations,

a point-in-time. (Such a difference would also not
since each county or school district would

receive a proportionally equal over-estimation of the aumber of poor childrenm).




Table 3.5

Expected Number of Years in Poverty During
First 15 Years of Life

Non~Elack Black

All Households 0.8 5.4

Characteristics of Household at Birth of Child:

Teenage Mother
Education of Head:

8 years 1
i2 years 0.

Characteristics of Household Throughout Childhood
(15 years):

Never Married Mother 6.2 6.0

1,2 S.4
Head Disabled 3

Lived in South 0

Lived Out of South 0.

Large City 0

Rural Area 1 |
1 Paren* 3

2 Parent

TABLE READS: "The average non-Black child is expected to spend eight~tenths of
a year in poverty during his or her fifteen years of childhood.
The average Black child is expected to spend 5.4 years in poverty |
during this period." [These figures represent 5 percent and
36 percent, respectively, of the 15 years of childhood].

SOURCE: Greg J. Duncan and Willard L. Rogers, "A Demographic Analysis of
Childhood Poverty." Unpublished paper, University of Michigan
Institute for Social Research. Cited by Congressional Research
Service/Congressional Budget Office, Children in Poverty. Committee
on Ways and Means, U. S. House of Representaives, 1985, p. 47.
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non-Black households of less than one year. Among Black children, those
living with a disabled head of household are likely to spend nearly 11 of
their 15 childhood years in poverty, in contrast to the average among all
Black households of 5.4 years. The findings regarding Black children are
particularly important because almost 90 percent of children who were poor
for ten or more years of their childhood were Black.7 This difference
between the races suggests that Black students are likely to experience a
qualitatively different form of poverty than are White students.

In general, the length of time a child spends in poverty is likely to
increase if the child is Black, lives in a rural area, has only one parent
or lives with a disabled head of household. Many of these characteristics
are also associated with family poverty status as measured by the census.
However, the census counts of poverty include any family whose current
income meets the official definition of poverty, regardless of whether the
income was reduced to this level last month, or whether it has been low for
many years. Yet, even though the PSID study has followed the same families
for many years, it still cannot show how many of its families were poor
prior to the start of data collection in 1968, or how many will continue to
be poor in the future. Two analysts recently used the PSID data to
estimate the number of people who would have experienced different lengths
of time in poverty during the 1970s, regardless of whether their
experiences began earlier or extended beyond the exact period of PSID data
collect::lon.8 These researchers also estimated the proportion of those
living in poverty for various amounts of time wio would have been counted

as poor by a one-time survey such as the census.
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Table 3.6 summarizes their findings. The first column indicates the
proportion of people whose spells of poverty overlapped the years of the
PSID analysis. It indicates that the vast majority of poverty spells were
relatively short. More than 40 percent of all poverty spells lasted a year
or less, and over two-thirds of them lasted less than three years.

The second column of Table 3.6 offers an important contrast. It
indicates the proportion of those who are likely to be counted as poor at
any one time. Whereas column 1 shows that most spells of poverty tend to
be rather short, column 2 shows that most people counted as poor at any one
time are experiencing a long spell of poverty. Furthermore, while the
average poverty spell is only 4.2 years, the average spell among those
counted in a census survey is estimated to be 11 years.

This apparent contradiction occurs because those individuals who
experience brief periods of poverty are less likely to be counted in
one-time surveys. The 41.1 percent experiencing single years of poverty do
not all experience poverty during the same year. As one family moves out
of poverty, another moves into poverty, so only 9.7 percent of them are
poor at any one time. An income survey conducted during 1975 would miss
most short-term spells of poverty, and even many intermediate~term poverty
spells, Four-year spells would be missed, for instance, if they occurred
between 1968-72, 1969-73, 1970-74, or 1976-80.

These data are germane to Chapter 1 in two ways. First, as we saw
earlier, students experiencing long spells of poverty were more likely to
fall behind in their education than those experiencing shorter spells of
poverty. We now see that only 18 percent of all persons who encountered

poverty during this period were pcor for more than eight years.
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Table 3.6

Percent of Non-elderly Persons Experiencing
Poverty Using Two Methods of Estimation

Length of Poverty Total Percent Average Percent Observed
Spell Beginning a Spell of Experiencing a Poverty
Poverty Between 1969 Spell at Any One Time
and 1978 Between 1969 and 1978
1 year 41,12 9.72
2-3 years 27.7 15.5
4~7 years 13.2 15.8
8 or more years 18.0 59.1
Total 100.0 100.0
Average Years in Poverty 4,2 11,0

TABLE READS: "Of all persons beginning a period of poverty between 1969 and
1978, 41.1 percent experienced spells of poverty lasting one year
or less., Of all persons counted as poor at any given time, only
9.7 percent were experiencing a poverty spell of one year in length."

SOURCE: Analyses of the Panel Survey of Income Dynamics Data. D. Ellwood
and Mary J. Bane, "Slipping Into and Out of Poverty: The Dynamics of
Spells," Cited by Congressional Research Service/Cungressional
Budget Office, Children in Poverty. Committee on Ways and Means,
U. S. House of Representatives, 1985, p. 47.
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Second, Chapter 1 funds are distributed among counties and school districts
on the basis of surveys of poverty per se rather than on the basis of
long~term poverty. A school district receives as much money for a student
whose family happens to be poor this year as it does for a student whose
family has been poor for the last ten years. While these data indicate
that the majority of those counted in a census survey -- 59.1 percent -~
would be experiencing long-term poverty, and an additional 15.8 percent
would be experiencing spells of poverty lasting from four to seven years,
they also indicate that 25 percent of those counted would be experiencing
spells of less than three years. The census is, then, a reasonably good
indicator of the long~term poverty, but not a perfect one.

But the characteristics of students who are likely to encounter
long-term poverty are not the same as those of children who may encounter
shorter spells of poverty. Children experiencing long-term poverty are far
more likely to be Black, more likely to live in rural areas and more likely
to have only one parent. To the extent that these students have different
academic characteristics than the population of students counted as poor by
the census, and to the extent that they live in different school districts
than short-term poor families, census poverty counts may not accurately
reflect the variation in student achievement levels among counties and
school districts that it is intended to reflect.

Concentration of Poverty

To the extent that a child lives in a neighborhood with a large number
of poor families, or attends school witi a number of childrem from poor
families, the child may have a more intense encounter with poverty than the
child who does not regularly associate with poor childrem. The Sustaining

Effects Study data, used in the last chapter to assess the relationship
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between concentrations of poverty and student achievement, permit us to
determine the demographic composition of students in schools serving
relatively more, or fewer, poor students. We ranked the schools
participating in the SES according to the percent of their students who
came from poor families, and then divided the schools into four equal
groups.

Figure 3.5 ehows the composition of students in the top group (schools
with large proportions of poor students), the bottom group (schools with
small proportions of poor students) and the middle two groups. Though
White students appear in relatively larger proportions in all three types
of schools, minority students are far more likely to appear in
high-poverty-concentration schools than in any others.

No national data bases exist that permit us to determine vwhere the
schools with such high poverty rates are located. However, it 1is possible
to determine where high-poverty districts are located, To do this, we
began as before, by ranking districts nationwide by the percent of poor
students whom they served in 1980, and then dividing the 1ist into four
roughly equal-sized groups.9

Figure 3.6 shows the proportion of poor students gerved by each
quartile of districts., In the lowest quartile, districts serve student
populations for whom less than 7 percent are poor; in the highest quartile,
they serve grours for whom 21 percent or more are poor. However, districts
in this highest quartile serve poverty concentrations ranging all the way
from 21 percent to 100 percent of their student bodies. Thus, these
districts differ substantially among themselves in their poverty rates, in

addition to differing as a group from other districts.
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Figure 3.5

‘ RACIAL/ ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF ELEMENTARY
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SOURCE: Reanalyses of Sustaining Effects Study data (Appendix D, Part 2, Table 3).
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Figure 36
DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL DISTRICT POVERTY RATES BY QUARTILE

Percent of School-Aged
Children from Poor Families

211009
100 — :

80 I—

60 |

40 |-

13-20% Poor .

20 —

Lowest Second Lowest Second Highest Highest
3,908 Districts 38563 Districts 3,965 Districts 3,937 Districts

District Quatrtile

FIGURE READS: “Among the 3908 school districts in the lowest quartile, the proportions of poor
school-aged children living in the district range from zero to seven percent. Among the
3853 districts in the second-lowest quartile, the proportions of poor, school-aged children
range from eight to 12 percent.”

SOURCE: Reanalyses of 1980 Census (Appendix E, Part 2). 6.
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Despite the considerable variation within the top quartile in their
proportions of students from‘iow-income families, comparisons of these
districts with other districts reveal several general differences in terms
of their size, geographic location,: and types of students served. On
average, districts in the top quartiie are more liikely to be small and more
likely to be located in the South than districts serving populations with
lower poverty rates. With regard to size, however, these averages are
skewed by the fact that the vast majority of all school districts are
small. When large urban districts are separated from the rest, they are
found to have the highest average poverty rates of all, even exceeding the
rates found in the nation's smallest school districts and most rural areas.

Size of School District

Figure 3.7 shows the percentage of schocl districts in each of several
size categories that fall into the highest poverty quartile. If
high-poverty districts were distributed evenly among all districts, we
would expect them to constitute 25 percent of each size category, for that
is their percentage among all school districts. However, about half of the
nation's large urban districts serve high concentrations of poverty, nearly
double the nationwide proportion of districts serving such high
concentrations of poverty. Furthermore, those large urban districts not in
the high-poverty-concentration group still serve many poor students. On
average, large urban districts serve communities in which 19.7 percent of
the families are poor. To the extent that poor families in these districts
are concentrated in a few neighborhoods, rather than spread throughout the
districts, these school districts will contain schools that serve high

concentrations of poverty.
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Figure 3.7

PROPORTION OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN EACH ENROLLMENT CATEGORY
WITH 21 CR MORE PERCENT POOR SCHOOL-AGED CHILDREN
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50— . 488
40
30
20
10
0 > :
Less Than 1,000-2,499 2,500-9999 10,000 or Large Urban
1,000 More Except (30,000 or
Large Urban More and

9% Urbanized

School District Enroliment 99% Urbanized)

FIGURE READS: “Among all school districts with fewer than 1,000 students, 315 percent have poverty rates
at or above 21 percent. Among school districts with enrollments between 1,000 and 2,499
students, 183 percent have poverty rates at or above 21 percent.”

SOURCE: Reanalyses of 1980 Census (Appendix E, Part 2).
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There also are re.atively moic high-poverty districts among the
smallest category of districts. The average rate of poverty among small
school districts is 17.4 percent. These findings should not obscure the
fact that high concentrations of poverty exist elsewhere as well. Many
examples of high poverty rates exist in districts of all sizes.

Region

The distribution of district poverty rates by geographic region is
presented in Figure 3.8. Nearly half of all Southern school districts
(48.7 percent) serve high concentrations of poverty, a percentage roughly
double the national proportion of such districts. In fact, the average
poverty rate among Southern school districts is roughly equal to our
cut-off rate for defining high poverty concentrations -- 21.6 percent.

This contrasts with average poverty rates of 11.1 percent in the Northeast,
13.8 percent in the North central region, and 15.4 percent in the West.
Figure 3.8 also indicates that relatively few districts in the Northeast
serve high concentrations of poverty -- only 11.5 percent. Again, these
are general tendencies, and there is considerable variation among district
poverty rates'within each of the regions. For example, the Northeast
region has an average district poverty rate of 1l.1 percent, yet one of its
states, Maine, has an average district poverty rate of 19 percent. Among
Maine's 278 distri:ts, about one quarter have poverty rates below 10
percent, and one quarter have poverty rates exceeding 22 percent. And this
variation occurs in the region which has less variation in its

district-level concentrations of poverty than any other region.
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Figure 38

PERCENT OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN EACH REGION WITH
21 OR MORE PERCENT POOR SCHOOL-AGED CHILDREN

Region

Northeast

North Central

South

West

| l 1 | | l | |
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Percent of Districts

FIGURE READS: “Among all school districts in the Northeast region, 11.5 percent have poverty rates at or
above 21 percent. Among school districts in the North Central region, 19.7 percent have
poverty rates at or above 21 percent.’

SOURCE: Reanalyses of 1980 Census (Appendix E, Part 2).
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Student Ethnicity and Language in Ligh-Concentration Areas

Nationwide, school districts serve relatively small proportions of
non-White students -- the average is about 8 percent.lo Table 3.7 shows
the average percent of non-White students and language minorities served by
districts with differing concentrations of poverty. The proportions of
non-White students increases gradually through the first three quartiles of
districts, and then more than doubles -- from 7.2 to 17.5 percent --
between the third and fourth quartiles. Districts serving high
concentrations of poverty have much larger average non-White enrollments
than do districts with lower poverty rates. Further, of those districts
serving mostly non-White students, nearly 92 percent are in our highest
poverty-concentration quartile. Thus a school district with a
predominantly minority student body is virtually certain to serve a high
concentration of poor students. Just as Black children are more likely to
experience long~term poverty, then, they are also morc likely to reside in
areas with high concentrations of poverty.

Analogous patterns are apparent with regard to the percentage of
students who are limited in their proficiency with the English language.
Though the percentages are smaller overall, the proportions of
limited-English-proficient students increase gradually through the first
three quartiles and then more than doubles from the third to the fourth
quartile.

The districts we have identified as serving high concentrations of
pcor students constitute 25 percent of the nation's school districts. They
also serve about 25 percent of all students nationwide.ll But the data
suggest that those 25 percent of the nation's school districts are far more

likely to serve minority students and students whose proficiency in English
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Table 3.7

Average Percent Non-White and Limited-English-Proficient Students
by Poverty Quartile of District

District: District Average (Standarda Average Percent of (Standarda
Quartile Poverty Percent Deviation™) Limited~English-~ Deviation™)
Concentrations Non-White Proficient Students
Students

Lowest 25 Percent 0~ 7% 3.3 5.2 <37 1.4
Next Lowest 8 - 122 4.6 7.0 47 1.5

25 Percent

a Next Highest

25 Percent 13 - 2072 7.2 10.0 .64 1.8
Highest 25 Percent 21 - 10072 17.5 20.4 1.40 4,3
ENTIRE POPULATION 8.0 13,2 72 2.6

TABLE READS: "School districts in the lowest quartile serve between zero and 7 percent poor children,
average 3.3 percent non-White students (with a standard deviation of 5.2) and average .37 percent
students with limited proficiency in English (with a standard deviation of 1.4)."

SOURCE: Reanalyses of 1980 Census Bureau STF-3F Files (Appendix E, Part 2, Table 7).

A standard deviation is a measure of the amount of variation within a group. Small standard deviations would
indicate that the group is relatively homogeneous, while large standard deviations suggest heterogeneity.
These standard deviations are relatively large.
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is limited. They are not, however, the only school districts which have to
educate high concentrations of poor students. Even a district with a
relatively low overall poverty rate may have one or more schools which
serve high concentrations of poor students. And these individual schools,
as we saw above, are also more likely to be populated with minority
students.

The students served by these school districts and schools have
characteristics eimilar to the characteristics of children experiencing
long-term family poverty. They are more likely to be Black, more likely to
live in rural areas or small school districts, and more likely to live in
the Southeast. Children experiencing concentrations of poverty also are
likely to be in large urban areas, a characteristic not reported by those
investigating long-term poverty. Because the data bases used to measure
the two forms of poverty intensity -- long-term family poverty and
concentration of poverty -- are different, it is not possible to datermine
the extent to which the same children experience both forms of intensity.
However, the similarity between the two sets of demographic characteristics
leads us to suspect that the same children may be experiencing both forms
of poverty intensity.

Low-Achieving Students

All of the analyses displayed above portray groups of students who,
because of their poverty experiences, would be more likely to fall behind
in school, and consequently be eligible for compensatory education. It is
also possible to examine the characteristics of low-achieving students
directly, without relying on a proximate characteristic such as census

poverty status, length of time in poverty, or concentration of poverty.




However, systematic patterns of low achievement may be more difficult to
discern than are systematic patterns of poverty, because virtually every
community and every family income category contains gome low-achieving
students.

Though there are many sources of information about student
achievement, few permit us to define the characteristics of those students
in elementary, middle, and secondary grades who are not achieving well.
One that does is the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).12
NAEP recently revised its achievement measure and defined five levels of
reading proficiency, ranging from what it calls "rudimentary" to what it
calls "advanced" proficiency. Rudimentary skills are those that enable
students to read a few simple sentences; basic skills enable students to
read simple stories or expository passages; and intermediate reading skills
permit students to read relatively lengthy stories and informational
passages.l3 In all cases, the students must be able to do more than simply
read the passages. They must also answer questions about the passages,
with the questions demanding increasingly sophisticated thought processes.
For the most advanced level, NAEP requires students to restructure or
synthesize ideas presented in complex and sophisticated passages.

Because Chapter 1 focuses on students who are not achieving well in
school, we draw on NAEP data to estimate the proportion of students who
lack reading proficiency. Figure 3.9 shows the proportions of students
whom NAEP found lacking rudimentary, basic, or intermediate reading skills
in its 1984 assessment. While the vast majority of students have acqufred
rudimentary reading skills by the age of 17, many have not achieved

intermediate proficiency by that age. If the goal of schooling were to




Figure 39

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS LACKING RUDIMENTARY,
BASIC, OR INTERMEDIATE READING PROFICIENCY IN 1984

Student Skill Level

Lacking Rudimentary
Proficiency

Lacking Basic
Proficiency

Lacking Intermediate
Proficiency

9-Year-Olds
4 13Year-Olds
17Year-Olds
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FIGURE READS: “In 1984, 6.1 percent of 9-year-olds lacked rudimentary reading proficiency, .2 percent
of 13-year-olds lacked rudimentary proficiency, and no 17-year-olds lacked rudimentary

SOURCE: National Assessment of Educational Progress, The Reading Report Card: Progress Toward Excellence in
Cur Schools. Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service, 1985. Data Appendix, pages 66-69.




assure that all 9-year-olds attained basic reading skills, and all

13-year-olds attained intermediate skills, these data would indicate that
35.8 percent of all 9-year-olds were behind and 39.7 percent of
13-year-olds were behind. In fact, it indicates that 16.4 percent of
17-year-olds had still not attained intermediate skills.

The NAEP data do not permit us to determine the family poverty status
of these low-achievers, nor the intensity of their poverty experience.
Several other student and family characteristics are described, however.
Table 3.8 indicates the relationship between these characteristics and
low-achievement rates. Low achievers are more prevalent among males,
minority studente, students residing in the Southeast, students whose
parents lack high school degrees, and students who reside in disadvantaged
inner city areas -- areas defined by NAEP as cities with populations
exceeding 200,000, and with large proportions of their citizens on welfare
or not regularly employed. Though NAEP defines some of its terms
differently than we have in our earlier analyses, these characteristics are
very similar to those of students who experience relatively more intense
forms of poverty.

NAEP also provides information on the relationship between student
achievement and three aspects of home life: the amount of reading material
in the home, the number of hours the child watches television each day, and
the amount of time the child devotes to homework. One of these, the amount
of reading materials in the home, may in part reflect family income, but
these three measures are also indicative of aspects of home atmosphere
which other researchers have found to be related to student achievement.
Findings regarding these items, shown in Table 3.9, are in the directiomns

one would expect. Students were more likely to lack the skills we defined
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Table 3.8

Proportion of Students with Varying Characteristics
Who Lacked Reading Skills in 1984

Percent of Percent of

Student 9-Year-0lds Lacking 13-Year-0lds Lacking

Characteristics Basic Proficiency Intermediate Proficiency
Male 39 2 44,57 |
Female 32.7 34.8 |
White 29 33.1 J
Black 60.7 64.7 |
Hispanic 56.2 60.6 |
Parents with No High
School Diploma 50.9 59.5
Parents with High School
Diploma 36.3 44,4
Parents with Post-High
School Education 25.8 27.7 1
Residing in: |
- Northeast 31.9 36.1
- Southeast 42,0 42.1 |
- Central States 31.5 37.9 }
- West 37.5 42,3 |
- Rural Community 43.4 42,3
- Disadvantaged Urban

Community 55.3 62.4 |
-~ Advantaged Urban |

Community 19.4 20.5 |

TABLE READS: "Among male students, 39 percent of all nine-year-olds had not
attained basic reading proficiency; 44.5 percent of 13-year-olds had
not attained intermediate reading proficiency.”

SOURCE: National Assessment of Educational Progress, The Reading Report Card:
Progress Toward Excellence in Qur Schools. Princeton, NJ: Educational
Testing Service Report No. 15-R-01, 1985, pp. 66 and 69.

a According to NAEP, performance at this level suggests the ability to understand
specific or sequentially-related information. The Reading Report Card, p. 15. |
b According to NAEP, performance at this level suggests the ability to search
for specific information, to interrelate ideas, and to make generalizations
The Reading Report Card, p. 15.
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Table 3.9

Proportions of Students with Varying Habits Who
Lacked Reading Skills in 1984

c 9-Year-0Olde Lacking 13-Year-0lds Lacking

Characteristics Basic Proficiency Intermediat
Proficiency

0 = 2 Reading Items in Home 48.5% 59.5%
3 Reading Items in Home 31.5 42.0

4 Reading Items in Home 22.4 31.1

0 - 2 Hours TV Watched Per Day 30.5 29.3
3 - 5 Hours TV Watched Per Day 28.3 34.9
6 Hours TV Watched Per Day 46.6 54.0

No Homework Assigned Yesterday - 41.8
Did Not Do Yesterday's Homework - 52.2
Homework Took Less Than One Hour - 36.5
Homework Took One to Two Hours - 31.2
Homework Took More than Two Hours - 34.0

TABLE READS: '"Among all students with two or fewer types of reading material in
their homes in 1984, 48.5 percent of nine-year-olds had not attained
basic reading proficiency and 59.5 percent of 13-year-olds had not
attained intermediate reading proficiency."

SOURCE: National Assessment of Educational Progress, The Reading Report Card:
Progress Toward Excellence in OQur Schools. Princeton, NJ: Educational
Testing Service Report No. 15-R-01, 1985, pp. 66 and 69.

According to NAEP, performance at this level suggests the ability to understand
specific or sequentially-related information. The Reading Report Card, p. 15.

According to NAEP, performance at this level suggests the ability to search
for specific information, to interrelate ideas, end to make generalizations
The Reading Report Card, p. 15.

The specific questions used to gather this information are as follows. For
reading matter, students were asked four questions -- whether their family
received newspapers regularly, whether there was an encyclopedia in the home,
whether there were more than 25 books in the home, and whether the family bought
or subscribed to magazines regularly. The "scores" reported here refer to the
number of positive responses to these questions., For television watching, the
student was asked how much television he or she "usually watched in a day." For
homework the student was asked specifically about yesterday's homework, and given
the five possible answers listed here.
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for them when there were fewer reading materials in their home, when they
spent more time watching television, and when they spent little time on
homework.
Conclusion

Students who experience long-term family poverty or who reside in
areas with high concentrations of poverty are more likely to belong to
minority groups than are students experiencing less intense forms of
puverty. They share other characteristics as well, and they share
characteristics with those students who are not achieving levels of reading
proficiency defined by NAEP. To the extent that students experiencing
these intense forms of poverty live in different communities from other
poor students, the census counts of poverty may under-estimate the

incidence of low educational achievement in these communities.
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Notes to
Chapter 3

1 Appendix E, Part 1, describes the census data and our analyses of {it.

2 Congressional Research Service and Congressional Budget Office,
Children in Poverty. Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of
Representatives, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1985.

3 Daniel Koretz Poverty Among Children. Congressional Budget Office,
1984,

o

Congressional Research Service and Congressional Budget Office, op
cit.

5 Unless otherwise noted, the statistics quoted throughout this section
are taken from our own analyses of census data. The details of these
analyses are reported in Appendix D, Technical Support for Chapter 3.

6 For an overview of this research, see Greg Duncan Years of Poverty,
Years of Plenty. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 1985.

7 Congressional Research Service and Congressicnal Budget Office. op
cit.

8 Mary J. Bane and D. Ellwood "Slipping In and Out of Poverty: The
Dynamics of Spells." Working Paper, Harvard University, 1983.

9 District analyses are based on school district enrollment data, taken
from the Census Bureau's STF-3F file rather than from its March
supplements. See Appendix E, Part 2. Though the districts were
divided into quartiles, the sizes of the four groups differ due to
ties in the proportion of poor children served.

10 The total percentage of non-vhite students 1is about 23 percemt, but
these students are not evenly distributed among school districts.
Because go many districts serve very small proportions of minorities,
while a few districts serve very large proportions, the average
proportion served by districts in general is small.

11 The proportious of students in the four quartiles are 26.04 percent in
the first quartile, 23.82 percent, 24.59 percent, and 25.54 percent in
the highest quartile.

12 The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) samples
students nationwide and gives all sampled students the same test.
Thus, unlike the pot—pourri nf testing systems used by State and local
agencies arross the country, NAEP provides a uniform national picture
of student achievement. Second, NAEP assesses a representative sample
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of students, in contrast to such other national testing systems as the
college entrance examinations which are taken voluntarily. Finally,
NAEP assesses students at different age-levels. It provides national
estimates of the educational progress of 9-year-olde, 13-year-olds,
and 17-year-olds. This last point is important for Chapter 1, since
it serves mainly elementary, rather than secondary students.

13 National Assessment of Educational Progress, Reading Report Card:
Progress Toward Excellence in Our Schools. Princeton, NJ:
Educational Testing Service. Report NO, 15-R-01, 1985.
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Chapter 4
Program Beneficiaries

Overview of the Chapter

In this chapter, we examine the characteristics of those students who
actually have been served by Title I or Chapter 1 programs. We find that:

o Relative to the population of school-age children, Title I/
Chapter 1 students are more likely to be poor, to belong to
minority groups, to be enrolled in elementary grades, and to
attend public, rather than private, schools.

° Provisions regarding the selection of schools and students do rot
always assure that the most educationally-deprived students will
be served. Nearly 20 percent of students receiving math
instruction in 1976 achieved above the 50th percentile on a math
achievement test, and over 10 percent of those receiving reading
instruction achieved above that level on s reading test. Yet
some 60 parcent of students scoring below the 25th percentile
were 1ot receiving services.

o The proportior. of such less-low-achieving students being provided
with compensatory education services depends in part on the
population of low-achieving students available to be served by
the school, and in part on the local decision to serve many
versus a few children.

o Schools with fewer lcwer-achieving students available are more
likely to serve relatively higher-achieving studcnts, and unless
they have very high concentration of poor students, schools with
relatively large programs are also more likely to serve
higher-achieving students,

Though the data on which these analyses are based are old, more recent

data sources indicate that similar patterns of achievement levels exist

among Chapter 1 students today, and will prvobably continue to exist unless

Congress decides to restrict program participation in some wav.
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A Profile of Program Beneficiaries

The purpose and provisions of Chapter 1 are such that one would evpect
its beneficiaries to differ from the general population of students. Funds
are allocated among districts on the basis of their poverty rates, for
instance, and districts are required to place programs in schools with the
highest concentrations of poor students. Consequently, we would expect
program beneficiaries more often to be poor. And because students must be
gseiected on the basis of their academic achievement, we would expect their
achievement to be low. Other characteristics of program beneficiaries,
however, derive from local decisions. School districts can decide which
grade levels of students to serve, and parents can decide whether to send
their students to public or private schools. Thus, the grade levels or
school affiliations of Chapter 1 students reflect school district and
parent decisions, rather than legislative decisions. Figure 4.1 compares
program beneficiaries to the school-age population on four characteristics:
the poverty status of the students' families; the students’ vacial and
ethnic backgrounds; the grade levels they attend; and whether they are
enrolled in public or private schools.

No single source of data describes all of these characteristics of
Chapter 1 beneficiaries. Consequently, we have drawn on a number of
sources for this analysis. Figure 4.1 displays the most recent data
available on each of these characteristics of students, comparing the
proportion of such students within the Chapter 1 program with the
proportion in the entire student population. The details regarding these

comparisons are in Appendix F,.
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Figure 4.1

PERCENT OF TITLE I/CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS AND
ALL STUDENTS WITH VARIOUS CHARACTERISTICS
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FIGURE READS: “Among Title | students in 1976-77, 42 percent were poor. Among the student population
in general in 1976-77, 21 percent were poor.”

SOURCE: Sustaining Effects Study (Poverty 1976-77), Title | Evaluation and Reporting System (Race and Ethnicity

1982-83; Grade Levels and Private School Enroliment, 1983-84) Appendix F, Par: 1. 8o




Poverty Status

The most recent nationally-representative data describing
beneficiaries' poverty status are from the Sustaining Effects Study. These
investigators collected information both about family income and about the
family's receipt of such public assistance as Aid to Families with
Dependent Children and Foster Care Services during the 1976-77 school year.
Because data from the Sustaining Effects Study (SES) are approximately ten
years old, they cannot portray the current poverty rates of Chapter 1
participants. The SES data are also limited in that they included only
Title I students who were in the elementary grades. Despite these
limitations, these data are the only national data available on the poverty
status of program beneficiaries. At that time —- school year 1976-77 -~
approximately 42 percent of the elementary school Title I participants came
from poor families as defined by the Orshansky poverty index, in contrast
te 21 percent poor children in the total population of gtudents in these
grade levels.

Without more recent data on the poverty status of program
participants, we cannot know the extent to which the proportion of program
participants who come from poor families may have increased in recent
years. However, we do know that both the number and proportion of children
living in poverty have risen substantially since 1976.1 Assuming that the
relationship between poverty and achievement has held steady, and given the
rise in the number of children from poor families, it would be reasonable
to suppose that the program now serves a larger proportion of poor students

than it did in the mid-seventies.




Minority Status

Because minorities have higher poverty rates than White families do,
one would also expect Chapter 1 beneficiaries more often to belong to
ainority groups. Compared to the school-age population, Chapter 1 does
serve a relatively high proportion of Black and Hispanic students, and
correspondingly, a relatively low proportion of White students. Figure 4.1
shows that in 1983 Black students constituted 29 percent of the Chapter 1
population, while approximately 15 percent of the total school-age
population was Black. And approximately 45 percent of Chapter 1
participants were White, whereas 72 percent of the total school-age
populaticn was White.

While these statistics are in the direction one would expect, they
contradict a common belief that the program serves primarily Black
students. For every 100 Black students served by the program there are
more than 150 White students served. This discrepancy occurs in part
because even though White students have a lower poverty rate than Blacks,
there are so many more White students altogether that they are likely to
constitute the majority of any group -~ rich or poor, old or young. The
relatively high proportion of Hispanic beneficiaries -~ 22 percent versus 9
percent -~ also contradicts the notion that Chapter 1 is primarily targeted
to Black students. The high participation rate among Hispanic students
reflects in part their higher poverty rates, and probably in part their
language proficiency as well,

The ethnic and racial composition of beneficiaries also reflects
broader population trends. According to census data, the proportion of

White students in the school-age population declined from 75 to 72 percent
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during the five years preceding our 1983 data, while the proportion of
Hispanic children rose from 6 to 9 percent. In fact, the Hispanic
population was the country's fastest growing minority populatior during the
late 19708, especially in large urban areas.2

While there is no single data source for examining trends in the
ethnic mix of Chapter 1 participants, we present in Table 4.1 the data that
are available. The racial and ethnic information in Table 4.1 are from
separate data collection efforts which did not use comparable racial/ethnic
definitions, though we have attempted to correct for some of the
disparities in this reanalysis.3 These data suggest that the growth of
Hispanic and other non-Black minority populations in general has been
accompanied by large increases in the participation of these groups ian
Chapter 1 programs.

There is also no straightforward way to measure trends in the
English-language proficiency of program participants. We do know, however,
that between 1979 and 1983, the number of beneficiaries receiving services
labeled "English for limited-English Background" grew from 374,590 to
592,062, a 58 percent increase. These beneficiaries constituted
approximately 7 percent of the program's public school participants in 1979
and approximately 12 percent of such participants in 1983.4 By the 1983-84
school year, Chapter 1 programs provided this service to over three times
as many students as ESEA Title VII Bilingual Education served through its
basic and demonstration project:s.5

Grade Levels

Figure 4.1 indicates that the Chapter 1 program is focused primarily

on students in the elementary grades. Whereas less than 70 percent of all




Table 4.1

Change Over Time in the Racial and Ethnic Characteristics
of School-Age Children and Title I/Chapter 1 Program

Beneficiaries
School-Age Program
Children Beneficiaries
(Age 5-18)
1978 1983 1976-77 1982-83
(NIE Study) (State Reports)
White 75% 72% 547% 457
Black 15 15 35 29
Hispanic 6 9 10 22
Other 4 5 2 4
TOTAL 100% 10122 1012 100%

TABLE READS: "In 1978, White students constituted 75 percent of the school-
age population. In 1983, they constituted 72 percent of that

population.”

SOURCES: School-age population figures based on reanalyses of March 1984
Current Population Survey (Appendix E, Table 1); 1976-77 Title I
figures from the National Institute of Education, Fvaluating

An Interim Report on the NIE Compensatory

Compensatory Education:

Education Study, p. III-26; 1983-84 Chapter 1 figures from U.S.
Department of Education, Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation,
Annual Evaluation Report, Fiscal Year 1984, pp. 101-103 based on data

from the Title I/Chapter 1 Evaluation and Reporting System.

Proportions do not total 100%Z because of rounding.
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students are enrolled in the elementary grades (pre-kindergarten through
grade 8), 90 percent of all Chapter 1 students are in these grades.
Conversely, even though approximately 31 percent of all students are in
grades nine through 12, only about 10 percent of Chapter 1 students are in
these grades.

While these figures suggest a gereral preference to serve elementary
grade levels, other evidence suggests that the preference is not as strong
as it once was. Table 4.2 summarizes both program and general population
enrollment trends from 1979 to 1984, While service rates auong secondary
students fluctuated throughout this time period, elementary service rates
definitely declined. The number of elementary students being served
decreasea by 11 percent, even though elementary enrollment as a whole
decreased only 1 percent during this 5-year period.

Private School Students

Policy makers' interest in private school students' participation in
Chapter 1 programs has intensified since the Supreme Court's July 1985

ruling (Aguilar v. Felton) that Chapter 1 instructional services could not

be provided in religiously-affiliated schools. The only national
statistics available on private school beneficiaries, however, were
collected prior to that decision.

Figure 4.1 indicates that even prior to the Felton rulirg. Chapter 1
programs served a smaller proportion of private school students than was
served by private schools nationwide. While 12.7 percent of all students
were enrolled in private schools during the 1983-84 school year, only 4.6

percent of Chapter 1 students were enrolled in private schools that year.
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Table 4.2

Title 1/Chapter 1 Enrollments Compared to Total Elementary and Secondary Enrollmenta®
(in Thousands)

Total Elementary Total Secondary Title I/Chapter 1 Title 1/Chaptar 1 Percent of Elementary Percent of Secondary
Enrollment Enrollment Participants Participants Enrollment Enrollment
(Pre-K - 8) 9 -12) Pre-K - 8 9 - 12 Participating in Participating in
Title I/Chapter 1 Title I/Chapter 1
1979-80 31,631 15,014 4,902 457 15.52 3.12
1980-81 31,666 14,652 %4809 493 15.1% 3.42
1981-82 31,345 14,255 4,336 487 13.92 3.42
198282 31,356 13,896 4,280 420 13.6% 3.0%
1983-84 31,208 13,754 4,345 501 13.92 3.62

TABLE READS: '"Total elemenfary enrollmen: during school year 1979-80 was approximately 31,631,000, Total secondary enrollment was about
15,014,000."

SOURCE: Elementary/Secondary Enrollment

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, The Conditions of Education 1985 Edition, p. 18 for school years
1980-1984; U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, The Conditions of Education 1984 Edition, p. 14 for
school year 1979-1980.

Title I/Chapter 1 Enrollment

Carpenter, Michael A., and Patricia A. Hopper, Synthesis of State Chapter 1 Data: Summary Report, draft (1985), p. 4.

2 Total does not include ungraded enrollments.




These relatively low service rates concern policy makers partly
because they are low and partly because they have remained low for some
time, despite recent increases in total private school enrollments. To
sorme extent, these differences in service rates reflect differences in
school and student characteristics., Students attending private schools are
more likely to be from higher-income families and are more likely to be
higher-achieving., Furthermore, most of the recent growth in private school
enrollment hes not been at the grade levels or in the types of schools
which have traditionally participated in Chapter 1. Most of this growth
has been at the pre-school level, in schools for handicapped students, and
in evangelical Christian schools. Census data show that between 1980 and
1983 there was little, if any, growth in private school enrollments for
grades 1 through 12. Yet private school kindergarten enrollment rose 35
percent over this period, and pre-kindergarten enrollmeant grew by 14
percent;6 er.zollments in private schools for handicapped students jumped
from approximately 8,000 students during the 1975-76 school year to about
299,000 students in the 1982-83 school year; and enrollments in evangelical
Christian schools more than doubled between school years 1975-76 and
1982-83, from approximately 344,000 to 913,000 students.7

None of these sectors participates heavily in Chapter 1. Only 7
percent of Chapter 1 beneficiaries are pre-kindergarten or kindergarten
children, for instance, and evangelical schools often choose not to
participate in Federal programs such as Chapter 1. Only 9 percent of the
Chapter 1's private school students attend non-Catholic
religiously-affiliated schools, even though these schools enrolled 25

percent of the total private school population.8



Summary

This comparison of Chapter 1 beneficiaries to the total school-age
population suggests that local decisicns, legislation, and demographic
trends all interact to define the population of program beneficiaries. The
extent to which the program serves relatively more poor students, for
instance, reflects the legislative priority given to poverty, while the
proportions of minorities reflects the demographic relationship between
race, ethnicity, and poverty. That the program serves relatively more
elementary students, on the other hand, reflects partly a pedagogical
preference to serve students in early grades, when they are first learnigg%;
to read and to calculate, and partly a response to administrative
complications and funding constraints associated with serving secondary
5tudents.9 Finally, services to private school students reflect decisions
made by parents as well as by the schools themselves.

The interaction among these several influences is built into the
design of the legislation. Though the legislation specifies an emphasis on
educational deprivation, for instance, it leaves decisions regarding the
grade levels, subject matters, and general character and quality of
services to lncal program managers, on the assumption that these decisions
should reflect local circumstances.

Unserved Students

Apart from knowing the characteristics of students who receive Chapter
1 services, policy makers often want to know whether there are eligible
students who are not served. The concept of eligibility is a difficult one
to apply to the Chapter 1 program since, as we mentioned earlier, there is
nothing inherent ir a child which makes hiw or her “eligible" for Chapter 1

services. Unlike the intended beneficiaries of other federal »rcsrams -~

79 95




students who are handicapped, for instance, or limited in their proficiency
with the English language, the students who ar: intended to benefit from
Chapter 1 cannot be identified by any of their personal characteristics,
Being "eligible" for the Chapter 1 program means both living in an eligible
"attendance area", usually one that equals or exceeds a district's average
level of poverty; and being among the lowest-achieving students attending
the school.

Program rezulations give local program managers considerable
flexibility by defining educationally-deprived children as those "whose
educational attainment is below the level that is appropriate for children
of their age."lo However, there is no agreed-upon cut-point for
distinguishing "educationally-deprived" students from other students.
Student academic performance is distributed zlong a continuum, and no
particular cut-off point makes more intuitive sense than any other. One
set of analyses undertaken by the Sustaining Effects Study found that a
cut-off at the at 35th percentile most closely approximated teachers'
Judgments about which students needed compensatory-education serv:lces.11
We also reported in chapter 3 that about 35 percent of 9-year-olds lacked
basic reading proficiency, thus indicating that a criterion that includes
35 percent of all students may be reasonable. Other analysts have proposed
the use of the 17.8th percentile rank to define educational deprivation, on
the grounds that this threshold matches the percentage of the school-age
population counted as eligible by the program's allocation formula.12 One
could also argue that since the program actually serves only 10.8 percent

of the school-age population, the cut-off score should be the eleventh

percentile rank. Such an extreme cut-off score, however, does not take

© 9

L




into acrcount the fact that other programs, such as special education and
bilingual educaticn, may also serve these very-low-scoring students.

At one time the General Education Provisions Act (GEPA) defined
educationally~deprived children as those who were achieving one or more
years behind the achievement expected at the appropriate grade level for
such children.13 This definition was later removed, in part because it had
different meanings in different grade levels. For example, a high school
senior one year behind grade level would be relatively less far behind in
school than a third grader who was one year behind grade level. And it is
not clear that a first grade student could be & year behind. Some
opponents of this rule also felt that the definition reduced local
discretion in targeting program services.

Today, neither law nor regulation specifies a criterion for defining
educational depriviation, though the 50th percentile, or national median,
has become the upper 1limit of convention. The median 18 used on the
grounds that it is the only technically-accurate definition of "average",
or "the level that is appropriate for children of their age", and on the
grounds that districts whose overall achievement levels are relatively high
must use a cut-off gcore as high as the 50th percentile to find enough
students to fill their programs. The 25th percentile or quartile standard
is also used, often by researchers, because of its analytic convenience.
The quartile standard represents 25 percent of the population and
consequently should encompass most program beneficiaries since only 10.8

percent of the school-age population is gerved with Chapter 1 funds,
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But defining an appropriate cut-off score is not the only problem

associated with defining "eligible students." Educationally-deprived
children do not automatically receive Chapter 1 services because not all
districts participate in the program and not all schools within
participating districts are eligible to of fer program services. A child
can only be eligible 1f his or her school is eligible.

Despite these complications, we do know that not all eligible students
actually receive services. If funds are short, not all grades within
participating schools are included in the program and not all
sducationally-deprived students in participating gra&e levels are served.
Both legislative provisions and local program design decisions limit
services to certain areas. Consequently, educationally-deprived children
vho sre not located in these areas or grade levels do not receive program
services.

Attempts are frequently made to estimate the number of students who
are "eligible" for services and to compare that figure with the number of
students who are actually served by the program. For example, the National
Coalition of Advocates for Children estimated that "at the peak of federal

4. e

support [1980] less than half of those eligible were serve
Council of Great City Schools, the Committee for Education Funding, and the
Children's Defense Fund have also stated that less than half of all
eligible students receive Chapter 1 serv:lces.15 The U.S. Department of
Education has recently estimated that Chapter 1 serves between 70 and 78
percent of the eligible populations.16

When the National Institute of Education conducted its first

Congressionally-mandated study of compensatory education, it asked a sample
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of school principals to estimate the number of students in their schools
vho needed compensatory education services, according to their own
achievement score criterion. These numbers were then contrasted with the
number of students counted for purposes of allocating program funds to the
districts -- that is, the number of students who were poor, neglected or
delinquent, or migratory. NIE found that the number of "eligible" students
-~ those whom principals thought needed service -- was about half the
number of children counted by the formula.17 The contemporary parallel to
that ratio is a bit higher. The number of children counted for purposes of
formula allocation in 1980 was 8.3 million, while the number of childreﬁ
served was 5.4 million, or 65 percent of the formula count. As a method of
estimating the proportion of eligible students who are not served, however,
this technique is wanting, for there is not a direct correspondence between
being counted for formula allocation purposes and being eligible for
program servicee. The specific students who are deemed eligible for
service need not be the same as those counted for purposes of allocating
funds,

Further, surveys of principals' or district program directors'

/
estimates of need are not the same as actual tallies of ch@ldfén. Direct

e

neasures of children’'s achievement levels are available only from the
Sustaining Effects Study, which s now ten years old. Using the SES data,
and applying a variety of definitions of eligibility to them, we have
generated several estimates of the proportion of eligible students who were
unserved in 1976. The findings are shown in Table 4.3. This table
indicates that well over half of eligible students were not served by the

program in 1976, regardless of which definition of eligibility is used.




Tabtle 4.3

Percent of Eligible But Unserved Students, Using

Different Definitions of Eligibility
Percent Not Served Percent Not Served by
Criteria for by Title I in 1976 Any Compensatory
Bligibility Educaticn Program in
1976
Poverty Only
All Poor 68.62 57.02
Poor in Title I Schools 68.2 54,4
Achievement Below the 25th
Percentile
All Low Achieving Students 64.9 47.6
Low Achieving in Title I
Schools 60.9 41,7
All Poor and Low Achieving 57.8 ’ 41.6
Poor and Low Achieving in
Title I Schools 55.1 37.9
Achievement Below the 50th
Percentile
All Low Achieving Students 72.9 5.0
Low Achieving in Title I
Schools 69,7% 53.0%
All Poor and Low Achieving 62.7
Poor and Low Achieving in
Title I Schools 60.4 44,8
TABLE READS: “Among all poor elementary students, 68.6 percent did not
receive Title I services in 1976, and 57.0 percent received
no compensatory education,"
SOURCE: Reanalyses of Sustsining Effects Study data. Appendix F, Part 2.
% These are students considered eligible under curreant convention.




The legally-correct definitfon of eligibility encompassed all

low-achieving children who attended a Title I school. The proportion of
these students who were not served ranged from 47.6 percent, using a 25th-
percentile rank definition of eligibility and counting those students who
received no compensatory education at all, to 69.7 percent using the
conventional 50th percentile definition and counting only those students
who did not receive Title I services in particular,

While these estimates seem high, they may actually be low because they
are based only on elementary schools, those most commonly involved in the
program. If gimilar calculations were to be made in secondary schools,
where fewer students are served, the estimates of unserved eligible
students probably would be larger.

Given the size of these figures, it is worth considering hypotheses
that might account for them. One hypothesis is that school districts are
providing services that are too expensive, and that more
ef ficiently-designed programs would free up funds to serve more students.
School districts have considerable latitude in determining how much money
they want to put into each child's compensatory education program, and may
base this decision on the local cost of educational goods or on the kind of
the instructional strategies deemed by the district to be most appropriate
for its students. But the more dollars spent on each child, the smaller
the number of students who can participate. While the hypothesis may seem
plausible, it is not supported by available evidence regarding selection
practices. According to the District Practices Study, the most common
motive guiding school and student selection procedures was to “serve as

many schools/students as possible.” Some 58 percent of district program

directors claimed this gcal, whereas only 6 percent chose to “concentrate




18 The preference for

service on a small number of schools or students.”
spreading services is also apparent in the number of schools that currently
operate programs. Some 70 percent of all elementary schools participate in
the program, and roughly 36 percent of all secondary schools.19 It seems
unlikely that many districts are leaving eligible students unserved because
they are providing overly expensive programs to a few students.

The second hypothesis is that program funds are not sufficient to
support service for all eligible students. According to this hypothesis,
the proportion of eligible students left unserved represents a natural
byproduct of the complex selection rules applied by school districts to
delimit their services from all possible eligible children to those most in
need. School districts can delimit service, for instance, by restricting
the program to only a portion of all eligible schools, to only certain
grade levels, or to only the lowest-scoring students, in order to assure
that those who do receive services receive a program of sufficient size,
scope and quality. This hypothesis seems likely since our analysis

indicated that even using the relatively strict 25th percentile definitionm,

47.6 percent of eligible children received no compensatory education

services at all.

There 18 one other hypothesis, however, that could account for these
figures: it is possible that the large numbers of unserved students occur
because services are instead provided to other, higher-scoring students.

In spite of the various attempts by Congress to delimit Title I and Chapter
1 students to the most educationally-deprived students, districts may still
be serving many relatively less-low achieving students and may

simultaneously be missing many of the lowest-achieving students. The
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merits of this hypothesis are discussed in the following section.

The Poverty and Achievement Status of Program Recipients

Because the selection of students for Chapter 1 depends on the
selection of schools, the selection of grade levels, the selection of
subject matters, and the availability of other compensatory education
services, it is difficult to know who actually is served and whether these
students are more educationally deprived than other students. Over time,
Congress has repeatedly expressed interest in knowing whether the program
is reaching the mcst educationally-deprived students.20

The most frequently cited evidence regarding the nationwide
proportions of low-achieving or non-low-achieving students who are served
by the program comes from the Sustaining Effects Study. Table 4.4
summarizes the SES data regarding the poverty and achievement status of
students who received Title I or other education programs in 1976 while
attending school in grades two through six. The first column shows the
educational placements of those children who would normally be considered
most likely to need compensatory education in reading; that is, children
whose families were poor according to the Orshansky poverty index, and
whose reading achievement scores fell at or below the 50th percentile on
the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. It shows that over 32 percent of
such students received Title I reading services or a combination of Title 1
and some other compensatory education service, and an additional 14 percent
received other compensatory education in reading. The remaining students

in this category -- both poor and scoring below the 50th percentile --
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Table 4.4

Distribution of Poor and Low-Achieving Students
Among Compensatory Reading Programs

Students Who Were:

Selection Status Both Poor Not Poor, But Poor and Not Poor and

for Compensatory and in the 1in Bottom In Top in the Top

Education in Bottom 50 Percent in 50 Percent 50 Percent

Reading 50 Percent Reading in Reading in Reading
in Reading Achievement Achievement Achievement
Achievement

Title I Reading Alone

or with Other

Compensatory Education

in Reading 32,7% 20.4% 4.9% 2.7%

Other Compensatory

Education Only in

Reading 14.4 14.9 8.1 6.3

No Compensatory

Education in Reading,

Though in a Title I

School 46.7 52.3 78.8 78.5

No Compensatory

Education in Reading,

and Not in a Title 1

School 6.2 12.4 8.2 12.4

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100. 0% 99.92%

TABLE READS: "Of all students who were both poor and in the bottom 50 percent
in reading achievement, 32.7 percent received Title I services.
Of all students who were not poor but were in the bottom 50
percent in reading, 20.4 percent received Title I services."

SOURCE: Reanalyses of Sustaining Effects Study data (Appendix F, Part 2,

Table 4e.)

Proportions do not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
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received no compensatory education reading services, even though most of
them attended Title I schools. The second column indicates the placements
of children who were not poor, but whose reading achievement was at or
below the 50th percentile. Taken together, these two columns describe 50
percent of the student population, the lowest-scoring 50 percent. The
third and fourth columns indicate the placements of children whose
achievement scores were above the 50th percentile rank.

The first and fourth columns provide the strongest contrast. The
first column summarizes the placements of those students who are both poor
and in the lowest-scoring 50 percent of the population, and the fourth
column summarizes placements of students who are neither poor nor in the
lowest 50 percent in reading achievement scores. Of the four groups listed
here, those in the fourth column are the least likely to need compensatory
education assistance. And the majority of students in the fourth column
did not receive compensatory education. Only about 3 percent of these
students were selected for the Title I program, and around 6 percent were
selected for other compensatory education programs. Some 90 percent
received no compensatory education services,

However, the size of this fourth group is large enough that even a
3 percent gervice rate encompasses a large number of students.
Consequently students from this coiumn constitute a relatively large
proportion of program beneficiaries. While the proportions displayed in
Table 4.5 suggest that the program selection procedures do tend to yield
the most educationally-deprived students, the findings look considerably
different when the characteristics of prog:am participants themselves are

examined.
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Figure 4.2 displays the composition of students who received Title I
reading and math services, respectively, in 1976. Over half of these
students scored below the 25th percentile rank, and around 90 percent
scored below the 50th percentile rank. For the most Lart, districts were
serving students who were eligible for Title I services, according to
either percentile rank definition. However, over 10 percent of students
receiving reading instruction were achieving above the 50th percentile
rank, and nearly 20 percent of students receiving math instructions socred
above that level, Further, those who were served were not the most
educationally deprived. Nearly half of the program beneficiaries had
achievement scores above the 25th percentile rank, yet Table 4.3 indicates
that some 60 percent of students scoring below the 25th percentile rank
were not receiving services.

These findings raise questions about the procedures that could or
should be used to select students for participation in Chapter 1 programs.
There are several aspects of local selection practices that could lead to
the provision of services to relatively less needy students, while
simultaneously denying services to lower-achieving students, and none of
them necessarily implies malfeasance on the part of State and local
officials.

First, districts may use imprecise tests to select their students.
Such tests could permit higher-achieving students to receive erroneously
low test scores, and lower-achieving students to receive higher scores.
This possibility is especially likely among young students -- those in

preschool, kindergarten, and first grade, an age span during which c<¢hiildren
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Figure 4.2

PROPORTION POOR AND NON-POOR STUDENTS RECEIVING TITLE |
READING AND MATH SERVICES BY ACHIEVEMENT PERCENTILES

Students
Students at or below Students batween above 50th
25th Percentile 25th and 50th Percentiles Percentile
Ve N \/ % \/—/\ \
226 325 103 233 14 98
7, /
4 / Poor
Students Receiving / / //A
Reading Services // / Non-Poor
7 7 4
Students
Students at or below Students between above 50th
25th Percentile 25th and 50th Percentiles Percentile
7\ Y . /N
74 NS Y4 N
24.2 265 10.2 201 51 139
7 7
Students Receiving % /// /
Math Services // /
7 %,
] 1 | ] ] ] ] ] ] ]
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percent

FIGURE READS: “The majority of students receiving Title | reading services scored at or below the 25th

percentile in achievement. The larger portion of these students came from non-poor
families.”

SOURCE: Reanalyses of Sustaining Effects Study data (Appendix F, Part 2, Tables 3 and 4).
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are extremely difficult to accurately assess. During the 1983-84 schonl

year approximately 19 percent of Chapter 1's recipients attended these
three grade levels.21

Second, most districts limit services to only a few grade levels, even
though they have low achievers enrolled in all grades. They may, for
instance, limit services to the second and third grades, on the grounds
that these are the grade levels in which students are acquiring the basic
skills that will help them through the rest of their school years. If
there are not enough extremely low-achieving students within these grades
to fill the program classrooms, they add students with slightly higher
achievement scores. Thus these districts are serving the lowest-achieving
students within these grade levels, though several of the students served
may score higher than some unserved students in other grade levels.

Third, schools may spread their funds across a large number of
students, in order to maximize the number of students served. When this
strategy is carried out in conjunction with a grade restriction policy, a
school could, in principle =t least, serve a rather large number of

students whose achievement scores are at, near, or even above the 50th

‘percentile rank within the sclected grade levels, while students with much

lower achievement scores in other grades go unserved.

Fourth, school districts may serve their lowest-scoring students with
other programs such as special education or bilingual education, so that
their Chapter 1 program would be serving the lowest-scoring students who
remain unserved after these programs were provided. Since the SES
investigators did not document services other than compensatory education,

it is possible that some of the low-achieving students listed as "unserved"
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in Table 4.3 actually did receive some form of special services. However,
the SES researchers purposely omitted from their study any schools that
were labeled as special-education schools or which served large proportions
of limited-English-proficient students. They also eliminated individual
students if there was evidence that the students were handicapped or
limited in their English proficiency. Thus students likely to receive
these other services were not likely to be included in this analysis.

One final hypothesis that could account for this pattern of services
18 that the higher-scoring students who are served and the lower-scoring
students who are not served do not attend the same schools. A school with
a high concentration of poor students, for instance, may use the 25th
percentile rank as its cut-off score to select Chapter 1 participants, and
may still have many students below that mark who remain unserved. Another
school may have so few students scoring below the 25th percentile that it
must extend its selection criterion to the 50th percentile rank in order to
f111 its Chapter 1 program. The first school must deny services to

students below the 25th percentile rank, while the second is able to serve

students above that rank. When data are combined across schools, as they

are by the SES, the net result could appear to be misplaced services even
though each school is behaving within the bounds of the law and regulationm.

To determine whether and how schools differ in the students they
gserved, we divided the 156 schools in the Sustaining Effects study in two
ways: first by the extent to which scores of Title I students were

concentrated below the 25th percentile rank versus being spread above that




mark, and second by the extent to which the local Title I program served
many versus only a few of all possible students in the school who scored
above the 25th percentile rank. Table 4.5 summarizes the differences among
the resulting groups of schools in the nature of the populations they
served and in the types of students they selected for Title I.

Schools in the first two columns served ° clatively more higher-scoring
students with Title I funds than did those schools in columns 3 and 4, but
the circumstances surrounding their program designs were somewhat
different. Schools in the first column had fewer minority students, fewer
poor students, lower rates of student mobility, and fewer students scoring
below the 25th percentile rank. These data suggest that the schools in the

first column had less need for this program than did other schools. In

fact, even with their decisions to operate small programs, they still
served many relatively higher~-scoring students.

Schools in the second column also served more relatively
higher-achieving students. But their Title I programs were almost twice
the size of the Title I programs operated by schools in the first column.
These schools are worth special examination for two reasons. First, they
were the most common type of school, and second, they provided Title I
services to more relatively higher-achieving students than did any of the
other groups of schools.

In contrast, schools in the fourth column also operated very large
programs -- larger than those in any other group. Yet because they had
more low-achieving students to start with, they were still able to
concentrate their programs primarily on studerts scoring below the 25th
percentile, and to serve only a handful of students who scored above the

50th percentile.
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Table 4.5

Characteristics of Schools with Different
Student Selection Practices

Scores of Title 1 Scores of Title I Students
Students Were Not Were Concentrated on
Concentrated on Lowest Achievers

Lowest Achievers

Small Large Small Large
Program Program Program Program

Title I Program Population

Total Percent Served by

Title I (Reading

Program) 9.9 21.5 11.9 30.3
Percent of Title I

Students Below 25th

Percentile 44.8 40.2 72.1 65.1 ‘
Percent of Title I

Students Between 25th

and 50th Percentile 39,2 38.4 23.6 26.8
Percent of Title I

Students Above the

50th Percentile 15.7 21,6 4,6 8.1
Total School Population

Percent Minority 3.9 15.9 28.3 40.8
Percent AFDC 13.1 25.1 24,7 42,9
Percent Free Lunch 16.0 36.9 45,3 65.9
Percent Mobile 15.1 17.4 19,0 29.2
Percent Below 25th

Percentile (Reading

Achievement) 20.6 23.6 33.7 45,0
Number of Schools in

Analysis: 22 51 37 44

TABLE READS: "In schools in column 1, 3.9 percent of the student Sody are members
of minority groups. In schools in column 2, 15.9 percent of the
student body belong to minority groups.”

SOURCE: Reanslyses of Sustaining Effects Study data. (Appendix F, Part 2,
Table 10a).
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These data show that schools varied considerably in the nature of
students they served with their Title I funds. These data further suggest
that the extent to which the program is focused tightly on the
lowest~-achieving students in a school depends in part on the
characteristics of the student body as a whole, and in part on the local
decisions to serve large or small proportions of available students.

With regard to the characteristics of the student body, the
legislative preference given to schools with high poverty rates should
increase the likelihood that services will find their way to the most
educetionally-deprived students. However, under the law, a district must
serve only 10 poor children to receive a Chapter 1 grant, so that around 90
percent of all school districts participate in Chapter 1, and many have

relatively low poverty rates. Further, Chapter 1 provides a number of

options regarding how districts select schools to particlpate. Districts
may operate the program at grade spans of their own choosing, and then
consider for eligibility only those attendance areas whose schools serve
the selected grade spans. They may define concentrations of low-income
children by either a number or a percent of all children, or both.
Districts may also use up to six other options or exceptions to the general
requirement that they serve their schools, from highest to lowest, in order
of poverty concentrations (e.g., "no wide variance," "grandfathering', and
"25 percent" options). By 1981, many districts were using one or more of
these opt::;.ons.22 These school selection procedures are flexible enough
that districts now serve 70 percent of all elementary schools and 36

percent of all secondary schools. Consequently, many schools participating

in Chapter 1 may have relatively low poverty rates, and concurrently fewer
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low-achieving students as well. In this analysis, 22 schools, cr 14
percent of the sample, had relatively small proportions of low-achievers
and these schools served more higher-achieving students than did schools in
most other categories.

With regard to the decision to serve a large versus a small group of
students, the current rules leave this matter to local discretion. Our
analysis indicates that the 51 schools in the second column constituted
both the largest proportion of schools in the stucy and the group of
schools with the largest proportion of high achievers in their Title I
programs, Large programs do not always result in services to
higher-achieving students, however, for schools with high concentration of

poor children have such large proportions of low-achievers that even very

large programs can be narrowly targeted.

It might be reasonable to suppose, since these data are ten years old,
that districts are doing a better job now of targeting services on the most
educationally-deprived students than they were in 1976. This could occur
because districts would be more familiars with the legislative intent and
provisions now than they were then, or it could occur because districts
have smaller program allocations today, relative to the cost of educationm,
and are therefore forced to restrict their services to those most in need.
However, there are several reasons for doubting this.

First, highey-scoring program participants do not appear equally in
all types of schools, but instead appear most often in schools with fewer
low-achieving students. Therefore, to the extent that the program
continues to operate in such a large fraction of elementary schools -~ 70

percent ~- it is likely to serve relatively higher~achieving students.
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Second, evidence regarding district responses to budget reductions

indicates that districts use a variety of methods to curtail costs, but
most of them would not alter the patterns of achievement among
participating students. For instance, districts may eliminate a subject
matter or a grade level in which the program will operate, or reduce the
level of services provided to each student. Acccrding to the District
Practice Study (DPS),23 grade eliminations were especially common among the
secondary grade levels when local Title I directors were faced with budget
cuts, and some subject matters, such as vocational education and special
education were also frequent candidates for reduction or elimination.
Neither of these methods of responding to budget reductions would result in
narrowing services to lower-—achieving students. Reductions in subject
matters or grade levels would retain the same diversity of achievement
levels among participating students as were present before. And reduction
in the costs of services would not alter the composition of students in any
appreciable way. Further, reanalyses of the DPS data indicate little
relationship between budget changes and changes in the number of students
served. Districts are almost as likely to retain the same number of
students in the face of a budget cut as they are to decrease the number of
students served. Some districts even increased the number of students
served.24

Finally, data reported by States regarding the test scores of
participating students also suggest that these achievement patterns among
participating students probably still exist. The average percentile ranks
among elementary students entering Chapter 1 reading programs in 1983
ranged from 21 to 23, depending on grade level and testing schedule, and in

mathematics the averages ranged from 20 to 35.25 Usually, about half the
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students tested have scores above the average and half below, so that the
distribution of these scores would probably be very simjlar to the
distributions shown in ¥Figure 4.2. Further, the average achievement scores
vary tremendously among States as well, with some States reporting very
high averages. For instance, the achievement level of second-grade reading
students in New Jersey is the 43rd percentile, and the average second-grade
math student in Tennessee scores at the 45th percentile.26 If half the
students tested in these areas scored above these averages, it is
reasonable to suppose that many of these students are not eligible for
Chapter 1 services even using the lenient 50th percentile definition, and
that even those who are eligible are not necessarily the most
educationally-deprived students available to be served. Many studeats
scoring above the 25th percentile continue to be served, while many below
that 1ine are not.
Conclusion

While earlier chapters suggested that the legislative reliance on
census poverty counts may, with some important exceptions, result in more
funds reaching the counties and school districts with the greatest
educational need, findings presented in tlhis chapter suggest that the
provisions regarding the gelection of schools and students do not always
assure that the most educationally-deprived students will be served.
Nearly 20 percent of students receiving math instruction in 1976 achieved
above the 50th percentile on a math achievement test, and over 10 percent
of those receiving reading instruction achieved above that level on a
reading test. Yet some 60 percent of students scoring below the 25th
percentile were not receiving services. More recent evidence suggets that

similar patterns exist today as well,
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Chapter 5
Summary and Conclusions

Federal compensatory education assistance began in earnest in 1965
with the passage of one of the Great Society programs, Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. That legislation
authorized funding for local school districts to support compen-iatory
education programs for disadvantaged students. Since 1965, that
legislation has been reauthorized on several occasions, revised and
refined, and even superseded in 1981 by new legislation, Chapter 1 of the
Education Consolidation and Improvement Act. In 1983, this National
Assessment of Chapter 1 was mandated by Congress in preparation for yet
another reauthorization of the legislation, scheduled to occur in 1987.
The final report from this National Assessment will describe a number of
aspects of State and local practice under Chapter 1.

The legislation for the National Assessment also specified that two
interim reports be produced, but did not specify their content. As we
planned the overall National Assessment, we decided to use these interim
reports to provide broader perspectives on Chapter 1, and restrict the
final report to the specific details of Chapter 1 as it is currently
implemented. With regard to the first interim report, we considered three
separate, though related, goals. First, in recognition of the twentieth
anniversary of the legislation, it seemed appropriate to acknowledge the
population of students whose existence gave rise to the program:

educationally~deprived students. Second, since 4 number of studies had

focused on poor children recently, either identifying the causes for
childhood poverty or gauging the impact their numbers could have on Federal

aid programs, it seemed appropriate to examine those trends as they bear on
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education programs such as Chapter 1. Finally, because we had received
many questions from both Congressional staff and Department of Education
officials about who was actually being served by the program, the interim
report seemed to be an appropriaste place to present analyses of program

beneficiaries. There were two versions to this question. One was: Vhy

did the Sustaining Effects Study find then~Title I programs to be serving
so many children who were not poor or low-achieving? The other was: How
many eligible children are left unserved?

These three goals for this report are all related to a concept that is
central to the law: that of the educationally-deprived child. Ideally, an
examination of educationally~deprived children would consider a number of
definitions of educational deprivation, asccrtain how many children fit
each definition, and then determine how many of them were provided with
compensatory education. But the data do not permit a satisfying rendition
of that ideal. Dry statistics about family income, education levels, races
or family sizes, do not convey the web of social and psychological
circumstances that surround an educationally~disadvantaged child. Yet
these are the data with which we must contend.

Nevertheless, the analyses presented here have permitted a number of
new insights into the phenomenon of educational deprivation. The three
sets of analyses we conducted parallel the three main goals for the report.

Overview of the Findings

In chapter 2 we examined a number of aspects of the relationship
between poverty and achievement. We used two definitions of poverty: the
length of time the student's family has been poor and the proportion of
poor children attending a student's school. Research has shown that the

families' official poverty status is only weakly related to student
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achievement. We found that other measures of poverty, which take into
account the intensity of the poverty experience for the child, are more
strongly related to educational outcomes. These measures include the
length of time the child spends in poverty and the concentration of poor
children attending the child's school. We found that students were
increasingly likely to fall behind grade levels as their families
experienced longer spells of poverty, and that achievement scores of all
students ~- not just poor students -- declined as the proportion of poor

students in a school increases.

These findings are reasonably consistent with the Chapter 1
provisions. Measures of poverty concentration appear to be good predictors
of average student achievement, and Chapter 1 requires districts to use
such measures when they select schools to participate in thz program. We
also know that individual family poverty status, which does not take into
account the length of time a family has been poor, is a relatively weak
predictor of individual student achievement. Chapter 1 provisions
accommodate this fact by requiring districts to use measures of
achievement, rather than poverty, when selecting individual students to
participate in the program.

Chapter 1 legislation, however, relies on official census counts of
poverty to allocate funds among counties. In chapter 3, we described the
characteristics of children whose families met the official census
definition of poverty as well as those who experienced long spells of
poverty and those who lived in areas with high concentrations of poverty.
We also examined students .sho were not achieving well in school. These
analyses relied on separate data bases, so that it is difficult to tell the

extent to which the same students were being identified by all the
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analyses. There is evidence that about 75 percent of non-elderly adults
counted as poor by the census are erperiencing medium— to long-term spells
of poverty. The remaining 25 percent counted by the census are likely to
be experiencing poverty spells of three years or less. With regard to the
two measures of intensity of poverty experiences, children who experienced
long-term family poverty and children who lived in areas with high
concentrations of poverty were both more likely to belomng to minority
groups, more likely to live in the Southeast, and more likely to live in
small rural areas. Those residing in areas with high concentrations of
poverty were also more likely to reside in large urban areas, a
characteristic not reported by researchers investigating long-term family
poverty. We alco found that children who lacked reading proficiency were
more likely to be minorities, to live in rural areas or in large urban
areas, and to have less-educated parents.

The preponderance of Black children, and minority children in general,
among those experiencing long-term family poverty and concentrations of
poverty in their communities suggests that minorities may be experiencing a
qualitatively different form of poverty than other poor children
experience. Their families are likely to be poor for longer periods of
time, and their communities are more likely to contain a preponderance of
poor people. To the extent that students experiencing these intense forms
of poverty live in different communities from other poor students, the
census counts of poverty may under-estimate the incidence of low
achievement in these communities.

In chapter 4, we examined the characteristics of those students who
actually have been served by Title I or Chapter 1 programs. Relative to

the population of school~age children, Title I/Chapter 1 students were more
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likely to be poor, to belong to minority groups, to be enrolled in
elementary grades, and to attend public rather than private schools.

With regard to their achievement levels, our analyses suggested that the
provisions regarding the selection of schools and students do not always
assure that the most educationally-deprived students will be served.
Nearly 20 percent of students receiving math instruction in 1976 achieved
above the 50th percentile on a math achievement test, and over 10 percent
of those receiving reading achieved abiove that level on a reading test.
Yet some 60 percent of students zcoring below the 25th percentile were not
recelving services.

The proportion of such less~low-achieving students being provided with
compensatory education services depended in part on the population of
low~achieving students available to be served by the school, and in part on
the local decision to serve many versus a few children. Schools with fewer
lower-achieving students were more likely to serve relatively
higher-achieving students, and schools with relatively large programs were
more likely to serve higher-~achieving students, unless they have very high
concentrations of poor students.

Though the data on which these analyses were based were old, more
recent data sources indicated that similar patterns of achievement levels
exist among Chapter 1 students today, and will probably continue to exist
in the future unless Congress decides to restrict program participation in

some way.

Conclusion

If Congress were not satisfied with the nature of students who

participate in Chapter 1 programs, it could probably alter local school and
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student selection practices by altering one or more of the provisioms of
Chapter 1. Such alterations could focus the program more tightly either on
achievement or on poverty, or on both.

To focus the program more tightly on low-achieving students, Congress
could define eligibility at a lower achievement percentile than has now
become convention, perhaps moving from the 50th percentile to the 35th.
Such an alteration would remove from the program most students who score
above the 35th percentile rank, and would leave districts the option of
either spending more money on those students who score below that mark or
increasing the number of students below that mark who are served,
Alternatively, Congress could require that services be provided to the most
educationally-deprived students in the entire school, regardless of grade
level, rather than permitting districts to focus on low-achieving and
moderately low-achieving students within a few grade levels. This strategy
may have the same effect as the first, in that services would need to be
redistributed from moderate achievers in some grade levels to lower
achievers in other grade levels. Finally, Congress could reduce the number
of moderate achievers in the program by delimiting the kinds of schools
that can participate. Since those schools with the lowest proportion of
poor students are also more likely to serve higher-achieving students,
Congress could limit participation to schools with, say, at least 10
percent poor students.

There are also several ways to focus the program more closely to
poverty, and to do so in a way that would reflect more completely the
apparent relationships between poverty and achievement. There already

exists in the Chapter 1 legislation, for instance, provisions for prcviding
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special “concentration grants" to those districts that have unusually high
concentrations of poor students. Funds appropriated to these districts are
especially likely to provide services to students who are both poor and low
achieving. Congress could also increase the number of poor students a
district must have in order to receive a Chapter 1 grant, a practice that
would probably also affect the characteristics of participating schools, or
it could modify the school selection procedures so that a smaller
proportion of schools participated. In fact, Congress could even modify
the student selection procedures to further emphasize poverty. While the
evidence suggests that official family poverty status is not a good
predictor of student achievement, long-term family poverty is, and
researchers at the University of Michigan have developed a method for
predicting which five~year-olds (kindergarten students) are likely to live
in poverty when they are between the ages of six and t:en.1 Use of a
student selection procedure such as that developed by these researchers
would focus student szelection on poverty, but could also result in more
low-achieving students being served as well.

The evidence presented here suggests that any of these options is
likely to move services from relatively higher-achieving students to
lower-achieving students. But without more knowledge of how districts
select schools and students to participate, or how they allocate resources
to echools and design programs to meet the needs of their students, it is
difficult to gauge how successful any of these options might be, or whether
they might introduce unnecessary burdens on districts. The National
Assessment of Chapter 1 has initiated studies of all of these aspects of
local programs, and will report its findings to Congress in January 1987.
These findings may help Congress determine the future of this important

program.
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Notes to
Chapter 5

Greg J. Duncan, S. N. Morgan, and W. Rogers, "A Simple Method for
Using Current Information to Identify Children Who Are Likely to
Experience Persistent Poverty Spells in the Future.” University of
Michigan Institute for Social Research, unpublished and undated
manuscript.

There is evidence that school districts restrict the number of grade
levels served when their budgets shrink, and that they remove
altogether their secondary-level programs. See Richard Apling, The
Influence of Title I Budget Cuts on Local Allocation Decisions: Some
Patterns from Past and Current Practice, Reston, VA: Advanced
Technology, Inc., 1982.
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NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF COMPLNSATORY EDUCATION
ASSISTED UNDER THIS CHAPTER

"Sec. 559 (a) The Secretary shall conduct a national assessment of
compensatory education assisted under this chapter, through independent
studies and analysis by the National Institute of Education. The
assessment shall include descriptions and assessments of the impact of (1)
services delivered, (2) recipients of services, (3) background and training
of teachers and staff, (4) allocation of funds (to school sites), (5)
coordination with other programs, (6) effectiveness of programs on students
basic and higher order academic skills, school attendance, and future
education, and (7) a national profile of the way in which local educational
agencies implement activities described under sectfon 556(b). The National
Institute of Education shall consult with the Comnittee on Labor and Human
Resources of the Senate and the Committee on Education and Labor of the
House of Representatives in the design and implementation of the assessment
required by this section, The National Institute of Education shall report
to Congress the preliminary results of the assessment required by this
section in January and July of 1986, and a final report shall be prepared
and submitted to the Congress not later than January 1, 1987.

"(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of law or regulation, such
reports shall not be subject to any review outside of the Department of
Education before their transmittal to the Congress, but the President and
the Secretary way make such additional recommendations to the Congress with
respect to the assessment as they deem appropriate.

130




APPENDIX B

List of Contracted Studies




Summary of Studies
National Assessment of the ECIA Chapter 1 Program

SELECTION OF SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS

A Study of Targeting Practices Used in the Chapter 1 Program

Contractor ¢ SRA Technologies, Inc., Mountain View, California
Subcontractor : Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, Portland, OR
Project Officer: Dick Jung

Investigators will examine the net effects of Chapter 1 school and student
selection procedures on the characteristics of the students served in the
program. The study will analyze data on student poverty level, achievement
status, grade point average, attendance rates, grade retention patterns,
and participation in other categorical programs for Chapter 1 and
non-Chapter 1 students in 30 districts. The five major questions addressed
are:

How do districts determine which schools and students receive
program services?

What rationale(s) underlie district policies and practices for
selecting project schools and participants?

- How do Chapter 1 schools and students differ €rom non-Chapter 1
schools and students?

- Are different types of students served under Chapter 1 than were
served under Title I?

- What are the effects of varying school and student selection
practices on the characteristics of students served in the
program?

Thirty districts will be selected so that they are diverse with respect to
size, urbanicity, region, poverty level, concentration of limited-English-
proficient students, and the presence or absence of non-federal
compensatory education programs.

13¢




SERVICES

A Survey of Chapter 1 Schools and Teachers

Contractor ¢ Westat, Inc,, Rockville, Maryland
Subcontractor : RMC Research Corp., Hampton, New Hampshire
Project Officer: Gil Garcia

These researchers will survey by telephone staff members in roughly 1300
schools across the country. Chapter 1 coordinators will be asked about the
characteristics of their schools and about their Chapter 1 program
configurations and Chapter 1 teachers will be asked about their education
and experience and about the services they actually provide to students.
For comparison purposes, regular classroom teachers, resource teachers and
teachers of other categorical programs will also be sampled and asked
analogous questions.

The survey will include:
) Elementary Schools with Chapter 1 Programs
- Some with high concentrations of poverty

- Some with high concentrations of limited-English Proficient
Students

. Elementary Schools Without Chapter 1 Programs
- Some with other kinds of compensatory education
- Some with no compensatory education students but with
disadvantaged students,
- Some with no compensatory education and with very few
disadvantaged students,
) Private Elementary Schools with Chapter 1 Programs
. Middle Schools and Secondary Schools

- Some with Chapter 1 Programs
- Some with other compensatory education programs

A Study of the Whole-Day Instructional Experiences of Chapter 1 Students

Contractor ¢ Far West Educational Laboratory, San Francisco, CA
Project Officer: Randy Demaline

Investigators will describe the actual configuration of services that
Chapter 1 students receive over the course of a school day and over the
course of a school week. They will determine:

° Students' exposure to various instructional topics.

° How services are coordinated across service providers.




] The quality of instruction provided.

° The services provided in the regular classrooms while Chapter 1
students are pulled out,

. What teachers and students perceive the role and purpose of
Chapter 1 to be,

The study will include thirty schools distributed over six geographic
regions. The schools will encompass elementary, middle, and secondary
levels, and some will be private schools. Within each school 8 students
will be followed for a day and 2 will be followed for a week. The students
will vary in grade level and achievement levels, and in the configuration
of services provided to them.

A Study of the Costs of Special Education Services, Amended to Include
Costs of Chapter 1 Services

Contractor: Decision Resources, Washington, DC

This study, funded initially by the Education Department's Office of
Special Education, is designed to determine the resources (and their costs)
used to provide special education services under a variety of specific
program arrangements. NIE has amended the contract so that the
investigators will be able to document the resources used to provide
services under a variety of Chapter 1 program arrangements as well. The
Chapter 1 program options include elementary in-class programs, elementory
pull-out programs, secondary programs, after school programs and so forth.

The study will be conducted in a nationally representative sample of 60
school districts.
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PROGRAM DESIGN AND THE ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES

A Study of How Districts Allocate Resources Among Schools

Contractor : Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey
Subcontractors : Gaffney, Anspach, Schember, Klimaski and Marks, p.C.,
Washington, DC
: Decision Resources, Inc., Washington, DC
Project Officer: Marty Orland

Investigators will examine both the decision-making processes used to
allocate resources among schools and the resource distributions —- the
number of teachers, aides, or computers per child or per grade level that
result from those decision.

Investigators will:

° Describe the influence of state and Federal laws on local
decisions.

) Determine whether different decision-making strategies yield
different patterns of resource allocation.

. Show the impact of different resource allocation strategies on
economically- and educationally-disadvantaged schools and
students.

) Determine the impact of multiple-needs students, and of multiple
Federal and state programs on Chapter 1 resource allocation
patterns.

° Describe changes in resource allocation from Title I to Chapter
1.

Twenty districts in 8 states will be visited. Investigators will interview
both district and school staff regarding their decision making, and will
document actual resources that results from those decisioms.

A Study of School District Program Design Decision-Making

Countractor ¢ SRI International, Menlo Park, California
Subcontractor : Policy Studies Associates, Washington, DC
Project Officer: Ron Anson

Investigators will determine how districts and schools make program design
decisions and will compare districts and schools that have changed their
approaches to those that have remained constant. The study has two goals:

° To gain a better understanding of why districts and schools
change or maintain key features of their Chapter 1 programs. The
study will examine the influences of:




- Legislative change from Title I to Chapter 1

- Shifts in state or local policies

- Changes in budget contexts

- Program design preferences of state or district
administratorc and teachers

- Apprehension sbout federal audits

- Institutionalization of the Chapter 1 program

- Conviction that the program is successful and working well

o To examine decisions to adopt or forego particular program design
features of current public interest. Examples of such features
are:

- Programs in secondary schools

- In-class program designs

- Reliance on aides vs. teachers

- School-wide projects

- Changes in the intensity or grade levels of services
- Parent involvement

- The use of computers

- Emphasis on higher order skills

The study will be conducted in 20 school districts and 60 schools.




CHANGES IN PRACTICE FROM TITLE I TO CHAPTER 1

A Study of Local Implementation of ECIA Chapter 1

Contractor :
Project Officer: Ron Anson

This survey of 2000 school districts will include questions about all the
major provisions in the legislation:

parent involvement

program evaluation

needs assessment

selection of schools and students
services to private school students
program design and resource allocation
administration and record-keeping

The survey sample is designed to partially overlap with the sample of
school districts which participated in the 1980-81 District Practices
Survey, thus permitting cross—time comparison in these districts.

In addition to the mailed questionnaire to 2000 school districts, the
survey will include in-depth telephone interviews with 200 of the districts
which respond to the mailed questionnaire.

ADMINISTRATION

A Study of Administration

Abt Associates, Inc., Cambridge, MA

Education Conmission of the States, Denver, CO
Policy Studies Assoclates; Washington, DC
COSM0S, Washington, DC

Project Officer: Marty Orland

Contractor
Subcontractors

oo oo

Investigators will document administrative prectices in both state and
local education agencies during the 1985-86 school year and any major
changes that have occurred since Title I. Topics to be covered include:

M At the state level:

- Monitoring and enforcement

- Technical assistance

- Application approval

- Policies in areas where the Federal law has changed, such as
parent involvement, comparability, and evaluation
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At the local level:

- Needs assessment and evaluation

- Program design decision~making

- Funds allocation policies and practices
- Parent involvement

- Application and reporting activities

The study will entail visits to 20 states, with return visits to nine of

them. Then, in each of the nine states, three school districts will be
visited,

An NCES Fast Response Survey (FRS) of Chapter 1 Oversight

National Center for Educational Statistics
Project Officer: Marty Orland

This survey of 700 school districts will contain questions about local
experiences with state program monitoring, state audits, Federal management
reviews and federal audits. Questions are asked regarding the number of
experiences districts have had with each type of oversight, the content

covered by the oversight review and the nature of changes in practices, if
any, that resulted.




EFFECTIVENESS

Analysis of School District and State Education Agency Records

Contractors : Pending. (We anticipate multiple awards).
Project Officer: Gil Garcia

State and local agencies will analyze their data bases on Chapter 1
students to answer questions regarding the coordination of Chapter 1 with
other programs and regarding the effectiveness of Chapter 1 services. Two
categories of studies will be funded:

a) Investigations of the patterns of categorical services Chapter 1
students receive over several years; and

b) investigaticns of the long-term educational accomplishments of
compensatory education program students.

Between 15 and 25 awards are anticipated, with each state or local agency
conducting analyses that are appropriate to the particular data bases it
has availsble.

Effects of Alternative Designs in Compensatory Education

Contractor : Research and Evaluation Associates
Project Officer: Randy Demaline

A number of independent scholars will be asked to review research on the
effectiveness of various program design features used in compensatory
education. Features likely to be examined include the following:

° Staffing patteins

° Service configuration

. Relationship between Chapter 1 and the regular program

) Curriculum

[ Overall compensatory education strategies
Once these research summaries are completed, other researchers will be
asked to critique them. All summaries and critiques will then be reviewed

by a panel of educators, and their findings will be bound together in a
summary document.




TECHNICAL SUPPORT

Data Analysis and Technical Support

Contractor :
Subcontractor :
Project Officer:

Decision Resources, Washington, DC
Policy Studies Associates, Washington, DC
Bea Birman

This contract serves a number of purposes for NIE's Chapter 1 study. The
contractor is responsible for:

- Creating a data library

- Conducting computer analyses of large data bases (e.g., Census,
Sustaining Effects Study)

- Conducting literature reviews and issue analyses

- Coordinating data collection and analyses across all of the other
procured studies

These activities will provide information that NIE will use in writing its
three Congressionally mandated reports. This contract has already produced
Chapter 1 state profiles and an overview of state compensatory education
programs for the National Assessment of Chapter 1.
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Aduinistrative Status Report

The National Assessment of Chapter 1 was legislated as part of the
Technical Amendments to the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act of
1981. Enacted in December 1983, these amendments required the National
Institute of Education (NIE) to provide Congress with a final report by
January 1987, just three years later. The major milestones for this
National Assessment, either accomplished or projected, are listed in Table
1. The remainder of this administrative status report reviews each aspect
of the administration of the National Assessment of Chapter 1.

Milestones

Following passage of the legislation, NIE hired a Study Director to design
the National Assessment of Chapter 1 and to oversee its implementation,
The Study Director joined NIE in April 1984.

During the summer of 1984, the Study Director discussed the study's
purposes and Congress' information needs with several Congressional staff
members; with Department of Education staff, both within the Chapter 1
program administration and in the Department's Office of Planning,
Budgeting and Evaluation; with members of the Office of Management and
Budget, the Congressional Research Service, the Congressional Budget
Office, and the General Accounting Office; with many educational
asgociations and interest groups within the Washington area which were
known to have an interest in the Chapter 1 program and its future; and with
a variety of educational researchers and program evaluators.

On the basis of these discussions, NIE developed a plan for the National
Assessment of Chapter 1. The plan was reviewed by Department of Education
officials in late summer and in October it was presented to Congressional
staff. Two briefings were held, one for Senate staff and one for House
staff. Following these briefings, further changes were made in the plan.

In November 1984, the final plan was submitted to Congress and NIE began in
earnest to implement it.
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Table 1

Milestones for the National Assessment of

December 1983

April 1984

October 1984

December 1984

May - September 1985

October 1985

January 1986

July 1986

January 1987

the Chapter 1 Program

Congress passes legislation requiring the
National Institute of Education to conduct a
National Assessment of the Chapter 1 program.

National Institute of Education hires a
Director to oversee the National Assessment.

National Institute of Education presents a
Study Plan to the Congress.

National Institute of Education completes
hiring a Study Team to implement the Study
Plan.

National Institute of Education procures a
gseries of independent studies for the
National Assessment.

National Institute of Education is replaced
by the Office of Research within the Office
of Educational Research and Improvement.

Office of Research produces its first Interim
Report, as required by the Congress, for the
National Assessment of Chapter 1.

The Office of Research is scheduled to
produce its Second Interim Report for che
National Assessment of Chapter 1.

The Office of Research is schedule to produce

its Final Report for the National Assessment
of the Chapter 1 program.
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Concurrently, NIE began forming a Study Team to implement the plan.
Qualified researchers both within the Department and outside it were
solicited. A few Department staff began in the summer of 1984, but
researchers from outside the Department did not join the Study Team until
December,

The Study Plan outlined a number of separate investigative components
which, taken together, would provide information regarding the full range
of questions and issues that had been raised during the preceding summer.
The first stages of implementation of the Study Plan consisted primarily of
contracting assistance in carrying out a number of these components. NIE
chose to contract out portions of the work in part because the level of
effort involved in doing these projects did not make in-house work
feasible, and In part because contracted studies assure a level nf
independence often necessary to given the overall study credibility.

Requests for proposals for these studies were prepared throughout early
1985, advertised through the spring of the year, and contracts for the
projects were awarded throughout the summer. The full 1list of procured
studies appears in Appendix B,

In October 1986, a year after NIE presented its Study Plan to Congress, the
Secretary of Education re-organized the Office of Fducational Research and
Improvement (OERI) in such a way as tc integrate NIE's componcnts into

the rest of the office. Under the reorganization, the Chapter 1 Study Team
was located in the Office of Research (OR), one of the five components
within the Office for Educational Research and Improvement. The Office of
Research contains the research functions that had been previously placed in
NIE, and consequently is the closest approximation to NIE that now exists.

This report constitutes the first of three reports which will be delivered
to Congress as part of this National Assessment of Chapter 1.

Two other reports, one scheduled for July 1986 and one scheduled for
Januvary 1987 are now being planned. The July report will gummarize
evidence of program effectiveness and affective practices for educating
disadvantaged children. The Final Report, to be delivered in January 1987,
will describe findings from all contracted studies, summarizing virtually
every aspect of the current operation of Chapter 1 programs.

Budget

The budget for the National Assessment has proved to be one of its most
complicated and problematic features. This has occurred for three reasons.
First, the study was =xpected to be funded from three sources, rather than
one, thus requiring three separate budget lines rather than one. Second,
one of those sources, the Chapter 1 budget, is forward funded. This means
that its budget does not normally become available until three-quarters of
the way through the fiscal year. For fiscal year 1985, Chapter 1 funds
could not contribute to the study until well into the fiscal year. For
fiscal year 1986, the Department asked Congress to make a special provision
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in the Chapter 1 budget which would enable Chapter 1 funds being used for
this National Assessment to become available earlier. The special
legislation resulting from that request greatly facilitated the progress of
the National Assessment. Finally, the third source of funds, the
Secretary's Discretionary fund, was impounded by the Federal District Court
in Chicago, and therefore was not available at the time or in the amount
that the Chapter 1 study had anticipated. As a result of these budgetary
difficulties, the Study Team solicited funds from programs within the
Department of Education other than those specified by the Congress. NIE
signed agreements with both the Office of Bilingual Education and the
Office of Special Education such that these offices agreed to support
studies of topics of mutual interest. However, also as a result of these
budgetary difficulties, many of the procurements w_.re postponed because
funds were not available when they were originally anticipated. Finally,
virtually every project had to be ncrementally funded so that those funds
that were avallable at first could be used to start as many projects as
possible,

Table 2 summarizes the contributions made by each funding source to date.

Table 2

Contributions to the National Assessment of Chapter 1
(in thousands)

Funding Source FY's3 FY'84 FY'85 FY'86 TOTAL
Chapter 1 $376 $400 $1500 $1100 $3376
NIE 360 450 1481 2231
Chapter 2

(Secretary's Fund) 800 450 1250
Bilingual Education 350 75 425
Special Education 200 200
TOTAL $§376 $700 $3300 $3106 $§7482

The current status of the National Assessment of Chapter 1 is as follows:

° All planned procurements have been initiated, but many have not

Current Status i
yet received all their funds, and several are behind schedule. *




° Most funded projects are on schedule, and are collecting data
from school districts during the 1986-86 school year.

. Preparations are underway for the Second Interim Report, due in
July 1986.
° Preparations are also underway for the Final Report, due in

January 1987,

Despite difficulties in getting contracts awarded and getting contracted
studies underway, OERI still plans to complete the National Assessment by
January 1987, as required by Congress. However, the timeline is such that
many interesting analyses will not be completed by that time. We
therefore, plan to present a series of separate special-topic reports in
early 1987 to enhance the findings presented in the main report.
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The Effects of Short-Term and Long-Term Poverty
on Educational Attainment of Children
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A, Introduction and Summary

The goal of this task is to examine how short-term, long-term and
intermittent spells in poverty affect children's educational attainment.
The measure of educational output or attainment used in this study is
whether a student is at or behind the modal grade level expected for each
given age. Results show that for the sample population of high school
students, past family poverty spells lasting more than two or three years
are associlated with significantly lower levels of educational attainment
than for those experiencing short, intermittent periods in poverty or no
poverty at all,

The analysis was performed using data from the Panel Survey of Income
Dynamics (PSID) longitudinal surveys. These data are limited for
educational analyses of children, as will be discussed below. We caution
the user to note these data limitations. The analysis is based on a sample
of 16, 17 and 18 year old children who were in high school at some point
during the 1978 to 1983 period, and for whom there were no missing data.

We suspect that many of those who had dropped out of school prior to age 16
or who were not traceable by the interviewers comprise many of the missing
cases. In addition, many children were not in the original sample
families, but were included in more recent surveys as the result of their
parent's remarriage into a sampled family., We could not trace their
history in poverty, and thus, we did not include these students in our
analysis,

Nonetheless, the percentage of students performing below their
expected grade level does increase as the number of years they spent in
poverty increases. Other data, in addition, suggest that the impacts of
years in poverty on educational attainment similar to the trends for the
entire population also hold for both white and black cohorts individually,
although the trends for blacks are not shown to be statistically
significant in this sample.

Small sample sizes, however, limit the usefulness of the data for more
detailed cross-tabular analysis of educational attainment by other family
characteristics, such as mother's education, the incidence of divorce, or
the head of the household's unemployment. We attempted to alleviate this
data limitation by subjecting the data to a series of regression analyses
using ordinary least squares methods. Results from these regressions show
results similar to the cross-tabular analyses; that is, years in poverty is
related to educational attainment for all students and for whites, but not
statistically related for blacks. It should be noted that this result for
blacks is not a function of the sample size, which is larger for blacks
than for whites. In addition, social and family factors, such as parent's
education, whether a mother attended PTA meetings, the age of the mother
vhen her children were born and whether the mother was divorced or
separated are all seen to be related to children's educational attainment,




B. Organization of the Task

Our objective was to use the Panel Survey of Income Dynamics (PSID)
longitudinal data set to study the extent to which educational attainment
might be affected by the length of time spent in childhood poverty. Other
ideas were to see how movements into and out of poverty affected a child's
grade attainment, how changes in life events that led to the spells of
poverty might have differentially affected their performance in school, and
how variations in the age that the child's poverty began might have
affected educational attainment.

There are advantages and disadvantages to using the PSID for an
analysis of this type. The PSID data follcws families through a 16 year
period, from 1968 to 1983. The sample contains information on over 6,000
families through the period, and includes a measure of family poverty for
each of the 16 years. This poverty measure, as discussed below, is similar
to the Orshansky poverty index, although not identical to it. Consistent
information over this relatively long time span makes the PSID data set
potentially well suited for the study of long~term and intermittent spells
of poverty.

In addition, the PSID data set, by following the same families over a
long period of time, allows a detailed look at how changes in life's
circumstances leading to poverty are translated into lower or higher levels
of educational attainment. We initially wanted to study, for example,
igssues such as the impact of a two year spell of unemployment for a family
head on the family's probable resultant pericd in poverty and then ou their
children's grade attained.

There are, however, a number of obstacles posed by the data that
hampered the scope of our anticipated analysis, The fundamental problem is
that the PSID data set was created primarily to follow labor market
behavior over time. Education analysis was not a concern, other than to
the degree that education influences lifetime earnings or occupational
choice. The education variables in the data set were primarily focused on
the individual's final level of education achieved. This concern with
ultimate education attainment is consistent with analysis o the impacts of
education on earnings; it does not, however, facilitate study of the
impacts of poverty on education.

The specific problems with the education related data are twofold.
First, the ultimate level of educational attainment was obtained for all
adults in the survey only twice, in 1968 and 1976. The individual's
highest grade attained was not updated unless the individual later formed a
new, separate household. A more relevant shortcoming of the data, which
seriously hindered the study of children's educational attainment, is the
survey's failure to record a child's grade completed before age 16.
Further, before 1979, the data only reported the last grade completed for
individuals over the age of 16 when the grade was the terminal grade
obtained, i.e., at the completion of school.
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These data idiosyncracies effectively limited our analysis in several
ways. We could only study the educational level attained by children aged
16 and over. The idea of following children through periods of poverty,
and examining the impact of such poverty on their concurrent levels of
schooling was not possible. Nor was an examination of the differential
impacts on education levels by the causes of the poverty spells. In
addition, our hope of determining at exactly what grade and age past spells
in poverty were likely to impact on educational attainment was not
achievable.

Because information on the year-to-year changes in one's last grade
compieted was only updated each year from 1979, we were effectively limited
to a series of 16 to 18 year old child cohorts between the years of 1978 to
1983, While this limitation provided a sufficient number of observations
for analysis across all students, it enables information of only limited
utility when conducting analysis for many subgroups of the student
population,

There 1s omne potential way around these data limitations, but it is
beyond the scope of this phase of the study. The PSID data carefully
documents splitoff families--that is, families formed when children leave
their parents' homes and form new ones of their own., When such splitoffs
occur, the new heads' last grade completed were obtained. Thus, one might
be able to correlate, for instance, educational attainment and poverty for
all 21 to 29 year old heads dating as far back as when they were five years
old. These results might allow us to determine whether poverty delayed the
completion of schooling, encouraged the pursuit of Graduate Equivalent
Degrees (GEDS), or otherwise influenced ultimate educational outcomes.

Such a study, however, loses the focus on the educational attainment of
children, as opposed to adults, which we were striving for here.

C. Definition of Age~Grade Relationships and Poverty

One comparison supported by the data involved comparing students'’
performance in school; as measured by the grade they are in, to the grade
attained by most similarly aged children. This modal grade completed was
calculated to be grade 10 for the year children turned age 16, 11 for 17
year olds, and 12 (high school graduate) for those 18 years old.
Cross~tabulations between deviations from this modal grade and students'
actual grade achieved by years in poverty provide indications of poverty's
impact on educational attainment.

The age-grade relationship was calculated from data on the PSID survey
in the following manner. First, we determined the students' age by the end
of a given survey year based on his year of birth. Then, from the "last
grade completed" question, we determined the students' grade achieved in
that year. In cases when the survey interview took place in months before
the end of the school year (May or June), we used the grade completed from
the following year's interview when that interview also occurred before the
end of the school year (which it frequently did). By cross checking the
interview month in each year, we thus further ensured that the grade
completed associated with each student was actually representative of the
student's true grade level.
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The poverty index used for this analysis 1is consistent with the
official government poverty ratio, although not identical to it. The ratio
of total family money income to their basic income need was obtained
directly from the PSID data set. The basis for the PSID poverty needs
measure is the USDA's low cost food budget determined by the student's
family composition and size. We reduced this budget by 20 percent to
approximate the government's Economy Food Plan and inflated it using the
Consumer Price Inde- as obtained from the Statistical Abstract of the
United States. This procedure, according to PSID documentation, results in
a poverty ratio closely corresponding to the official poverty index. An
index value of 1.0 or more indicated that the family was not poor.

Poverty is officially defined by the government as occurring when
families fall below a poverty index value of 1.0. However, those with
incomes above this cutoff level may also be called poor, especially in high
cost regions in the country. In order to observe the educational
attainment for ckildren whose families border on being poor for much of
their lives, but do not actually fall below the official poverty measure,
we also alternatively defined as poor those whose poverty index falls below
a value of 1.5. 1In addition, the PSID data have been shown to find more
household income than Census surveys do (Bane and Ellwood, 1983, p. 10).
Using an alternative poverty cutoff index of 1.5 allows one to compeunsate
for these differences in observed incomes.

Finally, it should be pointed out here that we use the term "educational
attainment" here to mean educational performance as indicated by whether a
student did or did not achieve his expected modal grade level in school.
This modal grade measure of educational performance is the only usable
indicator that can be derived from the PSID data.

D. Tabular Results

Table 1 below shows the percentage of all students who had not
attained the expected or modal 12th grade level in school when they were 18
years old. These results encompass all 18 year olds in each year from 1978
through 1983 for whom complete PSID data were obtainable. Table 2 compares
the percentages shown in Table 1 for the 18 year old cohort with those for
the 16 year old cohort. Since our sample encompassed all 16 to 18 year
olds over the five year period, many of the same students were included 1in
both the 16 and 18 year old cohorts, although there were some students in
only one of the cohorts. Thus, the two samples making up Tahles 1 and 2
are not independent and contrasting the results from each tzble should be
undertaken with care, It should also be noted here that we analyzed the
educational attaimment of the 16 and 18 year old cohorts in this study,
omitting the 17 year old cohort, because potential changes in educational
attainment as a child gets older will be greatest between these ages. The
17 year old cohort, however, is available for analysis if desired.
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TABLE 1

Percent of 18 Year 01lds Below Modal Grade (12th) By
Years in Poverty and Unweighted Number of Observations

Al White Black
Percent Unweighted Percent Unweighted Percent Unweighted
Years in Under Sample Under Sample Under Sample
Poverty Mode Size Mode Size Mode Size

Poverty Defined As Being Below The Threshold (1.0 ratio)

0-2 27.2 806 26.5 530 31.9 243
3-7 48.4 265 42.8 47 48.5 194
8+ 57.2 309 85.7 _16 50.9 283
Total Sample? 1,380 593 720
0-3 28.2 860 26.8 541 35.5 282
4-9 48,7 263 45,7 41 48.0 201
10+ 54.7 257 88.7 11 49.1 237
Total Sample? 1,380 593 720

Poverty Defined As Below 150 Percent of The Threshold (1.5 ratio)

0-2 24.8 574 24.6 434 30.2 122
3-7 33.8 247 28.9 93 41.9 134
8+ 54 .4 559 60.4 _66 47.7 464
Total Sample? 1,380 593 720
0-3 25.8 630 25.5 461 32.1 144
4-9 40.3 259 33.6 81 44.8 163
10+ 51.1 491 55.2 51 47.1 413
Total Sample? 1,380 593 720

a2 Total sample includes as small number of Asians and other races not shown
in the White-Black comparison. Not all percetages are significantly
different from each other. For all children, percentages for the first and

last poverty groups are significantly different at the 95 percent
confidence interval. This also holds for all 18 year old whites with 0-2
and 8+ years in poverty. For other groups, these data show no differnces.
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TABLE 2

Comparison of Percent of 16 and 18 Year 0l1ds Below Modal Grades
(10th and 12th) By Years in Poverty 2

All White Black

Years in 16 Year 18 Year 16 Year 18 Year 16 Year 18 Year
Poverty 0lds 0lds Olds 0lds 0lds 0lds

Poverty Defined As Below The Threshold (1.0 ratio)

0-2 21.4 27.2 21.7 26.5 16.5 31.9
37 27.7 48.4 26.0 42.8 24.7 48.5
8+ 42,2 57.2 48.3 85.7 35.7 50.9
0-3 21.5 28.2 21.8 26.8 16.5 35.5
4-9 33.1 48.7 32.0 45.7 29.7 48.0
10+ 39.4 54.7 39.1 88.7 34.9 49.1

Poverty Defined As Below 150 Percent of The Threshold (1.5 ratio)

0-2 20.3 24,8 20.3 24.6 18.4 30.2
3~7 22,2 33.8 23.1 28.9 17.3 41.9
8+ 35.2 54.4 35.9 60.4 30.2 47.7
0-3 20,7 25.8 20.9 25.5 17.3 32.1
10+ 35.0 51.1 33.0 55.2 33.8 47.1
a Not all percetages are significantly different from each other. For

all children, percentages for the first and last poverty groups are
significantly different at age 16 and 18 at the 95 percent confidence
interval. This also holds for all 18 year old whites and for 16 year
old whites with 0-2 and 8+ years in poverty. For other groups, these
data show no differences.
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The results from these tabulations show that:

. For all students, there is little difference in ultimate
educational attainment as measured by grade completed for those
with no or a few years in poverty. Very short term poverty is
not expected to retard educational attainment. This result holds
across all racial and ethnic groups, and at both the 1,0 and 1.5
poverty cutoff ratios. (Because of this relationship, we
combined the results for those with 0 and 1 or 2 years in
poverty. They are shown separately in Table 3, however, for
information purposes.)

° Longer periods in poverty increase the probability of lagging
behind one's modal grade level for all students. Depending upon
how the number of years in poverty are grouped, periods in excess
of 7 or more years in poverty hamper educational advancement to a
larger degree than do short periods and, in some cases,
intermediate periods in poverty.

) With regard to ethnic group differences, for white students there
was a statistically significant increase in the percent of youth
performing under the mode as one went from the lowest to the
highest number of years in poverty. This result did not hold for
black students, for whom no significant relationship between
poverty and educational attainment could be shown within the
constraint of the PSID data. Because sample sizes were small in
many cases (including those for whites), however, there was
little precision in the estimated percentages of poor children
behind their modal grade level by ethnic group. Because the
combined racial groups did provide statistically significant
results, though, there is an indication that larger sample sizes
may produce significant results in this direction for each ethmnic
group.

. When we tabulated the cohort of 16 year olds across the 1978 to
1983 period, the results were substantially similar to that for
the 18 year old cohort. This result is not surprising, since
many of these 16 year olds were included as part of our 18 year
old cohort two years later. Table 2 below compares the
percentages of our PSID cases performing below their expected
grade levels at ages 16 and 18, As for the 18 year old group,
the total sample of 16 year olds showed a statistically
significant decline in educational sttainment as one moved from
the lowest to highest poverty groups. Note that the percentage
of those below the modal grade level is lower in all cases for 16
year olds than for 18 year olds. Poverty affects a student's
educational attainment increasingly as high school graduation
approaches. The older a student becomes, the less likely are the
chances of being at one's modal grade level. One can infer that
a number of these older students who fall below their modal grade
include a number who had dropped out, in addition to those who
have lagged behind their classmates. Dropouts increase with age
for a variety of reasons. For example, mandatory schooling ages
vary by state; these results may indicate that those with longer
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Table 3

Examp]ea of the Percent of 16 and 18 Year 0lds Below Modal Grades
(10th and 12th) By Years in Poverty, Including Those Never in
Poverty, For Poverty Defined as Below the Threshold (1.0)

All White Black

Year in 16 Year 18 Year 16 Year 18 Year 16 Year 18 Year
Poverty Olds Olds Olds 0Olds Olds Olds

0 21.8 26.4 22.0 25.4 16.4 34.4
1-2 20.0 30.7 20.5 31.3 16.6 27.5
8+ 42,2 57.2 48.3 85.7 35.7 50.9
Total,

Total,

All 23.9 32.0 22.9 28.8 25.2 42.6

Because there was little difference in the percentage of children below
their modal grade level for those with 0 and 1-2 years in poverty -- and
because the sample size for those in these groups is sometimes small,
the groups were combined in Tables 1 and 2. They are shown here, along
with the percentages below modal grade levels for those with some
poverty (1-8+ years), for illustrative purposes only. Also see note to
Tables 1 and 2.




periods in poverty tend to drop out of school in greater relative
numbers than do those with fewer years in poverty. In additiom,

job opportunities may open up for older students, forcing poorer

students to reevaluate their educational plans as their potential
income from labor market participation increases.

We caution, however, against making further judgements about dropout
behavior from these data. The PSID data set ylielded disappointing
information on the total number of high school dropouts. We were only able
to obtain reliable information about dropout behavior for those whose PSID
records contained little missing data during the 1978 to 1983 period.

These were children who were in school at some point between the ages of 16
and 18. The implications about dropout behavior occurring between the ages
of 16 and 18 drawn from Table 2, therefore, can only be interpreted as
indicative of this sample, not of aggregate dropout behavior.

Our attempts to derive better dropout information proved fruitless.
We tried to determine the total percentage of students who had dropped out
of high school by examining sample data which asked respondents if they
were in school in the previous year. Much of the PSID data for students
who we would have expected to have been dropouts (i.e., those for whom no
last grade was shown on the tape) were missing. We had no way of
determining whether these missing cases were indeed dropouts, however.
Thus, we eliminated these children from the analysis as missing data. The
only dropout information we were able to obtain, then, were for those
students who remained in the sample. These cases showed that 11 percent of
the 18 year old cohort were not in school; however, only half of those were
below their expected modal level. We suspect that these students had, at
least temporarily, dropped out before completing school. Thus, the user of
these data are cautioned to interpret them as relating only to a sample of
known high school students who were in school sometime between the ages of
16 and 18, and who could be traced for consecutive interviews. The missing
uata may produce selectivity bilases, affecting the distributions shown in
the tables below. We have no evidence as to the nature of this bias,
however.

E. Regression Analyses

In the previous section, the simple, bivariate relationship between
years in poverty and the chances of being behind the modal grade was
examined. In this section, the relationship between poverty's duration and
educational attainment is shown while controlling for other variables. 1In
doing so, a series of regression equations are estimated. The regression
models are estimated using ordinary least squares (OLS) with a dichotomous
dependent variable. In the statistical literature, this is usually
referred to as estimating a linear probability model. We present the OLS
regression results using the 18 year old cohort., The OLS equation
coefficients for all students are shown in Table 4 below, while definitions
of the model's variables appear in Figure 1,
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TABLE 4

Ordinary Least Squares Regression Models Relating
Poverty Duration and Other VYariables to the Chances
of Being Behind Modal Grade ifor 18 Year Olds

Independeiit
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Years in Poverty (1.0) . 0159 .0156
(3.20) (3.39)
ST (1.0) -.1013
(2.30)
LT Poverty (1.0) .1328
(2.19)
Years in Poverty (1.5) .0158
(5.08)
ST Poverty (1.5) -.0600
(1.65)
LT Poverty (1.5) .1756
(4.05)
Sex -.1435 -.1437 -.1442 -.1439 -.1396
(5.73) (5.75) (5.78) (5.78) (5.62)
Race -.006
0.17)
Momedl -.0571 -.5070 -.0488 -.0484 -.0374
(1.85) (1.85) (1.57) (1.55) (1.20)
South .0352 .0342 . 0309 . 0406 . 0432
(1.12) (1.11) (1.00) (1.33) (1.43)
Ptametg -.0957 -.0961 -.0931 -.0914 -.0820
(2.22) (2.24) (2.17) (2.13) (1.91)
Momagbth . 0441 .0439 . 0452 . 0446 .0408
(1.18) (1.18) (1.21) (1.20) (1.10)
Singlmom . 0511 .0505 . 0490 .0555 .0505
(1.52) (1.52) (1.48) (1.70) (1.54)
Avinc -3.63E-06 -3.62E~06 -3.31E-06
(2.03) (2.03) (1.88)
Intercept « 5242 «5243 .6109 4254 4661
R2 .0805 .0812 .0858 .0838 .0909

Absolute t-values in parentheses.
Sample size=1380.
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FIGURE 1

Variables Used in the Regression Equations

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Modal Grade Attainment

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
Years in Poverty (1.0)
ST Poverty (1.0)

LT Poverty (1.0)

Years in Poverty (1.5)
ST Poverty (1.5)

LT Poverty (1.5)

Sex

Race
Ptamtg

Momagbth
Singlmom

Momedl

Regionl
Aveinc

Set equal to 1 if below mode, 0 if at
or above mode.

Number of years in poverty, poverty
ratio=1.0

Dummy variable set=1 if poor 0-2 years,
poverty ratio=1.0

Dummy variable set=1 if poor 8+ years,
poverty ratio=1.0

Number of years in poverty, poverty
ratio=1l.5

Dummy variable set=1 if poor 0-2 years,
poverty ratio=1.5

Dummy variable set=1 if poor 8+ years,
poverty ratio=1.5

Dummy variable set=]1 if female, O=male
Dummy variaple set=l if black, O=other
Dummy variable set=1 if 1 if parent
ever attended PTA meeting when child
very young

Dummy variahle set=1 if mother was less
than 20 at birth of first child

pummy variable set=1 if mother was ever
single during childhoecd years

Dummy variable set=1 if mother has high
school degree or higher educational
level

Dummy variable set=]1l if live in South
Average yearly family income over period
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The advantage of analyzing the data in this way is that it allows one
to better isolate the impact of poverty on educational attainment, while
statistically holding all other relevant factors constant. OLS in a linear
probabtility model framework prcvides estimates of the magnitude and
direction of the direct effects of each independent variable on the
probability of being behind the modal grade.

There are, however, well known problems with using an OLS approach to
estimate models with discrete dependent variables. These problems are
discussed, for example, in Hanushek and Jackson (1977). There is a chance
that the error term in the model is related to the independent variables,
leading to hetroskedasticity. In addition, there is no guarantee that the
functional form will result in predicted values of the dependent variable
falling within the O to 1 range. An error might also be introduced because
the true probability that 1s desired is only being estimated byaOorl
dependent variable, not by the probability itself, In order to address
these problems, we also estimated models identical to the OLS models
presented here using a logit alogrithm, The results of this logit test
proved consistent with those obtained using the OLS regression method. The
signs and levels of significance for all of the explanatory variables
remained stable, increasing confidence in the rationale for the inclusion
and interpretation of these variables. The logit results are available
upon request,

The dependent variable in all the regressions is a dichotomous
variable indicating whether a student is at or below this expected modal
grade level (below modal grade=l and at or above modal grade=0), The
independent variables are also shown in Table 4. These independent
variables were selected to represent a range of economic, social and
attitudinal factors thought to affect educational attainment. By including
these factors in the regression, one is better able to isolate the impacts
of poverty on educational attainment while holding constant other events
that might also affect such attajnment.

The interpretation of these variables' coefficient is as follows: a
positive sign indicates that the chances of being behind one's modal grade
level increases for every unit increase in the value of the independent
variable; a negative sign means that the probability of falling below omne's
modal grade level decreases with an increase in that variable. For
example, equation 1 shows that for each additional year a student spends in
poverty, the probability that the student will be below the modal grade in
school 1s expected to increase by .0159 (the coefficient of the years in
poverty variable 1s +,0159). The coefficient for youth's gender (~.1435)
shows that females (gender=1) have a probability of being behind their
modal grade that is .1435 less than similar males (gender=0).

Poverty was specified both as an individual's actual years in poverty,
and as a dummy variable representing no or short periods in poverty (ST
poverty) or long term poverty spells (LT poverty). Equations were tested
for poverty cutoffs of 1.0 and 1.5, for reasons described above. In all
specifications of the model, the sign for poverty's coefficient is
positive, whether poverty is measured by the absolute number of years in
poverty or was short or long term. That is to say, as one's years in
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poverty increase, the probability rises that lie will f5li below the modai
grade for his age. These coefficients, in addition, are statistically
significant at the 99 percent confidence level.

The estimates for poverty show, more specifically, that even after
holding constant a number of other variables thought to affect educational
attainment, every additional year in poverty increases the probability of
being behind the modal grade by .0159, Thus, one can contrast two students
similar in all characteristics except for the number of years in poverty.
If one student is in poverty for five years and the other never in poverty,
the result scws that the student in poverty would have a probability of
being behind the modal grade that is approximately .08 greater than the
student never in poverty. Models 3 and 5 present results where years in
poverty are grouped by short (0-2) and long (8+) spells. The coefficient
of these dummy variables in equation 3, for example, indicate that short
periods in poverty would reduce the probability of being behind the modal
grade by .1U13, while long periods in poverty would increase this
probability by .1328.

As can be seen in equation 1, race is not significantly related to
educational attainment, nor is it related in any other equation where it
was included., One possible explanation for this result is that once social
and family factors thought to affect educational attainment are held
constant, as they are in these regressions, race has no impact on
educational output. That is, the effect of race on educational attsinment
operates through a number of variables in the equation. For example, since
blacks tend to have lower incomes than whites, the influence of race on
educational attainment operates through the income variable in this model--
assuming income influences attainment. To test this explanation, we
entered race into the equations as a first step in a stepwise set of
specifications. In doing so, we observed that race had a positive and
significant sign--indicating that black students have an increased chance
of being below their modal grade level if sociceconomic circumstances are
not controlled. As other controlling factors were entered into the
regressions, the statistical relationship disappeared.

The literature points to many other factors that might influence
educational attainment, We were limited in the variables we could use in
this study by the scope of the PSID data; however, we were able to
construct a variety of variables that reflect the range of factors thought
to affect educational attainment. These are shown in Figure 1. One
interesting result involved a question which asked parents if they ever
attended a PTA meeting while their child was very young (Ptamtg). We took
this as a2 measure of the degree that parents were involved with their
children's education. A consistently significant negative sign shows that
when a parent did attend a PTA meeting, the probability that their children
would fall below the mode at age 18 decreased. Alternatively, students who
had parents who never attended a PTA meeting had a predicted probability of
being behind their modal grade level that 1s more than .09 greater than the
probability of a similar youth whose parents did attend PTA meetings.
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Other characteristics of the child's Darents were algo insluded, In ,
uost specifications, mothers who had a high school degree or more (momed)
had children who were less likely to fall behind their expected grade
level. Similar findings were seen if father's education was included in
the equations in place of mother's education (not shown, available upon
request). Some of the t-values for parent's education indicate a
significance at approximately the 90 percent level--lower than optimal, but
still indfcative that the characteristic may influence the outcome.
Slightly less significant (with a level of significance below 90 percent),
but included as controlling variables, were whether a child's mother ever
raised the child alone due to divorce or gseparation (singlmom), and the
mother's age when their first child was born (momagbth). Both young
mothers and those who were single at some point in their child rearing
years had children with increased probabilities of being behind in school.
Other studies have found that the number of young children present in a
household affected educational outcomes; we could find not such
relationship.

Other specifications looked at average annual family income (avinc);
as it increased, there was a lower chance for such families' children being
behind their modal grade. Because average family income was highly
correlated with our poverty measures, and because the coefficient was very
close to zero ( annual income was included in the equztion in actual
dollars), average income was omitted from many specifications (see
equations 4 and 5, for example), Omitting the variable did not alter the
other results,

To determine if the relationships between the independent variables,
particularly duration of poverty, and the chances of being behind modal
grade were the same for whites and blacks, we estimated separate models for
these subsamples., The results from these specifications confirmed the
findings from the crosstabs, An identical specification is shown for all
students, and for whites and blacks alone in Table 5; this specification
indicates that different structural processes may affect educational
attainment in the two groups. A greater number of years in poverty
significantly increased the chances being behind one's modal grade for
whites, but not for blacks. 1In addition, the regressions on these white
and black cohorts indicate that mothers' educaticn did not affect the
educational attainment for whites, but did tend to be related to improved
educational attainment measured for blacks, although the t-values are quite
small, indicating a very low level of confidence in the coefficients,

Being raised by a single mother increased the chances of black children
falling behind the mode, but did not affect white achievement. Living in
the Southern region loses significance for whites, but weighs heavily for
blacks, A mother attending a PTA meeting improved white children's chances
of advancing in school, while it did not influence blacks' attainment,
Finally, children of younger mothers did poorer in school than children of
older mothers for whites, while mother's age had no impact for blacks.
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TABLE 5

Ordinary Least Squares Regression Models Relating
Poverty Duration and Other Variables to the Chances
of Being Behind Modal Grade For 18 Year Olds,

By Ethnic Group

races not shown in the White-Black comparison.

Independent All Children White Black
Variable N=1380*% N=593 N=720
Years in Poverty (1.0) .0188 .0346 6.51E-3

(4.36) (4.65) (0.85)
Sex -.1480 -.1142 -.2113
(5.94) (4.13) (3.08)
Momedl -.0699 -.0306 -.0889
(2.31) (0.89) (1.07)
South .0431 8.85E-3 .1216
(1.41) (0.25) (1.61)
Ptametg -.1013 -.1425 -.0606
(2.36) (2.79) (0.55)
Momagbth .0493 .0821 .0568
(1.32) (1.87) (0.62)
Singlmom .0638 .0261 .1205
(1.95) (0.67) (1.62)
Intercept .4686 .4527 .4754
R2 .0790 . 0602 .0710
Absolute t-values in parentheses.
* Total sample includes as small number of Asians and other
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Introduction

This report serves two purposes. The first 18 to describe the
characteristics of schools with low, medium, and high poverty
concentration. The second is to present research that examines the
relationship between school poverty concentration and students' achievement
and learning. This relationship provides the conceptual underpinnings of
Chapter 1 and its predecessor, Title I. Because of the presumed close tie
between poverty concentration and achievement, and because of the
availability of poverty statistics for states, school districts, and
schools, poverty concentration serves as the primary mechanism by which
funds are directed to serve students with low educational achievement.

In the past, many studies have reported on the "poverty-educational
achievement" relationship. Most have examined the relationship between
family poverty and educational achievement. Results from this line of
research have generally documented that students from families with limited
material resources have poor educational achievement (see, for example,
Jencks et al., 1972). Relatively few studies have focused on the
relationship between school poverty concentration--percent of schools’
student body living in families with incomes below the official poverty
threshold or a modification of this index--and students' educational
achievement. Most studies analyzing the importance of family
characteristics aggregated at the school level have examined the effect of
school socioeconomic status (e.g., average parental education, average
family income) on student's achievement. Few have attempted to actually
estimate the relationship between school poverty concentration and
educational achievement. Those that have are generally flawed for at least
two reasons. First, much of the past research has attempted to estimate
the relationship with aggregated school achievement scores. As shown in
the research literature, the relationship between two variables measured at
the group level can be partly attributed to the aggregation process and
does not necessarily reflect the relationship between school poverty
concentration and students' achievement. As an example, we draw on
research by Wolf (1977). Wolf's data shows that as the unit of analysis
increases from the student to the school district, the correlation between
poverty and educational achievement increases. Using student level data
the correlation is about .3, at the school level it increased to .5, and
using school districts as the unit of analysis the correlation increases to
nearly .6. When attempting to determine the relationship between poverty
concentration and achievement the analyst is left in a quandary as to what
the true correlation is between school pcverty concentration and students'
achievement.

The second limitation of most research on this topic is the use of
simple correlation coefficients to describe the relationship between
poverty concentration and educational achievement. The correlation
coefficient only reveals the extent to which poverty and achievement covary
with one another, assuming a linear relationship. A correlation
coefficient does not show the differences in students' achievement that
result from students being in schools with high and low poverty
concentration. For example, an analyst could observe a relatively small
correlation between school povert concentration and achievement and a
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large difference in achievement between students in high and low
concentration schools. On the other hand, a large correlation and a
relatively small effect (difference) may be observed.

In the research reported here, each of these limitations is taken into
account. A statistical model is specified that allows estimation of the
relationship between schools' poverty concentration and students'
achievement. This model is based on a set of parameters that show the
predicted differences in students' achievement scores who are in high and
low concentration schools. An added feature of this wmodel is that the
effects of school poverty concentration on both achievement and learning
can be estimated. Most previous research has focused on achievement and
not learning. Learning is defined in this report as changes in achievement
over time.

The specific questions addressed in the research reported here are the
following:

1. To what extent do characteristics of schools differ by level of
school poverty concentration?

2. What 1is the effect of school poverty concentration on reading and
math achievement and learning when no other family and student
characteristics are taken into account? That 1is, to what extent
are there differences in reading and math achievement and
learning of students from schools with low and high poverty
concentrations?

3. What is the relationship between school poverty concentration and
students' achievement and learning once student and family
characteristics are taken into account?

4. Does the effect of school poverty concentraticn on students'
achievement and learning depend on grade level?

Significant results of these analyses are as follows:

o Schools with high poverty concentrations tend to have low average
reading and math achievement scores; high dropcut rates;
disciplinary problems; high student mobility rates; a large
proportion of the student body speaking a language other than
English; and a relatively even mix of white, black, and Hispanic
students.

° There is a significant, negative effect of school poverty
concentration on reading and math achievement at most grade
levels.

° The effects of poverty concentration on learning (change in

achievement over time) are generally insignificant, except in the
early grades.
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. For elementary school students, the impact of school poverty
concentration on achievement increases between grades 1 and 6.

The remainder of this report first describes the data and the
construction of the variables used in the analyses. Second, the
characteristics of low, medium, and high poverty concentration schools are
presented. Third, a conceptual model for estimating the relatiomship
between school poverty concentration and achievement and learning is
discussed. The discussion includes a description of the variables that are
included in the model and their hypothesized effects on students'
achievement. Fourth, the results of the analysis of the relatiomship
between poverty concentration and students' achievement and learning are
reported. Finally, the results are summarized and possible implications of
the findings are discussed.

Data and Variable Descriptions

Two data bases are used in the analyses described here: (1) the
Sustaining Effects Study data base (SES) and (2) the High School and Beyond
data base (HS&B). The SES is a nationally representative sample of
elementary school students. It contains detailed information on parental
and family characteristics (e.g., family income, poverty status, parental
education, number of siblings, race/ethnicity) for 15,000 elementary school
students. This is a subset of a much larger survey that collected data on
more than 100,000 elementary school students (see, for example, Hoepfner,
Wellesch, and Zagorski, 1977; Hemenway, Wang, Kenoyer, Hoepfner, Bear and
Smith, 1978). Every student in the sample was administered a reading and
math achievement test in the fall and spring of each year for up to a three
year period beginning in 1976. Students who were in grades 1 to 4 in the
first year of the survey were administered a total of six achievement
tests. Students in grade 5 during the first year of the survey were
followed for two years and were administered four achievement tests.
Finally, students in grade 6 during the first year of the survey were
followed for one year and were administered only one fall and one spring
achievement test. In addition to collecting information from students and
their parents, data were also collected from principals and teachers in
each students' school., A detailed description of the variables used in our
analyses appear in Table 1. In addition, univariate statistics for each of
the variables are provided.

The analysis of the relationship between poverty concentration and
secondary school students' achievement and learning is based on data from
the HS&B. HS&B is a nationally representative survey of 25,000 high school
sophomores (NCES, 1983). (Both sophomore and senior students are a part of
the larger HS&B data base. However, only sophomores were administered
achievement tests during two periods of time and thus, we focus on this
cohort of students.) During the base year of the survey (1980) students
vere administered questionnaires that collected information on family
background and student characteristics (e.g., family income, parental
educational attainment, number of siblings, race/ethnicity), parent's
aspirations for students, student's plans, self-reported grades, and course
taking. Each student was administered a battery of achievement tests,
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including tests in reading and math achievement. A detailed assessment of
the tests is reported in Heyns and Hilton (1982). 1In 1982, the sophomore
cohort was again administered achievement tests and asked to provide
information on characteristics and attitudes similar to those obtained
during the 1980 survey. A detailed description of each of the variables
used in the analyses is presented in Table 2 along with summary statistics
of the variables.

It is anticipated that the estimates derived from the high school
sample will be attenuated to a greater degree than those from the
elementary school sample. The high school data refer to parental and
family characteristics reported by students. Similar data for the
elementary school age sample of students were obtained directly from the
parents. Thus, greater measurement error in the variables is expected in
the high school sample than the elementary school sample, and in turn,
greater attenuation of the parameter estimates. The extensiveness of
measurement error in the HS&B data has been investigated by Rosenthal,
Myers, Milne, and Ellman (1983).

Descriptive Analysis of the Characteristics of Low,
Medium, and High Poverty Concentration of Schools

This section examines the characteristics of schools defined as having
low, medium, and high poverty concentration. Separate results are
presented for elementary and secondary schools. For purposes of this
analysis, low, medium, and high concentration schools are defined as those
that are in the lower quartile (less than 25 percent), two middle quartiles
(25 percent to 75 percent), and the upper quartile (greater than 75
percent) of the distribution of schools by percent of students in poverty.
Separate distributions are used for the elementary and secondary schools.
For elementary schools, those with less than 7 percent of their students in
poverty are classified as low poverty schools, those with 7 percent to 24
percent sre defined as medium poverty schools, and schools with more than
24 percent of their students in poverty are classified as high
concentration schools. Among high schools, those with less than 10 percent
of their student body living in poverty are assigned to the low poverty
category, those with 10 percent to 30 percent are classified as having
medium poverty concentration, and those with more than 30 percent are
defined as high poverty concentration schools.

Characteristics of Elementary Schools

Table 3 presents the results for elementary schools. There are five
general classes of variables shown in Table 3: (1) school climate, (2)
compensatory education related characteristics, (3) demographic
characteristics, (4) student mobility, and (5) average reading and math
achievement levels of schools.

School Climate, Principals' renorts about vandalism and violence are
used to measure school climate. When principals are asked about the
"climate" in their schools, those in high concentration schools are more
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likely to report that their schools have problems than principals in low
and medium concentration schools. While the differences in responses for
principals in low, medium, and high concentration schools are not large,
they do follow a consistent pattern: high concentration schools are
reported to have the greatest problems in terms of vandalism and physical
violence, followed by medium and low concentration schools, respectively.

Compensatory Education. Characteristics pertaining to the provision
of compensatory education services are related to poverty concentration, as
would be expected. For example, nearly 81 percent of the schools that have
high poverty concentration are also classified as Title I schools, while 44
percent of the low concentration schools are similarly classified. Medium
concentration schools fall between these two extremes. Among high
concentration schools it is observed that about 11 percent are defined as
"other CE schools" while 37 percent of the low concentration schools have
this classification. Only 8 percent of the high poverty concentration
schools have no compensatory education services. Among medium and low
poverty concentration schools, 11 and 19 percent, respectively, have no
compensatory education services. The variables measuring percentage of
students receiving Title I reading and math services in a school show that
high concentration schools provide higher percentages of their student body
with reading and math services than low concentration schools. For
example, on average, in low concentration schools only 7 percent of
students receive Title I reading and 22 percent of all gtudents in high
concentration schools receive Title I reading services.

Demographic Characteristics. The demographic characteristics of
schools refer to racial and ethnic mix and the percentage of students who
speak a language other than English. Examination of the race/ethnicity of
schools shows that in high concentration schools, 53 percent of the student
body is white, 32 percent is black, and 12 percent is Hispanic. Larger
variability in the race and ethnic mix is observed in low and medium
concentration schools than high concentration schools. Both low and medium
poverty concentration schools are more likely to have high concentrations
of white students and a small fraction of blacks and/or Hispanic students
than schools with a high proportion of the student body in poverty. With
respect to the percentage of students who speak a language other than
English, it is observed that low concentration schools are somewhat more
likely to have a small percentage (6 percent) of their students speaking a
language other than English than medium (11 percent) and high concentration
schools (19 percent),

Student Mobility. The student mobility rates reported here refer to
the sum of the percent of students entering a school and the percent of
students leaving a school during the school year. Compaving student
mobility in low, medium, and high concentration schools shows that high
concentration schools have mobility rates that are nearly twice that of low
concentration schonls (23 percent versus 14 percent) and slightly higher
than medium concentration schools.

Reading and Math Achievement, The last characteristic of elementary
school examined is mean reading and math achievement, by grade during the
first year of the SES survey. Across all grades for both reading and math
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achievement it is apparent that low concentration schools have, on average,
higher reading and math achievement scores than schools with high poverty
concentration. A common procedure for assessing this relationship is to
correlate poverty concentration with mean achievement. In doing sc, one
usually observes a correlation of about -.5 (see, for example, Wolf, 1977).
This shows that knowledge of schools' poverty concentration allows the
analyst to account for about 16 percent of the variation in school
achievement. For the elementary schools analyses here, the proportion of
the variation in reading and math achievement that can be accounted for by
knowing school poverty concentration ranges from .10 to .35, and thus is in
line with previous findings.

Characteristics of High Schools

In Table 4 results are presented for a nationally representative
sample of high schools. With the exception of student mobility, the
variables are comparable to those used for elementary schools: they are
school misbehavior, participation in Title I, demographic characteristics,
and reading and math achievement and rates of dropping out of high school.

School Climate. The indicators of school climate as reported by
principals refer to problems in a school related to physical conflicts
among students and teachers, robbery and theft in schools, cutting classes,
and student absenteeism. Examination across all five variables shows that
principals in schools with low poverty concentration report that there are
generally fewer problems in their schools than principals in high
concentration schools. That is, principals in low concentration schools
are less likely to perceive that students' behavior (e.g., cutting class,
physical violence) is problematic than principals in high concentration
schools.

Participation in Title I and Related Services. While the High School
and Beyond does not provide extensive information on compensatory education
related services, data are available on whether a school participated in
Title I, and the percent of 10th grade students taking remedial reading and
math courses. The data show that as poverty concentration increases, there
is a corresponding increase in the percent of schools participating in
Title I, as expected. More than 71 percent of the high concentration
schools responded that they were a Title I school and only 42 percent of
the low concentration schools indicated that they participated in Title I.
On the average, more than 55 percent of the schools report that they
participate in Title I. 1In additiom, schools with high poverty
concentration have more than twice the proportion of students taking
remedial reading and math courses as do schoocls with low poverty
concentration (22 versus 8 percent),

Demographic Characteristics. Regarding the demographic
characteristics of schools, it is apparent that high concentration schools
tend to have a similar mix of white, black, and Hispanic students, while
low concentration schools generally have a large concentration of white
students and a relatively small proportion of minority students. In high
concentration schools, on averaje, 40 percent of the student body is white,
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28 percent black, and 32 percent Hispanic. In low concentration schools,
on average, 85 percent of the student body is white, 5 percent black, and
10 percent Hispanic. High concentration sclicols also tend to have more
students who speak a language other than ¥nglish than low concentration
schools (20 percent versus 6 percent).

Reading and Math Achievement and Dropout Rate. The final
characteristics examined are average reading and math achievement, and
percent of students who drop out of high school. For both sophomores and
seniors, students from low concentration schools have, on average, higher
reading and math achievement scores. The correlation between achievement
and school poverty concentration is about -.60. In other words, by knowing
schools' poverty concentration, it is possible to account for 36 percent of
the variation in school mean achievement. Finally, schools with a high
poverty concentration have dropout rates that are more than twice as large
as low concentration schools (15 percent versus 6 percent).

Conceptual Model and Variables

This section first describes the model that is the basis of the
statistical analysis of the relationship between school poverty
concentration and students' achievement and learning. Second, the
variables used in the analysis and their hypothesized effects on
achievement and learning are discussed.

The Conceptual Model

To estimate the gross and net effects of poverty concentration on
school achievement and learning, a statistical growth model is formulated.
The model begins with the following specification: *.

(1) A =X (1=1,...,n,; j=1,...,J; t=1,...,K)

163 ~ %013 * FrgTieg * Yiey ;|

where Aitj refers to the achievement (i.e., reading or math achievement) of

the ith student at time t in the jth school; T=t-1 when K=2, otherwise t is

)

coded in months beginning with 0; uitj 18 a random error term with (Euitj

= 0, and E((u:ltj)’ (uitj)) ==02 for 1 = 1' and = 0 for 1#1’'; Jth
corresponds to baseline achievement (i.e., achievement at the time of the
first measurement period); zlij indicates the rate of change in achievement
(1.e., learning) between time t and t-1.

This specification of the model assumes that changes in achievement

over time occur in a linear fashion. More complicated specifications may
be proposed (Strenio, Weisberg, and Bryk, 1983); however, when using only
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can

two measurements of achievement for each student as done in many of the
analyses described in this report, the linear specification is the most
complicated form that can be supported by the data. Further, use of a
linear specification considerably simplifies the discussion of the results.
A subset of the analyses uses achievement scores obtained at six points in
time.

To capture the effects of poverty concentration and other variables on
achievement and learning, the relationships between these variables and the
two parameters in equation (1) are specified:

(2) 501j = xij B, + Gj B2
(3) B, + G, B

%113 = %13 B3 * 6 By

where X,, is a vector of student and family characteristics (including a

1]
constant, unity) that are assumed to remain constant over time; Gj is a
vector of school level variables such as poverty concentration; and Bl’ Bz,
B3, and B4 are conformable vectors of parameters to be estimated. Using
equation (3), it is possible to show that the impact of poverty
concentration on iearning in a specific subject, such as reading, is equal

to B,, where k indicates the specific parameter linking poverty

4k
concentration to the learning parameter, xlii' Thus, for every percentage
point change in poverty concentration, it is expected that the rate of

learning in a specific subject area will change B4k units,

To determine the effect of poverty concentration on achievement,
equations (2) and (3) are substituted into equation (1):

(4) R TR Gy By + Tyy Xyy By + Typy Gy By + ug, s
From equation (4), it can be shown that the effect of poverty concentration

on students' achievement 1is B2k + T From the definition of the

16484’
effect of poverty concentration on achievement, it is apparent that there
are three elements that come into play. First is the effect of poverty

concentration on achievement during che first measurement period (t=1).

Second is the effect of poverty concentration on learning between two
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points in time, B4k° Third is the length of time between the initial
measurement of achievement and the point in time that 18 of interest, time
T.

As already noted, estimates of the gross impact of poverty
concentration on students' achievement and learning as well as the net
effect are obtained. In estimating the gross effect, all student and
family variables from equations (2) and (3) are excluded. The estimates of
B2 and B4 can then be used to calculate the desired quantities. The gross

effects of poverty concentration show the differences in achievement and
learning of students in high and low concentration schools when no other
variables are taken into account. Thus, the gross effects of school
poverty concentration on achievement capture differences in other family
characteristics, and student and school characteristics that are associated
with being in high and low concentration schools. The net effect of
poverty concentration on achievement and learning can be obtained directly
from equation (4). The estimates of the net effects show the extent to
which there are differences in gchievement and learning attributable to
school poverty concentration after the effects of family and student
characteristics are statistically held constant.

The parameters in equation (4) are estimated via ordinary least
squarer, In doing so, a number of assumptions sre necessary: (1) the
expected value of the errors equals 0, (2) the error variance is equal
across all individuals, time periods, and schools, and (3) the errors for
each individual across time periods are not correlated with one another.
Under these assumptions, unbiased and efficient parameter estimates are
obtained. Alternative methods are available; however, provided with both
the large number of schools in the samples, students, and independent
variables, estimation with the alternative procedures would have been
prohibitively expensive,

Analytic Variables

The independent variables included in the statistical analysis are, in
general, those that have been observed as significant determinants of
students' educational achievement with the exception of school poverty
concentration. Poverty concentration is discussed first, followed by a
discussion of the student and family variables that are included in the
statistical analysis.

. School Poverty Concentration., Students in schools with high
poverty concentrations are expected to have lower achievement and
to learn at a slower rate than students in schools with low
levels of poverty concentration. This hypothesis is indirectly
derived from research that shows that students in schools with
low average family socioeconomic status tend to have low
achievement scores (see, for example, Coleman, Campbell, Hobson,
McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld, and York, 1966). Coleman and his
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assoclates conclude from their analysis of the EEOS data that
school socioeconomic status has more of an effect on achievement
than all other variables, except for family socioeconomic status.
Other studies have reached similar conclusions. For example,
McPartland and York (1967) found in their reanalysis of the EEOS
data for ninth grade blacks that even after they statistically
held constant family socioeconomic status and classroom
compogition, there was a positive relationship between school
socioeconomic status and verbal achievement. While much
attention has been devoted to general concepts of school
socioeconomic status, much less attention has been focused on
poverty concentration in schools and its consequences. However,
a study by Wolf (1977) concludes that the correlation between
school level poverty and students' achievement is about ~-.5.
Unfortunately, Wolf did not attempt to take into acccunt other
variables that may have been correlated with both poverty
concentration and students' achievement. While Wolf's results
indicate a strong relationship between school poverty
concentration and achievement, Jencks et al. (1972) report that
differences in economic affluence of families in schools tends to
have only small effects on actual test performance.

. Student Gender. It is hypothesized that elementary school-age
girls will perform at a higher level in both reading and
mathematics than boys (see, for example, Fennema, 1974; Fennema
and Sherman, 1977). By the time they reach high school, though,
we expect to find that boys have higher levels of performance
than girls, particularly in mathematics. This cross-over may be
due in part to differences in socialization processes and course
taking practices experienced by boys and girls as they move
through the ~ducational system.

. Student's Race and Ethnicity. Previous research has shown that
white students have higher achievement and learn at a faster rate
than black students (see, for example, Jencks et al,, 1972).
While much less research has focused on differences in
achievement and learning of Hispanic children, we anticipate that
these youth will tend to score between white and black students
(see example, Myers and Milne, 1983; Okada, Cohen and Mayeske,
cited in Mosteller and Moynihan, 1972).

. Number of Parents in a Student's Family. Much attention has been
devoted to assessing the effects of being form a single parent
family on students' school performance (see, for example,
Hetherington, Camara, and Featherman, 1981). Reviews of the
research literature generally conclude that the results are
mixed. This lack of consistency may be partly attributed to
differences in methods and conceptualization of the processes
linking single parent status to educational outcomes. Based on
research by Milne, Myers, Rosenthal, and Ginsburg (forthcoming)
and Myers, Milne, Baker and Ginsburg, (1985) it is expected that
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students in single parent families will have lower achievement
than those from families with two parents present. Analysis of
the impact of being from a single parent family on learning shows
that weak, but generally negative effects should be expected
(Myers et al., 1985). The observed relationship between being
from a single parent family and poor school performance may be in
part due to low family income, high levels of stress in the
household, and less parental time to manage children's
activities.

® Maternal Work. Maternal work has been observed to have
differential effects on education related outcomes (see, for
example, Heyns, 1982). Heyns concludes from her review of the
research literature that achievement related outcomes are largely
unrelated to maternal employment. However, recent research using
the two data based employed here (i.e., Sustaining Effects and
High School and Beyond) suggest that maternal work has a negative
effect on gtudents' achievement (Milne et al., forthcoming; Myers
et al., 1985). Thus, it 18 anticipated that a negative
relationship between our measure of maternal wotk, and
achievement and learning will be observed.

° Family Socioeconomic Status. The research literature addressing
the effects of family socioeconomic status on school performance
is vast and it 1is generally zccepted that students from families
with high socioeconomic status perform at higher levels than
similaer students who reside in families with low socioeconomic
status (see, for example, Konstant and Apling, 1984; Jencks et
al., 1972; Coleman et al., 1966; Milne et al., forthcoming).
However, as shown by Myers et al. (1985), the effects of family
socioeconomic gtatus on learning are not as consistent as those
on achievement. However, in most instances a positive
relationship is observed, particularly for white males and
females. In this research two measures of family socioeconomic
status are used: (1) mother's educational attainment and (2)
whether a student's family lives in poverty. It is expected that
students from families with a mother with high educational
attainment or from families who have high incomes will be in an
environment where education is valued, theive are high educational
attainment expectations for youth, and other intellectual and
material resources will be available that will facilitate high
achievement and learning rates.

. Number of Siblings. For students from families with a large
number of siblings, it is hypothesized that there will be fewer
intellectual and material resources available to each child in
the household than for students with few siblings, and in turn,
they will have lower achievement and rates of learning (Zajone,
1976).
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° Language Minority Status. Over the past 20 years, research has
shown that language minority youth generally do not perform as
well on achievement tests as native English speaking students.
Recent analyses of the Sustaining Effects Study data (Rosenthal,
Baker, and Ginsburg, 1983) and High School and Beyond data (Myers
and Milne, 1983) confirms these findings. Much of the difference
in achievement between language minority students and English
only students is attributable to differences in family
socioeconomic status; however, almost 50 percent of the
difference for the two groups is not accounted for by
socioeconomic status (Rosenthal et al., 1983). Rosenthal et al,
also conclude that reading achievement is more strongly
influenced by being a language-minority student then 1is math
achievement and that the effect of langrage on reading and math
learning is either weak or inconsistent. Thus, it is anticipated
that non-native English speaking students will have low
achievement and perhaps, learning.

Effects of Poverty Concentration on Students'
Achievement and Learning

In this section the gross and net effects of school poverty
concentration on elementary and secondary school-aged students' achievement
and learning are described. The gross effect refers to the impact of
poverty concentration on each of the outcomes wihen there are no family and
student variables included in the statistical models. The net effect
refers to the impact of poverty concentration on achievenent and learning
when the effects of family and student characteristics sir: statistically
held constant. The first analyses presented for elemen:ary school-aged
students are based on estimates derived from achievement measured at two
points in time, by grade. These analyses show whether the effect of school
poverty concentration on achievement and learning during a one year period
differs by grade. A second set of analyses is based on achievement
measured at six points in time for students in grades 1 to 4, Examination
of achievement and learning over a three year period provides an indication
of the cumulative impact of school poverty concentration. Further, by
conducting separate analyses for each grade cohort, it is possible to
assess whether school poverty concentration changes as students progress
through school. By conducting alternative analyses of the elementary
school data (i.e., using single year data and three years of data) a number
of counterintuitive results are obtained. However, the general conclusions
remain the same. Next, results from the sample of high school students are
presented. After presenting the effects of poverty concentration, the
effects of the student and family variables in the equations are described.
It is noted at this point, though, that in early all cases the estimated
effects of the student and family variables are in the hypothesized
direction.




Elementary School Age Students

Gross Effects, Achievement Measured at Two Points in Time

Table 5 displays the gross effects of school poverty concentration on
reading and math achievement and learning for elementary school-aged
students. The estimation equations which yielded these results are shown
in Table 6. The students in each grade refer to those in a specific grade
during the first year of the Sustaining Effects Study. Examination of the
gross effects of poverty concentration on achievement and learning shows
that in nearly all grades there is a negative relationship between poverty
concentration and both reading and math achievement. Only in grade 1 is
there a negative effect of school poverty concentration on the rate of
learning; that is, the rate at which students' reading achievement changes
between the fall and spring of grade 1 is negatively related to the level
of school poverty concentration. Students who are in grade 1 and in high
concentration schools learn at a lower rate than those in low concentration
schoois, After grade 1 poverty concentration has no influence on the rate
at which students learn during a single year. Provided that achievement
test offered during fall grade 1 tend to be less reliable than other tests,
these results should be interpreted with some caution.

Finding that poverty concentration influences achievement in the fall
and spring but not learning between these two points in time appears to be
a contradiction. That 18, how can poverty concentration influence fall and
spring achievement and not the rate of change in achievement between the
two time periods? T. understand this finding I briefly return to the
elements of the statistical model that are the basis of this result:

1. the effect of .poverty concentration on

fall achievement =BZk,
2. the effect of poverty concentration on

spring achievement =BZk+BéK’ and
3. the effect of poverty concentration on

the rate of learning =Bak.

The empirical analysis of the SES data shows that in most cases the effects
of poverty concentration on fall and spring achievement are stat.stically
significant and negative in magnitude, yet there is a null effect on
learning. The only way for school poverty concentration to influence fall
and spring achievement and not the rate of learning is for the effect on
fall (baseline) achievement to carry over to spring achievement. This
shows that students in schools with high poverty concentration come into
the academic year with initially low achievement and finish the year with
achievement that is not significantly greater than that in the fall.

Before considering.other results it is important to comsider wvhy
school poverty concentration should have a large impact on studencs' basic
teading and math skills during the fall of grade 1, a point in time where
students have attended elementary school for only a few months at best. It
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may be that school poverty concentration is relzted to neighborhood and
family characteristics or preschool attendance characteristics not included
in the statistical model and thus, the relationship between schocl poverty
concentration and grade 1 achievement in the fall may be a function of
school poverty concentration serving as a proxy for other, unmeasured
variables.

In Figure 1, the gross effects of school poverty concentration on
reading and math achievement are plotted against grade level. From this
figure it is possible to compare how the effects of school poverty
concentration change as students progress through elementary school. The
trend of the gross effecis on reading achievement shows that the effect
becomes increasingly negative between the fall and spring of each grade.
There 18 a particularly dramatic shifZ in the effect of poverty
concentration on reading achievement during the first grade (-.27 to -.72).
After this large shift in effect, it is observed that the slope continues
downward, but not as steeply as in grade 1. (This is a restatement of the
fact that school poverty concentration has a significant, negative effect
on the rate of learning in grade 1, but not in the other grades).

With the exception of the dramatic shift in grade 1, the effect of
poverty concentration on math achievement over grade levels generally
parallels the curve for reading achievement. The change iIn effects on
reading and math achievement actually produces a cross-over in grade 1.
Initially, the impact of poverty concentratidn on reading achievement is
less than or about equal to that on math achievement. By the spring of
grade 1, though, school poverty concentration has a larger impact (at least
numerically) on reading achievement than math achievement.

This trend--the effect of poverty concentration on students’
achievement becoming increasingly negative--shows that there is a greater
disparity in the achievement of students in high and low poverty
concentration schools as they move through elementary school. That is,
each year the gap in achievement between students in high and low
concentration schools generally enlarges in each succeeding grade,

Net Bffects, Achievemeut Measured at Two Points in Time

Table 5 also shows the net effects of poverty concentration on reading
and math achievement and learning. The estimation equations are shown in
Table 7. With respect to the estimated effects of poverty concentration on
students' achievement and learning while cortrolling for family and student
level variables (i.e., the net effects), it is found that in almost all
instances, poverty concentration has a significant, negative impact on
students' achievement and in no instance does it affact learning. More
spacifically, reading achicvement in both the fall and spring are both
influenced negatively by school poverty concentration for students ir
grades 2 through 6. Only in grade 1 does poverty concentration not
influence reading achievement after account is taken of student and family
characteristics. Here poverty concentration has a significant, negative
impact in the 8pring but not the fall, as was previously seen in the gross
effects analysis. The estimate for fall achievement, however, is negative
and therefore, in the predicted direction.
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On everage, these estimates show that each percentage point of
increase in a school's poverty concentration, there is a decline of about
one-third of a test score unit (VSS). Although this effect appears smal?,
if one weré to compare, for example, a student in a school with 10 percent
of its students in poverty with another student that was in a school with
30 percent of its students in poverty, it would result in a difference of
seven units in reading achievement, even if all other student and parent
characteristics included in the model are equated. This seven point
difference corresponds to about four percentile points, and while it is by
no means a large effect, it does indicate that even after taking into
account student and family characteristics, students' achievement in high
and low concentration schools does differ to some extent.

In Figure 1, the net effects of school poverty concentration on
achievement are plotted against grade level. In contrast to the gross
effects, the net effects remain relatively stable over all grades. Unly
for raading achievement is there a small, but significant decline in the
net effect of poverty concentration.

Gross Effects, Achievement Measured at Six Points in Time

The gross effects of school poverty concentration on achievement and
learning using the three years of achievement scores for students in grades
1 to 4 are presented in Table 8, The estimation ecuations are specified in
Table 9. In general, when student and family characteristics are not
controlled, high school poverty conceniration is associated with low
baseline reading and math achievement scores. Further examination shows
that the size of the effect of poverty concentration on baseline reading
and math achievement becomes increasingly negative from one grade to the
next, This pattern is quite similar to that observed in the analysis of
the data for each grade in the first year of the SES.

Examination of the results in more detail shows that the gross effects
of poverty concentration on changes in reading achievement over time are
significant and negative for grade cohorts 1 to 3, but not 4. Unlike the
gross effects on achievement, the gross effects on changes in reading
achievement (learning) are larger in the grade 1 cohort than in the later
grade cohorts. For the grade 1 cohort it is estimated that the impact of
school poverty concentration on reading learning is -.03. This indicates
that 1f two students were compared, one in a school with poverty
concentration of 30 percent and another in a school with 10 percent
poverty, the reading achievement of the student in the school with high
concentration after a three year period would b2 21 points less than that
of the student in the low concentration school. For the grade 3 cohort --
the cohort with the last significant effect -~ the effect is 33 percent
smaller than the effect for the students in the grade 1 cohort (-.03 versus
e 02) .

Examination of the gross effects of school poverty concentration on
changes in math achievement during a three year period shows mixed results.
Only for students in the grade 2 and grade 3 cohorts are the effects
significant and negative. For both of these grade cohorts the effects on
learning for math are about the same size as for reading.
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Net Effects, Achievement Measured at Six Points in Time

The net effects of poverty concentration on math achievement and
reading are presented in Table 8. The estimation equations for the net
effects are provided in Table 10. The net effects of school poverty
concentration on baseline reading achievement are consistently negative for
each grade cohort. For math achievement the only significant, negative net
effect is observed in the grade 1 cohort. Negative, but insignificant
effects are observed in the grade 2 to 4 cohorts. As would be expected,
the estimated effects are considerably smaller than the gross effects once
student and family variables are statistically held constant.

The estimates from these models suggest that there is only limited p
evidence that school poverty concentration has a net effect on learning.
Students who are in the grade 1 cohort and in schools with high poverty
concentration tend to have smaller gains in reading achievement thaa
similar students in low concentration schools. In no other grade cohort
does poverty concentration influence changes in reading achievement once
student and family characteristics are taken into account. The only
instance where school poverty concentration influences learning in
mathematics is for the grade 2 cohort of students. In none of the other
three cohorts is there a significant, negative effect.

The analysis of the single year data (i.e., achievement measured at
two points in time) by grade, showed that noverty concentration had little
net effect on changes in reading or math achievement over time. When three
years of data are used to analyze changes in achievement, a significant
negative effect for poverty concentration on reading is observed for the
grade 1 cohort. For math, a significant net effect sf.poverty
concentration on math learning is detected in the grade 2 cohort.
Additional analyses attempted to assess why these differences resulted. In
these further analyses, it was assumed that achievement was not linearly
related to time. Rather, the growth model was structured in such a way
that the learning trajectory could follow any curve. (The results are not
provided in this report; rather, they are merely described in the text.)

The analysis of the relationship between poverty concentration and
learning shows that the effect of poverty concentration on learning between
fall and spring in grade 1 reading is not significant., However, poverty
concentration does negatively influence learning between fall grade 1 and
fall grade 2 as well as all later time points. This finding can be
interpreted as follows. Students in grade 1 and in high and low
concentration schools begin the vear with a small gap in reading
achievement and learn at about the same rate during year 1. That is, the
gop in their relative achievement scores does not becorme larger between the
fall and spring of year 1. On the other hand, the gap in relative
achievement for students in high and low concentration schools
significantly increases between fall grade 1 and fall grade 2.

A possible explanation for this may be that students who are in high
concentration schools suffer a significant absolute or relative decline in
achievement during the summer between grades 1 and 2, Evidernce by Heyns
(1978) would support such a contention. However, the analysis conducted
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here shows this 18 not the case, The relative gap i reading achievement
measured during spring grade 1 does not increase significantly by fall of
grade 2. Thus, differences in the rate of learning between spring grade 1
and fall grade 2 camnot completely account for an increase in the
achievement gap between fall grade 1 and fall grade 2. Instead, it appears
that it is the cumulative experience of students in high and low povexty
concentration schools between fall grade 1 and fall grade 2 that produces
the increase in the reading achievement gap. Further analysis of the
results show that school poverty concentration only influences changes in
achievement when fall grade 1 is used as the baseline.

As already noted, school poverty concentration only has a net effect
on changes in math achievement over time for students in the grade 2
cohort, Focusing on this grade cohort and performing an analysis
equivalent to that performed on reading achievement shows that the only
significant shift in cumulative achievement is observed between fall grade
2 and spring grade 4, All other changes from the baseline (fall grade 2)
are not statistically significant. Contrasting spring grade 4 achievement
with all other time points shows that poverty concentration significantly
influences shifts in short- and long-term achievement. In no other cohorts
18 a significant effect detected.

This result is quite different from that obtained for recading
achievement. There it was observed that the only significant poverty
concentration effects were detected when the initial period of measurement
(fall grade 1) was used, Here, the opposite is observed. This finding
suggests that poverty concentration has a large negative impact on math
achievement measured in the spring of grade 4., Thus, the relative gap in
math achievement substantially increases between students in high and low
poverty concentration schools during grade 4 and not earlier grades.

High School Sophomores

Estimates of the gross and net effects of school poverty concentration
on reading and math-achievement and learning for high school sophomores are
preseated in Table 11, The estimation equations are shown in Tables 12 and
13, respectively. The gross effects are presented first, followed by the
net effects of school poverty concentration,

Gross Effects

School poverty concentration has significant, negative effects on
reading and math achievement during both students' sophomore and senior
year of high school and has no influence on learning. The estimates of the
gross effects for reading achievement show that for each percentage point
increase in poverty concentration, therc is a corresponding decline of
about .10 test units, Thus, contrasting reading achievement of a studert
in a school with say, 10 percent of its students in poverty with enother
student in a school with 30 percent of its student body in poverty shows
that there would be a difference in achievement of .28 standard deviation
units,
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Examination of the gross effect of school poverty concentration on
math achievement shows that a 20 percentage point difference in poverty
concentration is associated with a difference in math achievement of more
than .5 standard deviations.

Net Effects

After student and family characteristics are statistically held
constant, there are substantial declines in the effects of school poverty
concentration on reading and math achievement as a sophomore and senior.
That 1s, the net effects are only about one-half as large as the gross
effects. The pattern of the net offects is similar to that of the gross
offects: senior estimates for achievement are somewhat larger, though, not
significantly larger than the sophomore effects and the estimates of the
net effects on math achievement are larger thari those on reading
achievement. Again, school poverty concentration does not influence
learning.

Effects of Student and Family Variables

In this section of the report, the effects of the student and family
variables on reading and math achievement and learning are briefly
reviewed. This allows the reasonableness of the results to be checked.

For elementary and high school aged students, the data show that elementary
school aged girls have higher achievement than boys, and by high school,
boys score higher than girls, particularly in math; blacks and Hispanics
score below the non-black, non-Hispanic students; students whose mothers'
work have lower achievement than those whose mothers' do not work; being in
a large family or single parent family 18 associated with low achievement;
having a mother with high educational attainment is related to high
achievement scores and in a number of instances, learning; in a number of
cases low family income is associated with low achievement; and among
elementary students "speaking a language other than English at home" is
weakly, but negatively associated with low achievement. For the ssmple of
high school sophomores, speaking a language other than English is
positively related to achievement. This result is somewhat
counterintuitive and may be a function of the measure of language use
employed here. (High school students who indicated that either at home, or
some point in their life they spoke a language other than English were
considered as "speaking a language other than English",)

Summary and Conclusions

From the results of the research reported here, two general
conclusions can be reached. First, both elementary and high schools with
high poverty concentrations are differentiated from low concentration
schools demographically and by the behaviors of students enrolled in them.
Studen’s enrolled in high concentration schools are more likely to be black
or Hispanic, speak a language other than English, and to have low
achievement. Further, the principals of high concentration schools are
more likely to report that behavior of students is problematic than
principals in low concentration schools.
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Second, students in schools with high poverty concentration generally
have lower achievement than those in low concentration schools even after

taking into account student and family characteristics. However, there is
sufficient variability in the rate of learning in reading and math between
schools with high and low concentrations that in most analyses systematic
differences in the rate at which achievement increases are not detected.
When differences are observed, they are usually in the early grades of
elementary school.

These results show that students in high concentration schools are in
an environment that is less than ideal and tend to have lower achievement
than those in schools with relatively few students living below the poverty
threshold. An important implication of the findings reported here is that,
other than for students in the early grades, attending a school with a high
poverty concentration will not necessarily place a student further behind
in achievement than his or her peers in low concentration schools.

However, students in high concentratiorn schools will continue to remain
behind their peers in schools with relatively few students living in
poverty. Students in the early grades, however, may fall behind their
peers during the first year or two if they are in a high rather than low
concentration school. The data supporting this conclusion are rather weak
and should be interpreted with some caution.

What are the implications of these findings for Chapter 1, and
compensatory education more generally? First, the provision of directing
funds to schools with high poverty concentrations and, in turn,
educationally disadvantaged students is supported by the empirical evidence
reported here. Second, it may be important to provide programs to students
as they enter elementary schools. The results presented here show that
students in high concentrations schools tend to enter with low reading
achievement and quickly fall behind similar students in low concentration
schools. After grade 1, the impact of school poverty concentration remains
relatively constant.
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Figure 1 Gress and Met Effects of School Poverty Concentration on Reading
and [ath Achievernent, by Grade for Elementary School Aged Students
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Variable Descriptions:

TABLE 1

Elementary School Sample

Standard
Yariable Description Mean Deviation
Title I Codeé as 1 if school is a 65 .48
Title I or Title I and other
compensatory school, 0 if not.
Derived from CER032.
Other CE Coded as 1 if school is only an 23 A2
Other Compensatory Education
School, 0 if not. Derived from
CERO32,
No CE Coded as 1 if school has no 12 .33
Compensatory Education, 0 if not.
Derived from CER032,
Free Lunch Percent of sample children in 36.39 29.88
school who receive free/reduced
price lunch. Derived from
SBC007.
Student Percent of students moved into 20.07 20.01
Mobility school, plus percent of studente
moved from school, not exceeding
99.8. Equals PA039.
Extent of Coded as: 4 = a great deal, 3 = 2.95 .64
Vandalism average amount, 2 = less, 1 = no,
Equals PQOl6.
Extent of Coded as: 4 = more, 3 = game, 3.03 .64
Physical 2 = less, 1 ® no. Equals PQAOl7.
Violence
Title 1 Percent of sample children in 14.14 16.80
Reading Title I school who receive
Title I Reading Services, or
Title I and Other Compensatory
Education in Reading Services.
Derived from CEROl4.
Other CE Percent of sample children in 4,89 14,01
Reading Title I school whe receive Other

Compensatory Educatioa Reading
Services. Derived from CERO14.
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Table 1 (continued)

Standard
Variable Description Mean Deviation
Title I Math Percent of sample children in 7.65 14.93
Title I school who receive
Title I Math Services, or Title I
and Other Compensatory Education
Math Services. Derived from
CERO15.
Other CE Math Paercent of sample children in 4.54 15.74
1stle I school who receive Other
Compensatory Education Math
Services. Derived from CERO01S5.
Percent Percent of children in school 13.51 21.69
Title I receiving Title I survices.
Percent Free Percent of children in school 26.92 26.63
Lunch receiving free lunch.
Percent White Percent of sample childrea in 77.64 30.22
school whose race/ethnicity is
white. Derived from HQO62.
Percent Black Percent of sample children in 13,57 25.24
school whose race/ethnicity is
black. Derived from HQO62.
Percent Percent of sample chiidren in 6.25 15.81
Hispanic school whose race/ethnicity is
Hispanic. Derived from HQ062.
Number of Coded 0 if two, 1 if one. Derived .18 .38
Parents from HQO79 and HQ10S5S.
Number of Derived from HG074, HO075 and 1.98 1.50
Siblings HQO76.
Mother's Coded 4 if grade 0-8, 10 if grade 11.47 3.30
Educational 9-11, 12 if a high school graduate
Attainment with no further education, 14 if

mother has some college, 16 if
college graduate with no further
education and 18 if mother hac
post—graduate degree. Derived
from HQ106.
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Table 1 (continued)

Standard
Variable Description Mean Deviation
vender Coded 0 1if male, 1 if female. 49 .50
Derived from SBC004.,
Maternal Work Coded as 1 1if no, 2 1if part-time 1.86 .89
(1-35 hours per week) and 3 if
full-time (more than 35 hours per
week). Derived from HQlll.
Family Poverty 1976 Orshansky poverty status. .17 .37
Coded 1 1if poor, 0 if not poor.
Derived from HQ201l.
Poverty Percent of sample children in 17.59 17.60
Concentration school who are poor. Derived
from HQ201.
White Coded 1 if child is white, 0 i1if .77 .42
not. Derived from HQl62.
Black Coded 1 1f child is black, 0 .14 .33
1f not. Derived from HQl62.
Hispanic Coded 1 if child is Hispanic, 0 .07 .25
1f not. Derived from HQl62.
Language Use Coded 1 1f child 1s in a house~ .12 .34
hold where a language other than
besides English is spoken.
Derived from HQO047, HQO48, HQO49,
HQO050, HQO51, HQO052, and HQOS53A.
Reading Fall Vertical scale de~biased reading 472.2253 93.4825
score of sample child. Derived
Dervied from:
Year 1 = CTBS036
Year 2 = CTBS006
Year 3 = CTBS006
grade 1 347.49 35.15
grade 2 422,04 51.49
grade 3 465,91 56.05
grade 4 497.80 59.47
grade 5 533,43 65.91
grade 6 561.99 68.88




Table 1 (continued)

Standard
Variable Description Mean Deviation
Reading Spring 512.34 87.64
grade 1 411,49 50.30
grade 2 466.80 53.76
grade 3 503.17 59.45
grade 4 528,57 63.77
grade 5 562 .86 68.40
grade 6 591.26 72.62
Math Fzlil Vertical scale math score of 468,72 103.48
sample child, Derived from:
Year 1 = CIBS039
Year 2 = CTBS009
Year 3 = CTBS009
grade 1 334,15 35.52
grade 2 397.92 43.70
grade 3 445,06 48.72
grade 4 495.60 55.49
grade 5 549,65 65.29
grade 6 581.03 68.92
Math Spring 527.97 107.27
grade 1 395.81 43,91
grade 2 452,27 50.18
grade 3 516.10 59.04
grade 4 552.15 66.57
grade 5 597.95 72.95
grade 6 638.93 83.25
Note: The vertical scale scores for both reading and math achievement

were derived from the raw achievement scores by using the

conversion tables (see Tables A-25 to A-30) provided in the report
by Hemenway, Wang, Kenoyer, Hoepfner, Bear, and Smith (1978).

D-43

192




Variable Descriptions: High School Sample

TABLE 2

Variable
Name

Standard
Description Mean Deviation

Family Poverty
Status

Black

Hispanic

Number of Parents

Maternal Work
During High
School

Maternal Work

During Elemen-
+ary School

Maternal Work

Before Elemen-
tary School

Number of
Siblings

Gender

Student poverty status (Census

definition). Coded "1" if in

poverty, "0" otherwise. Derived

from BB101, BBO96A, BBO96B, BBOI6C,

BB096D, BBO96E, BB036B, BB036C,

BB036D, BBO36E, BB036G, BBO35H,

BB0361, BB036J. .20 .40

Coded "1" if Black, "0" otherwise.
Black is derived from RACE, .14 .35

Coded "1" if Hispanic or Spanish,
"0" otherwise. HISPANIC is derived
from RACE. .18 .38

Coded "1" if mother or stepmother is

present and father or stepfather

abgent; "0" if 2 "parents" present.

Derived from BBO36B, BB036C, BB036D,

BBO36E. .17 .37

Coded "1" if full or part-time work,
"0" otherwise. Derived from BB037A. .72 45

Coded "1" if full or part-—time work,
"0" otherwise. Derived from BB037B. .63 .48

Coded "1" if full or part-time work,
"0" otherwise. Derived from BB037C. 46 .50

Coded as actuil number of sibs.
Ad justed sum of BB0Y6A, BBOY6B,
BB096C, BB096D, BBO96E. 3.07 2.36

Student gender. Coded "1" if female,
"0" if male. .53 .50
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Table 2 (continued)

Variable Standard
Name Description Mean Deviation
Mother's Educa-~ Coded as 2 = less than high school;

tional Attainment 3 = high school graduation only;
4 = yocational, trade, or business
sckool (less than 2 years);
5 = vocational, trade, or business
schcol (more than 2 years); 6 = less
than 2 years of college; 7 = two
years or more of college; 8 = com~
pleted college; 9 = masters degree;
and 10 = Ph.D., M.D., or other

professional degree. 4.17 2.27
Language Use Non-English language spoken at home,

early in life, etc. Coded "1" if

yes, "0" otherwise. .20 .40

Physical Conflicts The degree to which physical con-

Among Students flicts among students 1is a problem in
the high school. Coded "1" if "not
at all", "2" if "minor”, "3" if
"moderate”, and "4" if "serious”.

Derived from SB056G. 1.91 .53
Conflicts Between The degree to which conflicts
Students and between students and teachers is
Teachers a problem in the high school. Coded
like SB056G. Derived from SBOS6H. 1.85 .51

Robbery or Theft The degree to which robbery or theft
is a problem in the high school.
Coded 1like SB056G. Derived from
SBOS6I. 2,22 .59

Student Absenteeism The degree to which student
absenteeism is a problem in the
high school. Coded like SB056G.
Derived from SBOS56A. 2.77 77

Cutting Classes The degree to which students cutting
class is a problem in the high
school. Coded like SB056G. Derived

from SBO56B. 2.57 .79
Participation in Whether a school participated in the
Title I Title I program. Coded 1 if yes,

0 if no. .58 .49
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Table 2 (continued)

Variable
Name

Description

Standard
Deviation

School Poverty
Concentration

Sophomore Reading
Achievement~-~
Baseline

Sophomore Reading
Achievement-~
Follow-Up

Sophomore Math
Achievement-~
Baseline

Sophomore Math
Achievenent~--~
Follow-Up

Percent of school's student body in
poverty. Estimate is a weighted
average of sophomore and senior
samples. Derived from family poverty
status.

Base year reading formula score.
Derived from YBREADFS.

Follow-up year reading formula score.
Derived from FYREADFS.

Baseline year sum of parts 1 and 2
math formula score. Derived from
YBMTHIFS AND YBMTH2FS.

Follow-up year sum of parts 1 and 2
math formula score. Derived from
FYMTH1FS and FYMIH2FS.




TABLE 2

Selected Characteristics of Low, Medium, and High Poverty

Concentration Elementary Schools

Poverty Concentration

Variable Low Medium High Etazﬁ, FE/
Extent of Vandalism 1.86 2.08 2,16 .03 3.63
Extent of Physical Violence 1.68 2,04 2.10 .07 8.71
Title I School 44.07 66.94 80.65 .08 9.72
Other CE School 37.29 22.31 11.29 .05 6.01
No CE School 18.54 10.74 8.06 01 1.78
Percent Title 1 Reading 6.68 13.55 22.38 A1 14.88
Percent OCE Reading/T1l School 1.67 4.65 8.45 .03 3.65
Percent Title 1 Math 1.87 6.90 14.62 .09 14.42
Percent OCE Math/T1 School 1.08 5.28 6.38 .02 1.99
Percent Meeting Tl Criteria 5.56 11.00 25,95 .12 16 .95
Percent Free/Reduced Lunch Criteria 10.64 22.09 51.82 .33 59.65
Percent White 94.57 82.26 52.50 .27 43.48
Percent Black 2.99 9.42 31.74 .19 28.01
Percent Hispanic 1.17 6.00 11.56 .05 6.38
Percent Language Other than English 5.81 10.88 19.37 .08 10,10
Student Mobility Rate 13.92 21.57 23.04 .03 3.91
Mean Reading Achievement (Fall)
grede=l 353.93 347.19 339.17 .10 11.51
grade=2 445.55 422.62 397.88 .32 48,97
grade=3 490.62 463.40 442,01 .33 52,27
grade=4 527.14 497.41 470.61 .28 41.26
grade=5 561.31 533.16 506.25 .26 34,94
grade=6 577.07 558.50 524,80 .26 32.80
Q D-47 196




Table 3 (continued)

Poverty Concentration

Variable Low Medium High Eta2 F
Mean Reading Achievement (Spring)
grade=1 425,81 413.04 391.55 .18 22,76
grade=2 491,50 465,96 445,77 .29 41,88
grade=3 530.45 501.01 475,24 .35 56.38
grade=4 557.70 528.65 496.03 .31 47.20
grade=5 588.92 563.70 534,20 .24 31.33
grade=6 605.48 589.74 554,45 .22 26.99
Mean Math Achievement (Fall)
grade=1 348,93 334,12 321.66 .24 34,07
grade=2 414.95 398.63 381.06 .25 34,94
grade=3 463,52 440,85 428,67 24 33.81
grade=4 524,17 494,95 474,98 .28 40.83
grade=5 571.75 546,11 530.70 .18 22,43
grade=6 590.97 576.37 553.03 .13 14.55
Mean Math Achievement (Spring)
grade=1 413,49 397.76 378.94 .25 35.76
grade=2 478,92 451,15 436.81 .23 31.48
grade=3 541.20 511.74 499,06 .23 31.09
grade=4 579.23 550.99 527.97 .22 28.71
grade=5 624,14 592,93 576.26 .18 22,28
grade=6 657.24 633.19 601,51 .15 16.05

a/ Eta‘ refers to the proportion of variation in a school characteristic
accounted for by knowing jf a school has low, medium, or high poverty

concentration.

b/ F refers to the F statistic associated with a test of the null hypothesis that

one or more of the group means differ from one another.
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TABLE 4

Characteristics of Low, Medium, and High Poverty
Concentration High Schools

Poverty Concentration

Variable Low Medium High Etagél FE/
Physical Conflicts Among Students 1.78 1.88 2,09 .04 21.82
Conflicts between Students and Teachers 1.74 1.85 1.97 .02 11.80
Robbery or Theft 2.14 2,20 2.33 .01 6.75
Student Absenteeism 2.50 2.77 3.04 .06 30.95
Cutting Classes 2.44 2.55 2,76 .02 10.33
School Participates in ESEA Titie I 42.47 50.79 73.01 .05 22.35
Percent of 10th Grade Students Taking

Remedial Reading 7.74 10.86 21.59 d2 53.41
Percent of 10th Grade Students Taking

Remedial Math 7.79 11.96 22.35 .10 40.58
Percent of Students White 80.63 71.20 31.98 .36 278.85
Percent of Students Blacks 5.16 10.33 28.9% .17 103.85

accounted for by knowing if a school has low, medium, or high poverty
concentration,
b/ F refers to the P statistic associated with a test of the null hypothesis that
one or more of the group means differ from one another.

D-49
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Percent of Students Hispanic 9.51 14,58 28.85 .17 102,22
Percent of Students Speaking Language
Other than English 5.55 6.40 20.30 .10 50,56
Sophomore Math Achievement 16,02 12,30 7.65 .37 266.95
Senior Math Achievement 17.62 14.79 10.73 .37 267.07 )
Sophomore Reading Achievement 8.12 6.69 4,69 .35 247.78
Senior Reading Achievement 9.99 8.60 6.09 37 265.08
Percent of Students Who Dropout 5.69 9.03 15.36 12 64 .24
ET_—EEh‘ refers to the pro, »rtion of variation in a school characteristic




TABLE 5

Regression Coefficients for Gross and Net Effects of School
Poverty Concentration on Students Achievement and Learning
by Grade Level for Elementary School Aged Students

Grade 1

Reading
Achievement

Learning

Math
Achievement

Learning
Grade 2

Reading
Achievement

Learning

Mach
Achievenment

Learning
Grade 3

Reading
Achievement

Learning

Math
Achievement

Learning
Grade 4

Reading
Achievement

Lea.ning

Math
Achievement

Learning

Gross Effect Net Effect
Fall - 27%% -.10
Spring - J2k% -, 21%%
-~ 45%% -.11
Fall - 45%x% —J21%%
Spring =.59%% ~-.14%
-014* .07
Fall ~.95%% -.43%x
Spring ~.84%x% ~.34%%
.09 .10
Fall ~ .64 %% ~.26%%
Spring “e 76** -024*
-012 .02
Fall =1.04%* =.35%%
Spring -1,21%% -.39%4
"017 -004
Fall ~.81%* ~ o 22%%
Spring
Fall
Spring
Fall
Spring

750 199




Grade 5

Reading
Achievement

Learning

Math
Achievement

Learning
Grade 6

Reading
Achievement

Learning

Math
Achievement

Learning

Table 5 (continued)

* pd .05.
*x p/ .01

Fall
Spring

Fall
Spring

Fall
Spring

Fall
Spring

Gross Effect

=-1.284%
=1.22%%
.06

~,95%%
~-.99%
-.04

=1.29%%
=1.35%%
-.06

=1.11**
=1.32%%
-.21

Net Effect

~ 4b4r%
-.36**
.08

=.22%
=, 27%%
-.05

-,38%%
-.36%
.02

-.32%%
- 45%%
-.13




TASLE &

Regresainu Coelltcients tue Grosn Effects by Crades

Elementsry Schanl Aged Students

Crade 1 Crade 2 Crade 3 Grade &

Vaciabdle Reading Hath Resding Math Raading Hath Reading Msth

oy & b t b t b t b t b t b t b t
Tine 12.66  40.3Y 3.7 38.89 42.08 19.3% 35.91 28.3) 39.22 16.80 12.21 2. In.40 11,55 55.47 20.5
Poverty Concantcazion -.21 ~5.8) ~.45  -9.99 =95t ~-.64 11.72 =1.06 ~l6.1Y -8l -1 ~1.2) =167 -.92 -11.87
Povarty Concentrat fon
z Tiee -.45 -6.58 =14 2.2 09 1. =12 -1.5 -.n ~1.82 =-.11 ~1.23 =-. 06 =-.0l -.02 -.18
Coaatant 353.10 279.97  343.20 29e.12 440,66 286.70  410.37 294.30  485.69 294.16 460.51 291.93  S20.92 279.92 $313.35 209.06
R-square .39 1Y .23 .30 .21 .J6 A7 3
(] 4,810 4,616 4,228 4,228 4,178 4,178 3,%%06 3,946

Crade 5 Grads 6

Variabls Reading Meth Resding Math

b t » t b t b t
Tine 27.70  1G.0é 48.11 16.49 29.%  11.% S9.86  21.42
Poverty Concentratioa -1.28 -16.32 =95 =11.40 ~1.29 -14.25 ~1.1] -11.98
Pavacty Concentration
z Tise .06 .50 -. 04 -.34 -.Uo -.44 =2 -1.5%
Cooatant 556.73 285.99 S67.20 274.97 SHL. 0 322,05 997.9% 2.2
R-aquare .15 .16 .12 A7
(] 4,222 4,02 9,334 5,334

8/ b correaponda to the estisstad ragrasafon parsmeters.

EI t corresponds to the t-atatiatic for the estimated ragresalon paramstera.
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Ame 7

Regresston Coefficients far Net Elfectn Model Ly

Vatrisble Nawe

Grade 1
Reading Math
7 o7

b t

b=

Tlee

Gender

Slack

Hispanic

Maternal Wark
Nueber of Sidlings

I 17 51,20 1.94
b.h 1.51 Jht K1
4,91 -1.64  -12.11 -4,46
b0 =1.90 =024 -2.3)
=311 =324 1.9 =19
=1.22 -1.90 L4 | -.35

Nusher nf Parents -l4eu 3.2 2.4 1.1}
Motler’s Educet fonsl Atteinsent 1.5 4.28 1.3 4,78
¥astly Poverty Ststus 2.2} -1 -6.1> -2.41
f.engusge Other then Znglish -1.99  -.&?7 39 A2
Poverty Cancentrstion =10 -1.6% =) =309
Gender = Tine .o 1,26 o3 2 2)
Bleck x Tiee =.51 -1.M) ~6.% ~1. 1

Hispeatc s Time
Materna) Work = Tiee

6.4 -, 9 LUy =0
=06 -0} =1.41 ~1.0%

Nuaber of Stblinge 5 Tise -5 -.64 -k =20
Nusher of Parents 5 Tiee ~2.64 -,6H =616 -).0H
Mother’s fducattoss]l Attstusent x Tiee .86 6.2 1.0 3,49
VYeaily Poverty Ststus 5 Tise -8.27 -1.9 -1.21 -0
Langusge Other then Engliab z [lae .00 42 -3.)8  -.19
Paverty Concentration x Time =11 =122 N1 .8)
Constant 341.93 0.2 129.04 215,97
R-square 45 ]

Y] 4,3% 4,356
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tGrade: Elesentary Scliuol Age Students
Grade 2 Grade 3
Reading Hath Reading Hath
t t b t b t b t
L6008 3.5 42,06  5.07 37.19 &1 57.64 6.80
13.11 6. 1.28 .6? 10,26 4.6 4,06 t.W
=13.97 -d.82 -lo.6d -~4.82 -26.91 -6.86 -24,61 -~-6.49
9.4 -1.81  =-14.06 -2.9° =21.27 -4.3> -i19.1&4 -=3.1o
-3.62 -2.98 =2.19 =2.4b ~4,45 =3.)06 ~-3.62 -2.8)
=304 -4.0Y -.462 -.,00 -1.10 -1.33 -1.20 -1.50
=349 -3.0) =134 -4 6,95 -2.0) 11,43 -3.44
4,64 12.94 2.4 2.0y 4.30 10.40 2.92  71.00
=7.03 -1.9/ -8.08 -2.42 -71.11 -1.43 =5.06 =1.34
-4 -.115 3.9 .w? 6.28 1.81 4.71 1w
-.4) ~5.9 -.26 -3.8) ~.35 -4.16 -.22 ~2.84
U4 02 612 1.92 -1.51 ~-.& 4.0 1.40
-0 -,08 1.22 .25 -1.09 -1.28 ~-9.67 -1.80
1.1 -.225 1% L9 =20 -.02 4,82 .5
) .19 -1.13  ~-.10 41 .22 =21 -
-.60  ~-,06) -1.14 -l.le -1.32 -1.13 -.58 -.5
.21 0y =).62 -1.27 1.9 .Y 3.9 N
=16 -3 1.2  2.65 .Y .52 l.ie 2.02
1.8 .29 -2.22 -8 ~.22 ~-.04 -2.99 -5
3.43 .61 -6.43 -1.22 -4.58 -.71 -7.0) -1.12
.10 .9 .02 .17 -.06 -,38 R .83
187.66 69.06 IB4.42 73.36 436,16 20.39  430.50 /13.87
36 .36 .32 .43
4,040 4,046 3,962 3,962




Table 7 (continued)

Variablie Name

Time

Gender

Black

Hiapaanic

Katernsl Work

Numbar of Siblings

Number of Parente

Motlier's Educstioosl Attainmsat
Psuily Poverty Status

Langusgs Other thicen English
Poverty Conceatration

Gendar x Time

Slack x Time

Hiapanic x Tiea

HMatermsl Work & Tiame

Nuaber of Siblings x Time
Number of Parants z Time
Mother's Educational Attaineent 3 Tlme
Panily Poverty Status s Time
Languaga Othsr than English x Tiae
Poverty Coocentrstion z Time
Constent

R-aquare
N

Grade 4 Crade 5 Grade €

Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math '

/T, t b t b t b t b t
22.96  2.44 2.6  3.29 19.11 L9 48.92 4.%8 20.31 2.18 38.41  3.68
9.0 3.0b 8.92 .39 b.hbh 2,47 15.35  5.41 15.96 6.01 13.75 4.8Y
=26.00 -6.24 -19.9% -4.53 =37.50 -6.53 -30.23 -6.32 -28.07 -b.00 -22.91 -4.37
-24.57 -39 -12.97 -1.95 -22.08 -3.05 -18.58 -2.35 -1.89 =-.25 -4.80 =-.57
=1.9h =1.36 Rill 0 -5.05 -3.35 ~-3.83 -2.34 -£.,65 -3.16 -4.98 -3.03
=1.96 -2.16 -.15 -6 -4.83 -5.34 -1.13 -1.1> -5.49 -6.03 -1.5¢ =1.53
-6.56 -1.72 -1.52 -.13 =7.15 -1.19 -6.62 -1.53 -8.03 -1.99 -8.24 -1.82
4.3) 10.19 2.96 6,60 $.31 12.08 5.30 11.09 6.44 14.7Y 5.58 11.42
-6.38 -1,56 ~6.51 -1.49 L 2% ) N X -6.71 -1.36 -10.60 -2.35 -18.31 -3.62
1.9  -.32 .19 08 3. b2 19.26  1.74 -1.24 -.23 10.23 w17
-.hh -4, 240 -4.16 -.44 -4.58 -.22 -2.10 =28 =3.09 =52 =2.7
J.92 1. 1.1 2.0% 7 .21 =31 -.08 .62 .38 .83  2.47
=205 =35 -7.80 -1,20 07 .01 .9 1) -4,61 -.N -2.03 -.27
.04 ) -6.89 -.73 1.42 4 .05 .01 5.17 .53 10.90 90
=10 <35 .M 05 .25 A2 -1.0 -1 -1.82 -.48 .09 i
~2.17 -1.69 -.9% -.41 05 04 ~1.11 -.80 -.18  -.14 -.08 ~-.48
=15 -.14 =5.17 .91 -.85 -.15 -3.3) -.5 5.17 .91 5.06 19
B4 1,40 1.57  2.48 .62 1.00 43 .03 97 1.7 1.40 2,02
=20 -.03 ~.41  -.07 -.17 .03 3.54 .51 -2.43 -.38 -1.65 ~-.23
A9 .01 4.52 N7 1.32 17 3.38 .41 3.00 .40 -2.35 -.27
.06 A8 .23 1.6Y .08 .56 -.05 -.38 .02 .16 -.13 =-.8t
469.32 70.4b6  471.1Y 67.00 505.96 72.90 502.07 66.44 513.17 77.88 535.12 72.44

.28 .29 .28 .20 .20 .26
3, 742 3,762 3,994 3,994 4,954 4,954

_n_/ b corresponds to the estimsted regreaston cnefficieuta.
b/t correaponds to the t-statistic of the eatimated regiranlion coefficlent.
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TABLE 8

Regression Coefficients for Gross and Net Effects
of School Poverty Concentration on Achievement
and Learning: Three Year Data

Effect on
Baseline Effect on
Achievement Learning
Grade 1
Gross
Reading ~-.38* ~.03%%
Math -40%" ~.618/
Net
Reading -.17 ~-.02**a/
Math -.18% -.04a/
Grade 2
Gross
Reading - 72%% ~.01%*
Net
Reading ~.31%* - .80a/
Math ~-.03 -.02**a/
Grade 3
Gross
Reading =.99%* ~.02%*
Math -~ T4%*% -.01*%
Net
Reading -.39%* ~.663/
Math -.08 -.018/
Grade &
Gross
Reading ~.98%* - .563/
Net
Reading -.39% .618/
Math -.27 .218/
®*p .05.
** p .01.

a/ Parameter estimate multiplied by 100.

D-55
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Regression Coeffictents for Gross Effects for Elementary School Aged Students by Grade Cohort:

TABLE 9

Achieveaent Measurad at Six Points in Time

Grade Cohort 1

Grade Cohort 2

Grade Cohort 3

Grade Cohort 4

|
)
Resding

Math Reading Math Reading Math Reading Msth
Varisbles bt/ iy b t b t b t b t b t b t b t
Tine 5.50 51.65 5.5 54.58 3.92 32.98 5.20 45.15 3.35 25.18 4.85 35.63 3.05 17.89 4,10 23.11
Poverty Concentrstion -0.38 -5.25 -0.40 -5.89 -,72 -8.61 -.41 -5.03 -.99 -10.9% -.74 -8.00 -.98 -7.17 -. 74 =5.22
Poverty Concentrstion x Time -0.03 -7.38 "061£l -1.66 -.01 -3.27 -.02 -3.44 -.02 =-3.12 -.01 -2.36 -.562/ -.76 ".025_/ .03
Constant 371.24 186.77 355.29 188.86 447.11 201.33 414.97 193.16 493.92 199.0 477.11 187.87 523.49 164.50 525.97 158.76
R-Square .56 .61 .39 .51 .32 .42 .24 .32
N 3,708 3,708 3,606 3,606 3,432 3,432 2,520 2,520

gl b corresponds to the estimated regression coefficient.

b/ t corresponds to the t-ststistic of the estimated regreasion coefficient.
c/ Parameter estimate multiplied by 100.
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Regression Coefficients for Net Effects for Elementary School Aged Students by Grade Cohort:

TABLE 10

Achievement Measured of Six Points in Time

Grade Cohort 1

Grade Cohort 2

Grade Cohort 3

Grade Cohort 4

Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math

U T A t b t b t b t b t b t b t
Time 4,94 12.34 4,77 12.08 3.62 8.06 4.246 9.30 3.11  6.26 3.76 7.22 2,07 3.33 2.71  4.07
Gender 7.42 2.79 -1.95 -.74 13.76 4.70 2.26 .80 13.37 3.96 3.34 .95 16.09 3.76 9.54 2.08
Black -4,81 -1.04 -13.43 -2,94 -10.13 3,98 -14.15 -2.73 =-25.47 -4.52 -23.30 -4.0 -20.7 -2.89 -18.03 -2.35
Hispanic ~-8.21 -1.25 -13.08 -1.93 -12.80 -1.82 -20,14 -2.82 -29.55 -3.16 -6.29 -~-.64 -26.5 -2.68 -35.18 -3.32
Maternal Work -1.31 -.83 -.75 -—.48 -.10 -,06 -.60 -.33 -2.44 -1.24 -1.53 -.74 -.103 -.04 .53 21
Number of Siblings -2.01 -2.05 -.45 -.47 -2.01 -1.98 + 54 .53 -1.03 -.84 -2.06 -1.60 -1.075 -.71 «55 .33
Number of Parents -2,91 -.63 -1.60 -.36 .33 .06 .37 .07 -6.90 =-1.32 -14.72 -2.68 -18.39 -2.5 ~17.41 -2.20
Mother's Educational
Attainment 1.97 4.03 1.61 3.32 4.75 8.81 2.32 4.23 4,30 7.37 2,72 4.45 4.29 5.72 3.45 4.30
Family Poverty Status -.67 -.13 3.02 .60 -8.30 -1.69 -14.66 -2.97 -2.34¢ -.39 -13.02 -2.06 -6.50 -.85 -.25 -,03
Language Other than English -3.82 -.73 -3.45 -.67 1.78 .34 1.80 .33 .86 .13 -5.88 -.77 -11.81 -1.45 ~-11.73 -1.35
Poverty Concentration -.17 -1.91 -.18 -2.00 -.31 -3.00 -03 -.25 -.39 -3.39 -.08 -.6% -.39 -2.52 -.27 -1.63
Gender x Time .26 1.80 .37  2.60 .17 1.11 .60 3.77 -.21 -l.16 .38 2.02 -0l -.06 44 1,78
Black x Time .41 -1.65 -.07 -.30 -.59 -2.16 -.31 -1.12 -.16 =-.54 .09 .31 -.28 -.73 .48 1.18
Hispanic x Time -1.06 -2.89 .08 .21 -.21_&_:/ -.01 .29 77 .45 .89 .42 .80 -.21 =.39 .57 1,00
Maternal Work x Time .945/ .11 .06 .73 -.06 -.63 -.713/ -.07 -.03 -.26 -.11 =-1.00 -.329_/ -.03 .05 .39
Number of 51iblings x Time -.10 -1.98 -.03 -.51 -.02 -.44 -.01 -.20 -.02 =-.24 . 06 .88 -.07 -.82 .026 .28
Number of Parenta x Time -.07 =-.30 -.18 -.73 -.32 -1.18 .30 1.09 -.2r =75 .27 .92 44 1,12 -.21 -.49
Mother's Educational Attain-
sent; x Time .05 1.81 04  1.46 .03 .89 .06 1.92 .03 1.02 .08 2.29 09  2.13 .08 1.86
Family Poverty Status x Time -.19 .70 -.23 -.87 .23 .85 .28 1,04 -.28 -.t8 -.05 -.14 44 -1.08 -.13 =-,30
Language Other than English
x Time 41 1.46 .19 .69 .20 72 -.03 -.12 -.08 -.46 .16 40 14 .33 -0 -.08
Poverty Concentration x Time -.02 -3.72 -.04e/ -.07 -.80c/-1.43 -.02 -2.81 ~.66c/-1.10 -.01 -1.70 .6le/ .72 +2lc/ .23
Constant 349,13 47.02 339.00 45.91 385.00 46.00 386.0 45.27 440.4 48,10 448,39 46.16 467.0 40.31 480.0 39.00
R-aquare .62 .63 .49 55 42 47 .36 .39
N 3,576 3,576 3,456 3,456 3,282 3,282 2,388 2,388

a] D corresponds to the estimated regression coefficients.
b/t correasponds to the t-statiatic of the eatimated regression coefffcient.
c/ Parameter estimate multiplied by 100,
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TABLE 11

Regression Coefficients for Gross and Net Effects
of School Poverty Concentration on Achievement
and Learning for High Scnool Aged Students

Gross Effect Net Effect
Reading Sophomore ~—,l0%* ~, Q4%
Achievement Senior -, 11%* =-.06%%
Learning -.01 -.02
Math Sophomore =.24%* =-.12%%
Achievement Senior -,27%% -, 15%%
Learning -.03 -.03
* p ¢ .05,
** p ¢ 0L,
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TABLE 12

Regression Coefficients for Gross Effects
for High School Aged Students

High School Sophomores

Variable Reading Math
b t b t

Time 1.51 6.73 2.76 6.13
Poverty Concentration -.10 =14.41 -.24 -17.06
Poverty Concentration x Time -.01 -1.25 -.03 -1.64
Constant 9.69 60.89 19.09 59.84
R-square .09 .11

N 5,750 5,750
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TABLE 13

Regression Coefficients for Net Effects Model:
High School Age Students

Reading Math

Independent Variables bgl téf b t
Time 1.32 2.92 2.64 2.9
Gender -.29 -1.68 -1.48 -4.40
Black -2.19 -6.75 -5.11 -7.96
Hispanic -2.50 -9.20 -5.40 -10.05
Work During High School -.36 -1.67 -.38 -.91
Work During Elementary School .01 .07 -.48 -1.15
Work Before Elementary School -.44 -2.30 -1.06 -2.79
Number of Siblings -.21 -4.95 -.32 -3.82
Number of Parents -.58 -2,21 -1.09 -2.08
Mother's Educational Attainment .36 9.24 .71 9.09
Family Poverty Status -.58 -2.33 -1.59 -3.24
Language Other than English .58 2.38 1.34 2.79
Poverty Concentration -.04 -5.87 -.12 -7.81
Gender x Time .09 .38 -.39 -.83
Black x Time .02 .04 .71 .79
Hispanic x Time 31 .80 .09 .12
Working Before Elementary School x Time .00 .02 -.30 -.50
Working During Elementary School x Time .03 .09 -.13 -.22
Working During High School x Time -.31 -1.14 -.46 -.86
Number of Siblings x Time -.01 -.22 -.09 -.79
Number of Parents x Time -.16 -.43 .16 .22
Mother's Educational Attainment x Time .05 .90 .18 1.67
Family Poverty Status x Time -.07 -.20 -.43 -.02
Language Other than English x Time .00 .02 42 .62
Poverty Concentration x Time -.00 .88 -.02 -1.06
Constant 8.86 27.66 17.87 28.18
R-square .18 23

N 5,750 5,750

a/ b corresponds to the estimated regression coefficients.
b/ t corresponds to the t-statistic for the estimated regression coefficients.
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Source of Data

The data on which the accompanying tables are based are from the March
and October Current Pcpulation Surveys, conducted by the Bureau of the
Census., The Octcber data are from the years 1977, 1982, and 1983, while
the March data are from the years 1978, 1983, and 1984.

The Current Population Survey is conducted monthly by the Bureau for
the Department of Labor. Its primary purpose is the measurement of
employment. An important secondary purpose is to colleat data on the
demographic status of the population (such as race, ethnicity, marital
status, educational attainment, and family structure) and on selected
topics of interest (including fertility, health, education, and income).

The survey is based on a probability household sample of the civilian
non-institutional population of the United States. Approximately 71,000
housing units are in the sample each month, and interviews in about 58,000
of them are conducted, through which information on nearly 160,000
individuals is collected. Each March additional data is collected through
the March Income and Demographic Supplement, an extensive questionnaire
that gathers information on annual income, work experience, receipt of
non-cash benefits, and migration. In most Octobers there is an Education
Supplement that gathers information about progress in school for children
and young adults of school age. Data from the supplements and their
associated core surveys can be linked.

The principal advantage of using the Current Population Survey as a
data base is that it provides basic, periodic social and demographic data
on the U.S. population of all ages, including children of school age.
Using reasonably comparable measures, trends in important variables can be
traced. Furthermore, the March supplement provides the necessary data to
define the poverty status of each family,

Definitions of Variables

Povertz

For the tables based on the March Current Population Surveys, the
poverty measure included by the Bureau of the Census on the public use
tapes is8 used. This measure, commonly referred to as the official
government measure of poverty, is based on a definition developed by the
Social Security Administration in 1964 and revised in 1969 and 1981. This
measure uses a number of income cutoffs that vary according to such factors
as family size, age of family head, number of children in the family, and
(formerly) farm-nonfarm residence. The income cutoffs were set using the
“economy food plam," the least expensive of four nutritionally adequate
food plans developed by the Department of Agriculture. The income cutoffs
are revised each year according to changes in the Consumer Price Index. In
addition to being classified as poor or non-poor, a family's income can be
compared to the cutoff for families of their type, and the extent to which
their income is above or below the poverty line can be expressed as a
percentage of the cutoff level.
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Although the data needed to define family poverty is collected 1in
March, the data refer to the previous calendar year. Thus the poverty
status reported for March 1984, for example, acutally refers to the

calendar year 1983.

The poverty rates reported in these tables may be slightly higher than
comparable rates published by the Bureau of the Census. This is because
published reports combine the income of families and related subfamilies
and assume that all individuals in a family and its related subfamilies
share in this common income. In contrast, the poverty measure provided on
the public use tape does not combine femilies and related subfamilies, but
assigns poverty status on the basis of family or subfamily income alone.
When considered alone, nearly half of subfamilies are classified as poor.
Thus using the measure that treats families and subfamilies separately
results in slightly higher poverty rates for children. Tor example, the
poverty rate for related children aged 6 to 17 is 20.2 percent according to
the Bureau's publications, but is 21.0 percent by the measure we use here.
This difference is not likely to have any significant effect on the cross-
group comparisons that are the subject of these tables.

The detailed family income information needed to define poverty status
precisely is not collected in October. Instead, only a single item about
family income is asked and the response is recorded in broad categories.
Fortunately, the categories are narrower at the lower end of the income
scale. It is possible, therefore, to construct an approximate poverty
measure using the income data and the data on family size, number of
children, etc., along with the matrix of income cutoffs that define
poverty. The tables based on the October Curremt Population Survey use
this approach. In comparison with the March poverty measure, the October
measure is subject to two main errors: 1) Because income is reported in
broad categories, each category must be assigned a poverty status,
depending on family type. This includes the category in which the income
cutoff level is embedded. For this category, therefore, some families will
be incorrectly classified as poor, or non-poor, depending on the family's
true income and the status to which the category is assigned. 2) The use
of a single item to measure income, even in broad categories, is prone to
error. On balance, the error is likely to be biased downward, because
respondents, when not specifically reminded, are apt to forget about some
gources of income. Despite these errors, the poverty measure for October
tracks reasonably well with that for March. It tends to be slightly
higher, consistent with the supposition that income might be somewhat
underreported using the single~item measure.

Race/Ethnicity

Race is defined using responses to two items from the Current
Population Survey, one on race, the other on origin or descent. "Hispanic"
refers to those whose origin or descent is Mexican American, Chicano,
Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American or Other Spanish,
regardless of race. "Black" refers to those whose race is black but whose
origin or descent is not Hispanic. Similarly, "white" refers to
non-Hispanic whites; and "other races, to non-Hispanics of a race other
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than white or black, Both the "white" and "black" categories in these
tabulations refer to a more restricted population that the corresponding
categories in publications and tabulations sponsored by the U.S. Bureau of
the Census, as the Bureau's categories include Hispanics who identify
themselves as "white" or "black," respectively,

Enrollment

In the October surveys, the current school enrollment status =% all
school-aged children (age 3 and up) is determined. For March, on the other
hand, current enrollment is specifically asked only of those children who
are 16 or older, For those 14 and 15, a proxy measure of enrollment may be
obtained from an item about the respondent's activity during the pravious
week. One of the possible responses is "going to school." What is unclear
about this measure is how a respondent who is both going to school and
engaged in some other activity, such as working, will answer this question.
Our assumption is that for most of those of this age who are attending
school, school will be their main activity, and they will indicate "school"
in response to this question. The gross error in using this measure is nct
too great, based on comparisons with data from October. Thus 94 to 96
percent of 14 to 15 year olds are enrolled according to the March data. In
contrast, 99 percent of 12 to 15 year olds are enrolled in October. Some
of this 3 to 4 percentage point drop may be attributed to dropouts between
October and March and to the broader age span to which the October
perceutage applies. But most is likely to be measurement error introduced
by using the proxy measure,

No information about enrollment is collected for those under 14 in
March. However, the October data indicate that the enroliment rates of
those aged 5 to 13 are consistently near 99 percent, Thus little error is
introduced by assuming all are enrolled.

The enrollment rates for 16 and 17 year olds differ between October
and March: the March rates are 5 to 7 percentage points lower. The March
question is restricted to enrollment or attendance at a high school
college, or university, whereas the October question leaves the kind of
school undefined and therefore could include vocational or other special
schools. This diffcrence in question wording could account for some of the
difference. Also, and especially for this age group, dropping out of
school between fall and spring may also account for some of the differance.

In many comparisons, the enrollment rates of blacks exceed those of
vhites. These differences should be interpreted with some caution. The
sample coverage of black males was considerabiy lower than that of white
males, especially for those in their upper teens. Because those not found
in the sample are also more likely to be out of school, the enrollment
rates of blacks may be more prone to an upward bias than are the rates for
whites.
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Family Structure

Using the detailed relationship data available to it on the March data
files, the Bureau of the Census constructed a recoded variable for each
child indicating the presence of the child's mother and father (by birth or
adoption). This variable is used as the family structure variable for the
March tables and comprises four categories: both parents, mother only,
father only, and neither parent. Children in the latter category are
living with another relative (such as a grandparent); children living on
their own or in group quarters are excluded from the definition of this
variable.

The data available in the public use tapes for October do not contain
this variable nor do they contain the necessary dats to comstruct it in
exactly the same fashion. However, a close approximation may be made by
using information on the child's relationship to the householder, and the
relationship of other household members to the householder. Using this
information it is possible to determine if the child is living with the
mother and/or father as long as the mother or father is the householder.
This will be the case for most children. However, a child may live with a
mother and/or father in a subfamily, in which case neither parent is the
householder. For such children, it is not possible to determine which, if
any, parent is present. For October, therefore, we can unequivocally
determine for most children that both parents, or the mother only, or the
father only is present; but we can never be sure of the fourth category --
neither parent -- for in some cases one or the other parent may be present
but not be a householder. Consequently, only data on the first three
categories are presented. Because parents who are not householders (or
spouses of householders) are excluded, the numbers in these three
categories will be slightly understated. If any bias operates in these
errors, it is likely to be in a greater understatement of children in
mother only families, since such are more likely than the other family
arrangements to be in a subfamily.

Family Size

The only measure of family size on the file is the number of children
under 18 living in the household. This measure differs from a count of the
child respondent plus his or her siblings in two respects: 1) it excludes
siblings 18 or over and those not living in the household; 2) it includes
children under 18 who are not s8iblings as long as they live in the
household. The first difference affects mainly older children, making
their families appear to be a bit smaller than they actually are. The
second difference is likely to be small and not subject to any strong
biases.

Maternal Employment

For the March tables, maternal employment is 2 measure of the
employment pattern in the calendar year prior to the survey. Thus, the
pattern reported from the March 1984, data refers to 1983. Full-time
refers to 30 hours per week or more; full-year refers to 50 weeks or more
over the year. Non-workers are those unemployed and/or not in the labor
force for the entire year.
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For October, data on the employment pattern are unavailable. Maternal
employment in October refers tc the mother's current employment status.
The unemployed are those who are not currently at work but who are looking
for work. Those not in the labor force are neither at work nor looking for
work.

Parents' Highest Education

This is a measure of the education of that parent, mother or father,
whose education is higher.

Residential Mobility

For 1983 and 1984, residential mobility is based on a comparison
between the current residence and the residence one year ago. For 1978,
however, the comparison year is 1975 rather than 1977. Consequently the
data on mobility for 1978 cannot be directly compared with the data for the
other two years.

Grade Placement

The distribution of children by grade placement (in the October
tables) excludes children attending special schools for which a grade
cannot be assigned.

Modal Grade

The modal grade measure indicates how many years ahead or behind the
child 1s in comparison with the modal grade- for children of his or her age.
The modal grade for five-year-old children in October is kindergarten; for
six-year olds, first grade; and so on, one grade higher for each additional
year of age. This measurement is intended as a proxy for grade failure, or
advancement. However, it should be noted that children who just miss the
age cutoffs established by their school districts for entry into school
where these cutoffs are very early in the school year will be cne year
behind the modal grade yet will never have repeated a grade. Jimilarly,
children who just make the age cutoff in areas with a late cutoff will be
one year ahead of the modal grade for October yet will not have skipped a
grade. We cannot determine precisely from these data what proportions of
children are affected in either of these ways, but the proportion one year
ahead (around 8 percent) probably is an upper limit for both situations.

Population Bases for the Tables

In general, the universe of interest is defined as children living in
households and aged 5 to 18 for the tables based on the March survey. For
the October tables the lower end of the age range is extended down to age
3. However, for many tables the population on which the percentages are
based is smaller, because the variable of interest in the table is defined
over a more restrictive definition of the population. Furthermore, most
variables are subject to the possibility of missing data; in such cases
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children with missing data are excluded from the base. Variations in the
population definitions are described below by variable.

Race/Ethnicity. The tables present data only for Hispanics and
non-Hispanic blacks and whites. Persons of other races are not shown in
the tables.,

Family Structure. In the March tables, family structure is defined
only for children living in families. Those living on their own or in
group quarters are excluded. In October, family structure is defined only
for children living in households where the householder is the child's
parent. (See the discussion of the definition of family structure, above).

Maternal Employment/Education. These variables are defined only for
children with mothers in the household.

Parents' MHighest Education. This variable is defined only for
children with a mother or a father in the household. .

Grade Placement. Grade placement of the child is defined only for
children attending or enrolled in a graded school or in a college or
university. Children in preschool or nursery school are not included, nor
are those in special or vocational schools that are not graded in the
traditional way.

Control of School. This variable is defined only for children
enrolled in or attending school.

Modal Grade. Modal grade is defined only for children enrolled in or
attending a graded school and in kindergarten through 12th grade.
Consequently, children in the upper grades who have dropped out of school
are not included, nor are children in special schools that do not have
grades. In both these instances, especially the former, the children not
included are also those who most likely were or would have been behind
modal grade had they stayed in school or attended a regular graded school.
Thus the modal grade variable is likely to somewhat understate educatiomnal
retardation for the school age population as a whole.

Points on the Interpretation of the Tables

Beyond the issues of variable definition and population definition set
out above, there are a few additional points that bear noting regarding the
statistics presented in the tables.

Sample Numbers. The design of the Current Population Survey requires

the use of weights to produce valid estimates of percents. These weights
have been used to calculate the statistics in the tables. The weights have
been calculated by the Bureau of the Census and when applied produce
population estimates of numbers of persons in the United States. The Ns
reported in the tables are partially weighted. That is, the weights have
been applied and the resulting population estimates have been reduced by
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multiplying by the overall sampling fraction. This procedure produces Ns
that are approximately equal to the wholely unweighted Ns, so that
approximate estimates of sampling errors can be calculated. At the same
time, weights adjusting for other factors, such as differences in coverage
by race, are incorporated in these Ns. Therefore, it is possible, if the
user of a table desires to do so, to calculate estimated percents that are
not reported directly in the table, such as the overall percent black,
white or Hispanic.

Standard Errors. Formulas for the calculation of approximate standard
errors are presented in the technical appendices of the Current Population
Reports. The details and tables needed for these calculations are too
lengthy to be summarized here. However, a good description covering the
years included in the present tables is given in Series P-60, No. 147.

This description is based on the use of population estimates rather than
sample sizes. To transform the partially weighted sample Ns reported in
our tables to population estimates (in thousands), use the following
factors as multipliers:

March / October
1984 / 1983 1.37 1.32
1983 / 1982 1.34 1.41
1978 / 1977 1.35 1.35

Household and Family Status of Older Children. Through about age 16,
children in almost all cases live in families with their parents or other
relatives. An exception to this is foster children who, along with a few
others, are identified by the Bureau of the Census as "unrelated
individuals.”" Such children will not be found in tables using any variable
describing a parent or parents (such as family structure, maternal
employment, and so on). By age 17 and, especially, 18 many children have
begun to establish their own residences, and may be found in group
quarters, as householders living alone, or as householders with their own
families. These children are also excluded from tables using variables
pertaining to parents. Since there are so many more such children at these
ages, substantial drops in Ns may be observed in some rows of the rables.
For example, in the table on family structure (based on March data) the Ns
for the rows for those "not enrolled in school and aged 12 to 18" are
reduced to less than half the total number of such children. This is
because most such children live on their own and are therefore excluded
from the "family structure" variable.
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Tables Based on the Current
Population Surveys of March
1978, 1983 and 1984
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Table 1:
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984.

Poverty Status
Poor Non=-poor
Total < 50% 50-100% Total 100-125% Over 125%

of poverty of poverty of poverty of poverty
—Aine _ ___line : ——1ine  __line

en
1978 7 (35,640)
1983 (36,171)
1984 (35,242)

Black
1978
1983
1984

Hispanic
1978
1983
1984

White
1978 (26,809)
1983 (25,91€)
1984 (25,247)

#poverty is defined for the calendar year preceeding the March survey date. For example, the lines
for data collected in March, 1984 display poverty rates based on 1983 income.
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Table 2: Bsmnt_muuhm.en_en_unh:r_'a_ﬁgnmnn
for U.S. School-~aged Children (Aged 5-18),

by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984,

8th grade Some high High school Some College
or less school graduate college graduate (N)

1978 9.3 9
1983 7.8 . 12
1984 7.5 13

]
Poor children
1978
1983
1984

Non-poor
1978
1983
1984

Black
1978
1983
1984

Hispanic
1978
1983
1984

White
1978 7 (23,421)
1983 . (23,195)
1984 (22,870)

#Poverty is defined for the calendar year preceeding the March survey date,
example, the lines for data collected in March, 1984 display poverty rates
based on 1983 income.
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Enrolled
5=-11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Not Enrolled
12-18
1978
1983
1984

Poor
5=11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Non=Poor
5=11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Table 2: '
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethntczty; 1978, 1983, 1984,
cont'd,

8th grade Some high High school Some College
or less school graduate college graduate
7.8 20.9 44,3 16.9 10.2
6.8 16.5 43.3 20.5 12.9
6.6 16.1 42.8 20.3 14,2
10.3 21.3 44,8 14.7 8.9
8.4 15.5 44,6 19.2 12.4
8.0 15.1% 5.2 19.1 12.6
1€.9 27.8 39.0 10.9 5.5
11.6 21.7 45.9 13.6 7.3
11.6 18.1 44,2 17.6 8.5
20.9 37.8 29.4 10.3 1.6
16.1 31.5 37.1 11.8 3.5
15.2 33.1 36.0 12.8 2.9
26.4 37.0 27 .4 7.7 1.4
24,0 29.7 34.4 9.5 2.4
21.6 32.0 34.2 9.8 2.5
5.3 17.7 47.1 18.1 11.8
3.9 11.9 45.3 23.2 15.8
3.9 10.8 S, 22.6 17.8
8.3 19.4 47 .1 15.5 .8
5.3 13.1 46.9 20,7 14,0
5.4 1.7 47.6 21. 14.4
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Poor
Black
1978
1983
1984

Hispanic
1978
1983
1984

White
1978
1983
1984

All Non Poor
1978
1983
1984

?

5-18),

Table 2: Percent Distri

for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged

by Poverty and Race/Ethnictty; 1978, 1983, 1984,
conttd.

8th grade Some high High school Some College
or less school graduate college graduate
17.“ u8.3 25.6 8.1 .6
11.6 38.0 37.8 1.7 .8
11.8 40.6 35.0 11.5 1.1
59.9 2“.7 11.3 3.1 1.0
58.9 23.2 14.6 2.7 i
50.5 25.4 17.8 3.8 2.5
17.1 32.8 36.0 11.8 2.3
10.8 28,5 42.4 13.2 5.2
10.1 30.1 4.9 14.2 3.8
6.8 18.5 47.1 16.8 10.8
4.7 12.5 46.1 21.8 14.8
4.7 11.3 46.4 21.7 16.0

(N)

(557)
(1,081)
(1,020)




Table 3: Percent Distribution op Parepts'® Hi
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984,

8th grade Some high High school Some College

or less school graduate college graduate (N)
1978 6.6 15.8 38.8 19.0 19.8 (31,033)
1983 6.0 12.2 36.6 22.6 22.6 (33,474)
1984 5.5 11.8 36.7 22.7 23.3 (32,686)
»
Poor children
1978 20.3 36.2 30.4 10.7 2.4 (4,580)
1983 16.9 28.7 36.5 12.5 5.3 (6,849)
1984 5.2 29.9 36.0 14.1 4.8 (6,758)
Non-poor
1978 4.3 12.2 40.2 20.5 22.8 (26,453)
1983 3.2 8.0 36.6 25.2 27.0 (26,626)
1984 3.0 7.1 36.9 24.9 28.1 (25,928)
Black
1978 1.3 32.9 35.2 15.1 5.6 (4,231)
1984 6.2 23.9 39.8 20.4% 9.6 (4,550)
Hispanic
1978 31.5 21.1 27.2 11.3 8.9 (1,881?
1983 34.3 19.1 26.2 13.1 7.3 (2,885;
1984 31.0 20,0 27. 13.7 8.0 (2,854)
White
1978 3.4 12.2 40.4 20.7 23.3 (23,787)
1983 2.2 8.8 37.4 24.7 26.9 (24,254)
1984 2.1 8.4 37.5 24,7 27.4 (23,742)

#Poverty is defined for the calendar yecr preceeding the March survey date. For
example, the lines for data collected in March, 1984 display poverty rates
based on 1983 income.
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Enrolled
5«11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Not Enrolled

12-18
1978
1983
1988

Poor
5-11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Non-Poor
5-11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

~~~~~

Table 3:

Percent Distribution op_Pare
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),

by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity;

8th grade Some high High school Some College

or less school

cont'd,

graduate

www
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nis' Highest Educatiop
1978, 1983, 1984,

college graduate (N)

20.7 20.8  (15,493)
24,1 22.9  (1v,037)
23.7 25,0  (15,749)

17.7 19.1  (14,469)
21.4 23.2  (15,859)
21 23.3  (15,356)
13.7 13.6€ (1,071)
19.3 13.6 (1,577)
21.4 16.4 (1,580)
12.5 2.5 (2,464)
13.5 6.1 (3,748)

22.3 28,2 (13,029)
27.3 28.0  (12,290)
26.3 29.9  (12,035)
18.8 21.3  (13,424)
23.4 26.2  (14,336)
23.8 26.6 (13,893)



Table 3: Percent Distribution op Parents' Highest Education
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethntfity; 1978, 1983, 1984,
cont'd.,

8th grade Some high High school Some College

or less school graduate college graduate (N)
Poor
8lack
1978 15.8 48.8 26,2 8.6 .6 (1,677)
1983 10.9 36.3 39.1 12.6 1.2 (2,212)
1984 10.9 39.0 36.7 11.8 1.6 (2,117)
Hispanic
1978 53.2 26.8 14.9 3.7 1.4 (568)
1983 53.5 24,1 16.9 4,2 1.3 {1,109)
1984 44,6 26.9 20.2 5.6 2.7 (1,050)
White
1978 13.8 29.3 38.7 18.6 3.7 (2,099)
1983 T.7 25.7 1.5 15.7 9.4 (3,178)
1984 7.3 25.4 8.5 18.5 T.4 (3,178)
Al11 Non-Pcor
1978 4.3 12.2 0.2 20.5 22.8 (26,453)
1963 3.2 8.0 36.6 25.2 27.0 (26,625)
1984 3.0 7.9 36.9 24,9 28.1 (25,928)

228 ?




Table N: Distribution on Family Strugcture
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 198A.

Lives with Lives with Lives with Lives with

Both Mother Father Neither
Parents Only Only Parent
1975 7.9 17.6 1.7 2.7
1983 TH.N 20.8 2.2 2.5
1984 78.5 20.8 2.3 2.4
L]
Poor children
37.9 53.1 2.3 6.8
1983 N1.6 51.7 2.2 8.5
1988 N2.5 50.7 2.5 8.3
Non-poor
1978 85.5 10.9 1.6 2.0
1983 83.4 12.8 242 2.0
1984 83.3 12.6 2.3 1.9
Black
1978 A5.8 aN. 2.1 8.5
1983 82,2 89,2 2.6 5.9
1984 N2.5 8.3 3.1 6.1
Hispanic
1978 8.7 20.6 1.7 3.1
1983 67.9 27.6 1.7 2.8
1984 69.4 25.8 1.8 3.0
White
1978 84.8 12.1 1.6 1.5
1983 81.5 14.6 2.2 1.7
1984 81.5 14.9 2.2 1.4
Enrolled
5«11
1978 78.9 17.1 1.4 2.6
1983 75.2 21.1 1.6 2.1
1984 75.5 20.6 1.9 2.0

based on 1983 income.
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(8,830)
(8,766)
(N,658)

(1,96

(2,878)

(2,855)
(28,391)

(23,571)
(22,990)

SpPoverty 1is defined for the calendar year preceeding the March survey date.
example, the lines for data collected in March, 1984 display poverty rates




Tadble N: Percent Distributicn on Fas
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and lace/Ethnisity; 1978, 1983, 1984,
conttd.

Lives with Lives with Lives with Lives with

Both Mother Father Neither
Parents Only Only Parent
Enrolled
5«11
1978 78.9 171 1.4 2.6
1983 75.2 21.1 1.6 2.1
1984 75.5 20,6 1.9 2.0
12-18
1978 7.3 17.9 2,0 2.8
1983 73.9 20.5 2.7 2.9
1984 13.7 20,9 2.8 2.6
Not Enrnlled
12-1%
1978 T1.5 21.4 2.5 8.8
1983 68,2 20,8 5.3 5.7
1984 69.0 22.% 3.1 5.5
Poor
5-11
1978 37.4 54,8 1.9 6.4
1983 8N2.1 52.7 1.6 3.7
1984 N2.7 51.7 2.1 3.5
12-18
1978 38.8 51.6 2.7 7.3
1983 81,0 50.4 3.0 5.6
1984 82,2 89,8 3.0 5.4
Non-Poor
5-11
1978 87.6 9.4 1.3 1.8
1983 85.5 11.2 1.7 1.6
1984 85.8 10.8 1.8 1.6
12-18
1978 83.4 12.4 1.9 2,2
1983 81.2 13.5 2.8 2.5
1984 80.8 18.3 2.7 2.2

(N)

(2,347)
(3,081)
(2,975)




Table 4: Percent Distribution on Fami

for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),

by Poverty and Race/Ethntfﬁty; 1978, 1983, 1984,
cont'd.

Lives with Lives with Lives with Lives with

Both Mother Father Neither
Parents Only Only Parent (N)
Poor
Black
1978 19.0 67.3 2.1 11.6 (2,036)
1983 19.1 72.0 2.2 6.5 (2,267)
1984 20.8 70.0 2.5 6.8 (2,201)
Hispanic
1978 45.5 49,2 2.0 3.4 (593)
1983 87 .4 48.3 1.5 2.8 (1,134)
1984 47.1 47.5 1.5 4.0 (1,073)
White
1978 51.4 42.9 2.4 3.3 (2,266)
1983 53.6 40.6 2.5 3.3 (3,258)
1984 53.4 31.3 2.9 2.5 (3,197)
All Non-Poor
1978 85.5 10.9 1.6 2.0 (27,241)
1984 83.3 12.6 2.3 1.9 (25,182)
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Table 5:

1978
1983
1984

.
Poor children
1978

19;3
1984

Non=-poor
1978
1983
1984

Black
1978
1983
1984

Hispanic
1978
1983
1984

White
1978
1983
1984

#poverty is defined Jor the calendar year preceeding the March survey date.
example, the lines for data collected in March, 1984 display poverty rates

ily Size
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984,

One 2-3 4 or more
Child Children Children
17.5 58.1 24 .4
21.9 61.2 16.9
22.0 61.4 16.6
10.3 46.0 43.6
15.8 51.3 32.8
15.9 52.8 31.3
18.9 60.4 20.8
23.6 63.9 12.5
23.7 63.8 12.5
14.5 46.4 39.2
20.3 53.6 26.1
20.3 55.5 24.1
13.1 51.6 35.3
4.6 53.8 31.6
14.0 55.8 30.2
18.5 61.0 20.5
23.2 63.8 i3.0
23.5 63.5 12.9

based on 1983 income.

(25,820)
(24,832)
(24,151)

For

e s



Table 5:

Enrolled
5«11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Not Enrolled
12-18
1978
1983
1984

Poor
5-11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Non-Poor
5-11
1978
1983
1988

12-18
1978
1983
1984

atribution on Fam
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethn%city; 1978, 1983, 1984,
cont'd.

One
Child

2-3
Children

4 or more
Children

- b P\
(- -2 -
* o »
N =0
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Table 5:

[
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984,

cont'd,
One 2-3 4 or more (N)
Child Children Children
Poor
Black
1978 7.8 39.9 52.2 (2,173)
1983 14.6 48.0 37.4 (2,480)
1984 16.1 50.5 33.4 (2,395)
Hispanic
1978 9.5 39.9 50.6 (632)
1983 9.6 45,2 45,2 (1,201)
1984 10.4 45.8 43.8 (1,132)
White
1978 12.8 54,2 33.0 (2,402)
1983 18.9 56.4 24,6 (3,469)
1984 18.0 58.0 24,0 (3,406)
All Non-Poor
1978 18.9 60.4 20.8 (28,833)
1983 23.6 63.9 12.5 (27,185)
1984 23.7 63.8 12.5 (26,427)

234




Table 6: Percent Distribution op Materpal Employment®
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984,
Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Non-
Year-Round Year-Round Part of Part of Worker
Year Year
1978 23.0 7.6 14.0 13.9 1.5
1983 27.7 9.1 13.3 13.5 36.4
1984 29.1 9.4 12.1 13.7 35.7
.
Poor children
8.4 3.9 15.1 9.9 62.8
1983 10.1 4.6 13.5 12.3 59.5
1984 8.6 5.9 12.8 12.4 61.3
Non=poor
1978 25.6 8.2 13.8 14.6 37.8
1983 32.3 10.3 13.2 13.8 30.4
1984 34.5 10.6 12.0 14.0 28.9
Black
1978 31.2 5.3 171 9.2 37.2
1983 32.6 b3 15.4 8.9 38.8
1984 34.3 5.2 12.8 9.0 38,
Hispanic
1978 17.5 4.1 15.4 8.6 54,5
1983 22.3 5.5 14.6 9.0 48.6
1984 23.4 4.9 13.2 8.3 50.1
White
1978 21.8 8.4 13.2 15.3 4.2
1983 27.0 10.6 12.8 15.2 34.3
1984 28.5 10.9 12.0 15.5 33.1

calendar year prior to the March survey.

(N)

(26,045)
(25,426)
(24,883)

o~ o~
E-F
WA =
o
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o
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(23,421)
(23,195)
(22,870)

| #The pottern of maternal employment, like the poverty rate, is defined for the




Table 6: Percept Distributiopn op Maternal Emp

for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),

by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984,
cont'd.

Full-time Part-time Full-time Part-time Non-

Year-Round Year-Round Part of Part of Worker
Year Year
Enrolled
5«11
19748 19.5 6.8 15.3 14,2 48,3
1983 23.7 8.1 18.1 18.8 39.8
1984 28,6 8.7 12.5 15.1 39.2
12~18
1978 26.6 8.3 12.5 13.8 38.7
1983 31.8 10.1 12.0 12.9 33.2
1984 33.0 9.9 11.9 12.% 32.5
Not Enrolled
12~-18
1978 275 8.9 1L 10.7 38.0
1983 31.8 10.5 13.9 1.4 32.5
1984 33.9 11.3 3 11.5 31.9
Poor
5-11
1978 T.3 3.2 16.8 9.7 63.0
1983 8.7 3.8 14.5 12.2 60.8
1984 7.2 8.9 12.8 12.9 62.2
12~18
1978 9.6 N7 13.1 10.1 62.6
1983 11.7 5.5 12.3 12.5 57.9
1984 10.2 5.0 12.8 11.7 60.3
Non Poor
5-11
1978 21.7 5 15.0 15.1 80,7
1983 28.3 9.4 13.9 15.1 33.3
1984 30.0 9.9 12.4 15.7 32.0
12-18
1978 29.3 9.0 12.6 18,2 8.9
1983 35.8 1.1 12.6 12.8 27.8
1984 38.5 1.1 11.6 12.5 26.3

(x)

(2,065)
(2,967
(2,935)



Poor
Black
1978
1983
1984

Hispanic

1978
1983
1984

White
1978
1983
1984

All Non-Poor

1978
1983
1984

Table 6:
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984,

Full-time
Year~Round

25.6
32.3
34,5

Year-Round

- b =
-t
* o

 _g=2"-

- b b
-’ b 7\

L]
ono

Non-
Worker

37.8
30.4
28.9




Tadble 7:

Same
Residence
1978 69.6
1983 86.0
1984 85.2
1]
Poor children
1978 57.8
1983 76.1
1984 77,1
Non~-poor
1978 71.9
1983 88.8
198% 87.5
hnicity
Black
1978 65.8
1983 82.7
1984 83.2
Hispanic
1978 66.2
1983 83.1
1984 83.2
White
1978 67.9
1983 87.2
1984 86.0

period is three years.

based on 19 income,

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

Percent Distrib
for U.S. School-aged Ch
by Poverty and Race/Ethnic

SFor 1983 and 1984, mobility is defined :
the place of residence gne year prior to

ution

Different

Residence,
Same

SHSA/Area

- -
[=XV-1V-]
e o o
o™

- - )
W,
(=3, V]V ]
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on_Resid
ildren (Aged 5-18),
ity; 1978, 1983, 1984.

Different

Residence, (N)

Different

SHSA/Area
10.7 (35,127)
4.8 (35,894)
4.8 (34,937)
16.3 (5,754)
8.7 (7,818)
7.9 (7,697)
9.6 (29,372)
3.6 (28,076)
3.9 (27,2%1)
8.1 (5,232)
2.9 (5,299)
3.6 (5,137)
5.1 (2,090)
2.8 (3,121)
2.5 (3,086)
15.0 (26,357)
5.2 (25,692)
5.4 (24,999)

7 comparing the current residence with
the survey. For 1978, the reference

SSpoverty is defined for the calendsr year preceeding the March survey date.
For exa-pleé the lines for data collected in March, 1984 display poverty rates
3




JUSON—

Enrolled
5-11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Not Enrolled
12-18
1978
1983
1984

Poor
5-11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Non-Poor
5-11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Table 7:

Same
Residence

OO =
Vo=
* o o
novon

Percent Distridution on Besidentisl Mobility
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethnisity; 1978, 1983, 1984,
cont’d,

Different

Residence,
Same

SHMSA/Area

- - N\
nww
* o o
[--1C, %, ]

Different
Residence,
Different
SHMSA/Ares

2339

(N)
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Table 7: Percent Distribution op Reside

for U.S, School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),

by Poverty and Race/Ethn:sﬁty; 1978, 1983, 1984,
cont'd,

Poverty by Race

Poor
Black
1978
1983
1984

Hispanic
1978
1983
1984

White
1978
1983
1984

All Non~Poor
1978
1982
1984

N3
ouww
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<=3 un
W
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00 o=
- 00 =
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U1 00O

Different
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Table 8: Percent Distribution by Pla
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984,

Central City Suburdb Non-
of SMSA of SMSA SMSA (N)
All ghildren
1978 26.1 38.3 35.6 (32,368)
1903 27.4 40.0 32.6 (32,941)
1984 27.5 39.9 32.6 (32,053)
.
Poor children
978 39.0 21.1 39.9 (5,380)
1983 39.3 24.8 35.9 (7,323)
1984 39.6 24, 35.6 (6,557)
Non-poor
1978 23.6 51.7 34.7 ¢26,990)
1983 24.0 44 .4 31.6 (25,617)
1984 24,0 44 .3 31.7 (24,883)
Black
1978 53.7 18.2 28.1 (5,054)
1983 55.5 18.9 25.6 (5,128)
1984 . 54,8 19,2 26.0 (4,982)
Hispanic .
1978 . 53.0 50.0 17.0 (1,940)
1983 51.9 33.9 14,2 (2,985)
1984 52.0 33.6 14.3 {2,948)
White
1978 18.5 43.7 37.8 (24,058)
1983 18.0 46.0 36.0 (23,247)
1984 18.0 45,8 36.2 (22,581)

#Poverty is defined for the calendar year preceeding the March survey date,
example, the lines for data collected in March, 1984 display poverty rates
based on 1983 income,
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Enrolled
5«11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Not Enrolled

1978
1983
1984

Poor
5-11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Non-Poor
5-11
1978
1983
1984

12-18
1978
1983
1984

Central City
of SMSA

26.5
28.6
28.2

25.4
26,4
26,

23.6
23.8

Suburbd
of SM3A

=
[~X=2V.1
* o o
OO W

W &2wW
L -X=N-
4 0o &

21.2
24,5
25.3

21.0
25.1
24,3

41.2
43.4

for U.S, School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Raee/Ethnisity; 1978, 1983, 1984,
contt'd,

Non-
SMSA

35.3
32.3

35.3
32.7
32.9

39.0
33.9
34.3

40.7
38 .0
8

35.3
31.9
32.3
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X -
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N 2w
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Table 8: Percent Distribu
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18),
by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 1984,

cont'd.
54.4 12.8 32.7 (2,181)
57 .1 14.1 28.8 (2,469)
57.9 13.6 28.5 (2,408)
61.5 21.5 17.0 (613)
60.2 25.9 14.0 (1,187)
57 .5 27.3 15.1 (1,121)
20.7 28.2 51.1 (2,270)
19.3 32.7 48.0 (3,270)
19.7 33.6 46.7 (3,218)
23.6 .7 38.7 (26,990)
24,0 45.5 31.6 (25,617)
28,0 45.3 31.7 (24,871)




L. Status
, 1983, 1984,

Table 9: Percent Distribution by School Enrollmen
for U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 18-18),

by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 197

for data collected in March, 198% display poverty rates based on 1983 income.

244

14-1% 16-17 i8
not not not
enrolled enrolled enrolled enrolled enrolled enrolled
(N) (N)
19&8 9.3 5.7 (5,608) 82.8 17.2 (5,682) 58.2 5.8
1983 96.3 3.7 (5,308) 86.% 13.6 (5,535) 58.7 1.3
1984 98.9 5.1 (5,333) 85.5 14.5 (5,284%) 58.6 N8
[
Poor children
1978 90.8 9.2 (858) T77.1 22.9 (835) 2.1 57.9
1983 95. 8,2 (1,092) 78.2 21.8 (1,078) A7.0 53.0
1984 95.2 5.8 (1,071) 178.8 21.2 (1,028) 5.9 54.1
Non-poor
1978 95.0 5.0 (8,750) 83.7 16.3 (8,847) 56.2 3.8
1983 96.4 3.6 (8,212) 88 .4 11.6 (8,8457) 61.4 38.6
1984 94.8 5.2 (8,262) 87.1 12.9 (4,256) 61.9 38.1
Black
1978 95.6 8.8 (813) 84,2 15.8 (;99) 58.0 82.0
1983 97.5 2.5 (769) 91.8 8.2 (814) 62.0 38.0
1984 06.2 3.8 (768) 90.3 9.7 (770) 60.5 39.5
Hispanic
1978 95.1 8.9 (308) 78.84 21.6 (301) 52.9 87 .1
1983 96.8 3.2 (811) 83.2 16.8 (822) 50.7 49.3
1988 98.9 5.1 (433) 78.1 21.9 (425) 48.8 51.2
¥hite
1978 94,3 5.7 (4,25%) 83.0 17.0 (8,379) 53.6 86 .4
1983 96.2 3.8 (3,856) 85.8 14,2 (%,072) 58.8 51,2
1984 98,7 5.3 (3,869) 85.3 14.7 (3,840) 58.6 8.4

(N)

(2,808)
(2,987)

(399)
(566)
(582)

(2,8069)
(2,%20)
(2,222)

#Poverty is defined for the calerdar year preceeding the March survey date. For example, the lines




Table 9: 2snsnnh_niatcihnkinn_nx_§9hnnl.ﬁn:allgfnt_s&n&na
for U.S. School~aged Children (Aged 14-1

by Poverty and Race/Ethnicity; 1978, 1983, 198&.

Conttd.
14-15 16=17 18
not not not
enrolled enrolled enrolled enrolled enrolled enrolled
(N) (N) (N)
Poor

Black

1978 93.4 6.6 (349) 80.1 19.9 (321) 50.3 49,7 (447)

1983 97.7 2.2% (354) 87.9 12.1 (372) 52.2 47.8 (201)

1984 96.6 3.4 (351) 89.2 10.8 (353) 54,1 45.9 (181)
Hispanic

1978 95.9 4.1 (97) 75.8 24,2 (95) 50.0 50.0 (38)

1983 96.4 3.6¢ (166) 78.7 21.3 (164) 44,2 55.8 (17)

1984 95.3 4.7% (150) 70.4 29.6 (152) 44,1 55.9 (68)
White

1978 87.5 12.5 (359) T4.5 25.5 (373) 35.2 64.8 (196)

1983 95.4 4.6 (505) 70.9 29.1 (478) 4.5 58.5 (253)

1984 94.1 5.9 (492) 72.9 27 .1 (462) 38.5 61.5 (299)

All Non-Poor

1978 95.0 5.0 (4,7590) 83.7 16.3 (4,847) 56.2 43.8 (2,469)

1983 96.4 3.6 (4,212) 88.4 11.6 (4,457) 61.4 38.6 (2,420)

1984 94.8 5.2 (4,262) 87.1 12.9 (4,256) 61.9 38.1 (2,222)

%< 10 cases

~AT




Tables based on the
Current Population Surveys of October




(n) 12-15 (n) 16-17 (n) 18 (n)

Percent Enrolled ip School by Age

U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 3-18)
5=-11

by Poverty, Family Characteristics, and Race; 1977, 1982, 1983

Table 10:

(801)
(903)

(n)
(1,238)

3-8
22.0
20.2
20.6

Some High School

1977
or Less

1982
1983
Poor
1977
1982
1983
Non-Poor
1977
1982
1983
1977
1982
1983
Poor
1977
1982
1983
Non-Poor

All
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Eamily Struct
Both Parents

All
1977
1982
1983
Poor
1977
1982
1983
Non-Poor
1977
1982
1983
Mothers Only
All
1977
1982
1983
Poor
1977
1982
1983
Non~Poor
1977
1982
1983
Fathers Only
All

1977
1982
1983
Poor
1977
1982
1983
Non~Poor
1977
1982
1983

U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 3-18)
by Poverty, Family Characteristics, and Race; 1977, 1982, 1983

Contd.

3-4 (n) 5-11 (n) 12-15% (n) 16-17 (n)

32.5 (3,535) 98.8 (14,149) 99.5 (9.162) 92.2 (4,682)
37.3 (3,290) 98.7 (11,198) 99.4 (7,031) 94.2 (3,633)
40.0 (3,603) 98.6 (11,703) 99.5 (7,478) 94.9 (3,611)
20.3 (429) 97.2  (1,632) 98,2 (956) 83.8 (438)
17.7 (541) 97.5 (1,881) 98.6 (1,029) 84,3 (484)
22. (661) 97.8  (1,955) 99.7 (1,073) 89.8 (499)
3.1 (2,922) 98.9 (11,573) 99.6 (7,451) 93.0 (3,087)
81.1 (2,633) 98.8 (8,871) 99.6 (5,598) 95.8 (2,901)
48,0 (2,827) 98. (9,310) 99.5 (6,033) 95.7 (2,899)
33.9 (741) 99.3 (3,060) 99.0 (2,143) 87.1 (1,043)
34.3 (711) 98.3 (2,893) 99.3 (1,961) 88,6 i959)
33.7 (774%) 98.6 (2,936) 99.2 (2,065) 91.9 (1,004)
30.0 (4s57) 99.0 (1,648) 98.4 (1,002) 83.6 (433)
30.2 (431) 97.9 (1,626) 99.3 (948) 85.9 (433)
29.5 (517) 98.1 (1,721) 98.9 (1,011) 88.7 471)
42.4 (238) 99.6 (1,224) 99.5 (987) 89.9 (523)
50.5 (262) 99.0 (1,189) 99.1 (936) 90.5 (482)
52.7 (246) 99.3  (1,144) 99.4 (981) 94.6 (499)
30.6 (72) 98.1 (319) 98.8 (257) 82.0 (178)
32.4 (68) 99.2 (261) 100.0 (259) 92.7 (164)
35.9 (62) 97.9 (291) 100.0 (263) 89.7 (175)
50.0 (14) 97.2 (72) 100.0 (40) 70.0 (20)
44,0 (25) 97.2 (71) 100.,0 (57) 91.3 (23)
30.2 (18) 98.3 (58) 99.5 (58) 80.6 (31)
30.0 (50) 99.1 (216) 99.5 (193) 86.4 (132)
24.4 (81) 99.4 (174) 100.0 (190) 92.0 (125%)
1.2 (81) 97.7 (217) 100.0 (189) 92.0 (137)
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Table 11: Percent Distributiob o0 uruue rias
U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18) Enrolled in School
by Poverty, Family Characteristies, and Race; 1977, 1982, 1983

K 1-3 46 7-9 10-12 Post (n)

H. s.
1977 6.4 21.8 21,2 24,3 22.5 3.6 (36,709)
1982 7.2 21.3 22.4 23.8 22.0 3.7 (32,648)
1983 7.3 21.8 21,5 28,2 21.5 3.7 (34,586)
Poor
1977 T.% 24,7 24,1 24,3 18.2 1.3 (6,209)
1982 8.3 25.2 24,8 22.9 17.7 1.5 (Z.SIS)
1983 8.2 28,7 23.8 2%.0 17.7 1.6 (8,134%)
Non-Poor
1977 6.3 21.5 20.8 28,2 23.2 4.0 (27,021)
1982 6.9 20.3 22.1 23.4 23.0 &,2 (23,464)
1983 7.2 21.¢ 21.0 31.9 22.5 4.2 (2%,952)
1]
Some High School
or Less
All
1977 5.9 21.8 22.6 26.1 21.9 1.6 (10,622)
1982 6.6 21.2 22.1 25.8 23.0 1.4 (6,716)
1983 6.3 22.0 22.6 26.1 21.3 1.8 (6,790)
Poor
1977 6.7 2.8 24,5 25,6 17.9 0.8 (3,928)
1982 7.5 28,3 23.8 2u.8 19.% 0.7 (3,%837)
1983 7.7 2%.1 23.7 2i4.9 18.5 1.1 (3,540)
Non-Poor
1977 5.3 20.5 21.9 26.2 24%.0 2.1 (5,921)
1982 5.8 17.7 20,7 26.6 27.2 2.0 (3,027)
1983 5.9 19.5 21.3 27.3 2.5 2.5 (3,040)
High School
Graduate
A1l
1977 6.2 21.5 20.9 28,2 23.3 3.9 (1%4,986)
1982 6.5 20.8 22.9 22.6 23.% 3.7 (12,548)
1983 7.0 20.8 21.6 28,2 22.7 3.7 (12,865)
Poor
1977 8.5 25.1 23.0 22.9 18.3 2.1 (1,536)
1982 8.0 26.6 26.0 20.5 17.4 1.5 (2,151)
1983 7.9 25.8 24,9 23.7 16.9 1.2 (2,335)
Hon«Poor
1977 6.0 21.5 20.8 24.8 23.4 4.0 (12,268)
1982 6.4 19.9 22.5 23.0 24,2 4.0 (9,737)
1983 7.0 20.0 21.1 24.1 23.7 8.1 (9,971)
Some College
or More
1977 7.5 22, 20,9 22.3 21.5 5.1 (9,470)
1982 7.9 21.7T 22.8 23.0 19.7 5.3 (9,183)
1983 8.2 A4 20,7 . 5.2 (10,097)

L



Table 11:

Parcent
U.S. School-aged Child
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213 239
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a2 2322
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21,8 25,2
23.6 25.1
22,3 26.2
.2 2.3
25.2 23.7
23.9 25,2
19.5  26.0
20,0 24,0
20,7 26.9
18.0 26.8
18.6  29.a
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23.7  26.1
2.7 31.3
22,1 29.3
1.3 2.
18,0 29.3
19.0 28.9
21.8  23.9
23.1 2322
22,0 2.0

10-12 Post
H.S.
22.5 3.7
22.3 8,0
21.6 8,0
‘7.8 1.2
‘7.6 1.3
17.9 1.3
22.6 4,0
22.8 8,3
22.1 AN
21.9 2.6
21.5 2.5
21 02 2.0
18.2 1.3
18.2 1.1
6.9 1.4
25.1 3.9
22.1 3.8
25.9 8,2
26.7 4,0
29.0 3.7
29.1 3.7
13.1 1.6
20.6 0.0
22.8 9
28,9 A8
30.8 a8
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21.6 2,2
21.9 2.3

252

(n)




Table 11: Percent Distributiop op Grade Placepent
U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 5-18) Enrolled in School
by Poverty, Family Characterésttc:, and Race; 1977, 1982, 1983
onttd.

K 1-3 86 7-9 10-12 Post (n)

Black (conttd.) H.S.
Poor
1977 6.9 25.1 23.6 22.8 20.0 1.6 (2,526)
1982 7.9 23.4 28,2 22.7 20.6 1.3 (2,528)
1983 6.9 23.5 23.8 23.% 21.2 1.6 (2,714)
Non-Poor
1977 6.9 20,2 20.% 25.1 24.1 3.3 (2,367)
1982 6.9 21,0 22,5 23.8 22.% 3.5 (2,0%3)
1983 7.0 22.1 20.5 2.8 22.8 3.% (2,232)
Hi:{:nic

1977 7.2 23.6 22.9 23.1 20.6 2.5 (2,255)
1982 8.4 24.6 23.5 22.6 18.9 1.9 (2,774)
p 1983 8.4 24,0 23.8 24.3 17.7 1.9 (3,009)
oor
1977 7.2 25.1 25,0 24,0 17.3 1.3 (792)
1982 8.2 27.0 23.7 22.6 17.2 1.3 (1,278)
1983 9.1 2h.8 24,8 24,9 16.0 1.2 (1,390)
Non-Poor
193? 6.7 23.1 21.6 22.8 22.7 3.2 (1,292)
1982 9.0 23.1 23.1 2.0 20.3 2.5 (1,386)
1983 7.8 23.4 23.1 23.8 19.5 2.4 (1,511)
White
All
1977 6.3 21,5 21,0 24,5 22.8 3.9 (28,%821)
1982 6.9 20.6 22.1 23.7 22.5 8,2 (24,037)
1983 7.3 21.2 21.2 24,2 22.0 4,2 (25,331)
Poor
1977 1.7 24,8 28,2 26,0 16.7 1.0 (2,755)
1982 8.5 25.5 25.1 23.6 15.7 1.6 (3,810)
1983 8.7 25. 28,0 24,2 16.0 1.8 (3,658)
Non=Poor
1977 6.2 21.8  20.8 24,2 23.2 LY (22,904)
1982 6.8 20.0 21.9 23.5 23.4 LR} (19,349)
1983 T.1 20.7 20.8 24,1 22.8 4.5 (20,515)




Table 12: Percent Eprolled ip Public Yersus Private Schools
U,S. School-aged Children {Aged 3-18) Enrolled in School
by Poverty, Family Characteristics, and Race; 1977, 1982, 1983

Public Private (n)
1977 87.3 12.7 (38,196)
1982 86.5 13.5 (34,%23)
1983 88.7 11.3 (3%,603)
Poor
1977 95.6 §.% (6,847)
1982 95.2 5.8 (7,859)
1983 95.2 4.8 (8,153)
Non-Poor
1977 85.% 14.6 (28,130)
1982 83.9 16.1 (2%,815)
1983 86.8 13.2 (2%,951)
]
Some High School
or Less
All
1977 9%.2 5.8 (10,916)
1982 9% .4 5.6 (6,910)
1983 9%.2 5.8 (6,823)
Poor
1977 97.3 2.7 (4,057)
1982 96.9 3.1 (3,551)
1983 96.6 3.5 (3,551)
Non-Foor
1977 92.7 7.3 (6,072)
1982 91.7 8.3 (3,105)
1983 91.3 8.7 (3,060)
High School
Graduate
All
1977 86.4 13.6 (15,493)
1982 87.6 12.% (13,101)
1983 89.2 10.8 (12,855
Poor
1977 93.4 6.6 (1,603)
1982 9%.7 5.3 (2,24%)
1983 95.0 5.0 (2,337)
Non-Poor
1977 85.5 14.5 (12,667)
1982 86.3 13.7 (10,173)
1983 88, 12,0 (9,959)
Some College
or More
1977 80.5 19.5 (10,061)
1982 78.2 21.8 (9,935)
1983 83.0 17.0 (10,087)
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Table 12: n:mnunmm.zn.rmnixnm_mmmm;
U.S. School-aged Children (Aged 3-18) Enrolled in School
by Poverty, Family Characteristics, and Race; 1977, 1982, 1983

Cont'd,
Public Private (n)
Black
All
1977 9%.1 5.9 (5,578)
1982 93.3 6.7 (5,06%)
1983 9%.8 5.2 (5,096)
Poor
1977 97.3 2.7 (2,645)
1982 97.2 2.7 (2,662)
1983 97.6 2.4 (2,707)
Non-Poor
1977 90.5 9.5 (2,459)
1982 89.0 11.0 (2,162)
1983 91.6 8.4 (2,221)
Hispanic
All
1977 88.0 12.0 (2,325)
1982 90.2 9.8 (2,85%)
1983 91.3 8.7 (2,997)
Poor
1977 93.8 6.3 (805)
1982 96.3 3.7 (1,311)
1983 96.0 8,0 (1,38%)
Non-Poor
1977 8%.2 15.8 (1,332)
1982 84,9 15.1 (1,432)
1983 87.5 12.5 (1,508)
White
All
1977 86.0 14.0 (29,56%)
1982 8%.6 15.4 (25,%415)
1983 87.1 12.9 (25,378)
Poor
1977 9%.5 5.5 (2,851)
1982 93.2 6.8 (3,568)
1983 92.9 7.1 (3,686)
Non-Poor
1977 85.0 15.0 (23,849)
1982 83.2 16.8 (20,500)
1983 86.2 13.8 (20,531)
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Table 13: Percent Distribution on Modal Grade Placement
U.S. School-aged Children (aged 5-17) Enrolled in School
by Poverty, Family Characteriaticai and Race; 1977, 1982, 1983,
n

(Tadble -ontinued)

3+ Years 2 Years 1 Year At Grade 1 Year 2+ Years

Behind Behind Behind Level Ahead Ahead (N)
Both Parents
A1l
1977 2 1.4 13.9 75.3 8.8 R (27,235)
1982 3 1.7 16.7 73.1 7.9 . (21,320)
1983 .3 2.0 16.8 72.9 7.6 o (22,200)
Poor
1977 .9 4.1 24,2 63.4 T.1 o3 (2,866)
1982 7 4,2 27.2 62.2 5.4 .3 (3,226)
1983 .8 5.3 25.6 62.0 6.1 . (3,388)
Non-Poor
1977 2 1.0 12.6 7.0 8.8 R | (22,280)
1982 2 1.2 14.9 75.2 8.2 R (17,018)
1983 2 1.4 15.1 75.1 7.8 R | (17,811)
Mother Only
All
1977 .6 2.9 18.9 68.2 9.2 .2 (6,020)
1982 .8 3.7 21.5 66.0 1.7 e (5,59%)
1983 T L | 21.7 65.4 7.6 5 (5,817)
Poor
1977 1.0 5.0 22.0 64,2 8.7 2 (2,987)
1982 1.2 5.4 26.4 60.6 6.1 o3 (2,864)
1983 1.2 6.5 26.% 59.2 6.1 7 (3,075)
Non-Poor
1977 o3 1.8 15.5 72.8 9.4 .2 (2,657)
1982 5 1.9 15.8 72.1 9.4 o (2,530)
1983 2 1.5 16.0 T72.7 9.3 .3 (2,56%)
Father Only
A1l
1977 1.0 2.0 21.5 66.1 9.3 .3 (708)
1982 1.1 2.4 22.2 67.5 6.7 0.0 (662)
1983 1.8 5.7 22.9 62.9 6.9 .8 (70%)
Poor
1977 3.2 5.0 29,0 55.6 7.3 0.0 (12%)
1982 2.8 5.3 31.3 55.5 5.2 0.0 (145)
1983 5.2 7.9 81.3 5.1 5 0.0 (1%0)
Non-Poor
1977 o 1.7 19.2 68.5 9.7 -4 (515)
1982 .7 1.8 20.2 71.3 5.9 0.0 (474)
1983 1.0 5.5 17.4 68. 6.7 1.0 (525)




Black

A1l
1977
1982
1983

Poor
1977
1982
1983

Non-Poor

1982
1983
Non-Poor
1977
1982
1983

White

A1l
1977
1982
1983

Poor
1977
1982
1963

Non-Poor
1977
1082
1983

Table 13: Percent Distridbution on Modal Grage Fiacement
U.S. School-aged Children (aged 5-17) Enrolled in School
by Poverty, Family Characteristics, and Race; 1977, 1982, 1983,

3+ Years 2 Yeers 1 Year At Grade 1 Year 2+ Years
Behind Behind Behind Level Ahead Ahead
.8 3.1 19.1 65.6 11.2 .3
1.1 3.8 22.7 63.9 8.0 .6
1.1 8.7 23.2 61.7 8.7 .6
1.3 4.3 22.3 61.6 10.2 W4
1.4 5.1 26,2 60,8 5.9 .6
1.5 6.4 27.3 57.1 7.2 5
2 1.7 16.0 70.7 11.0 )
.6 2.0 18.1 68 .4 10.3 .6
5 2.7 18.% 66.9 10.6 .8
.8 3.5 20.9 66.2 8.1 5
.8 5.0 25.1 61 .2 7.3 .5
1.1 5.0 25.1 60.9 7.6 N ]
1.4 5.6 27.5 60.3 6.1 .1
1.2 6.9 30.9 55.5 5.0 o4
1.6 T.1 30.0 54,0 6.9 4
5 2.8 16.6 69.8 9.6 «6
5 3.0 20.5 66.3 9.1 .6
.6 3.2 20.5 67.5 7.9 .3
2 1.3 13.7 76.1 8.4 .3
.3 1.7 16.5 73.7 7.6 .3
.3 1.9 16.2 73.8 T.4 .
.6 3.7 22.5 66.9 6.1 .1
.6 4.3 25.7 64,1 5.0 .2
.8 5.4 23.2 65.1 5.1 5
2 1.0 12.6 7.4 8.5 .3
o2 1.2 14.8 75.5 7.9 .3
2 1.3 1%.9 75.6 1.7 .3

(N)

(5,025)
(%,521)
(4,795)

(2,399)
(2,38%)
(2,558)

(2,207)
(1,921)
(2,083)

At NSt Nt s

(26,916)
(22,682)
(23,818)

(2,670)
(3,296)
(3,530)

(21,666)
(18,214)
(19,216)
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UNIT OF ANALYSIS

Some of the analyses in this report are based upon data extracted from
a special tabulation of 1980 Census data. This data base is part of the
Summary Tape File (STF3) series and it consists of 1980 housing and
population data aggregated to the school district level, It is important
to note that this data base does not include actual counts of district
enrollment nor does it include any information on district educational
programs, The data base is simply a description of populations who reside
within school district boundaries. Consequently, our estimates of public
enrollment are not actual enrollment counts, rather they are estimates of
the number of students who attend public schools and reside within each of
the school district boundaries. It is additionally important to note that
the unit of analysis employed with this data base is the school district,
even though many of the variables analyzed appear to describe individual
characteristics. For example, this report includes an analysis of district
percent non-white, district percent limited English proficiency, and
district percent of children in poverty. Because of the data structure
these variables are not available for individuals, rather they are only
available as school district counts or averages., One of the consequences
of this is that summary statistics calculated with the district as the unit
of analysis are not likely to reflect nation~wide student averages, rather
they reflect the simple unweighted averages of districts. The largest
districts which account for a disproportionately large share of the
national student population, contribute no more to a nation-wide average
than the smallest districts. This circumstance is confounded by the large
proportion of very small districts. The result is that summary statistics
reflect, to a large degree, the conditions of small districts.

STF3F DATA FILE

The Census Bureau constructed the STF3F file by obtaining boundary
maps for local education agencies from their respective state education
agencies. The Department of Education acted as an intermediary between the
Census Bureau and the SEA's. After obtaining maps for all LEA's, Census
personnel overlayed the LEA maps onto maps of existing Census areas for
which data had already been tabulated. Census personnel then determined
and apportionment factor for any overlapping boundaries. Finally, a table
of equivalents was determined between the LEA's and the Census areas which
was subsequently applied to the existing tabulations to arrive at the LEA
counts (Census, 1983).

DATA SUPPRESSION

The Bureau of the Census operates within a stringent get of guidelines
to protect the confidentiality of those persons surveyed. Tn regard to the
STF3F file, the Bureau "suppressed”" the publication of population data when
fewer than fifteen persons lived within a school district and they
suppressed housing data when there were fewer than five households.
Additionally, some districts had selected data items suppressed when the
identification of respondents was ~sssible by cross-referencing two
complementary items (Census, 1983)




SPECIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF STF3F

Some states maintain separate elementary and secondary school
districts within the same geographical area. The Census has not prorated
or apportioned population and housing counts from these areas.
Consequently the counting of some persons and households has been
duplicated (Riddle, 1984). In these areas each household or person
contributes to the total counts in each of the overlapping LEA's. This
seems to be an issue in some states but not in others (Riddle, 1984).

Although the task of eliminating all duplicate counting is not

feasible in this report we did eliminate counts from overlapping school
districts in the special case of New York City,

HAWALL
The SEA in Hawaii chose to have data mapped to school attendance areas
since there is only a single district in the state. For this reason,

Hawaii has been eliminated from STF3F analyses in this report.

POVERTY DATA

Poverty rates were based on calculations of data extracted from Table
94 of the STF3F school district file., These rates reflect the percentage
of children (in families, excluding householders) 5-17 years old living in
poverty in 1979. The definition of poverty used by the Census Bureau
considers family size, income, and farm residence as factors (Census,
1981).

In addition to poverty percents we ranked each district according to
their percent of children in poverty and assigned each district into one of
four approximately equal quartiles:

Quartile Percent Poverty
Lowest quartile 0.000 -- 7.299
Second quartile 7.300 == 12.499
Third quartile 12.500 -- 20.999
Fourth quartile 21.000 -- 100.000

Actual LFA enrolluent counts are not available from the STF3F file.
To estimate school district size the count of persons 3 years old and over
living within the district boundaries and enrolled in private school (K-12)
was subtracted from the total count of persons 3 years old and over living

SCHOOL DISTRICT SI1IZE !
|
1
|
within the district and enrolled in any school (K-12). ‘
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LARGE URBAN DISTRICTS

Large urban districts were identified as districts with an enrollment
of at least 30,000 students and concomitantly with at least 99 percent of
the population residing in urbanized areas. An urbanized area is the
densely settled (1,000 persons per square mile or greater) area in and
around central cities of at least 50,000 population,

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

Limited English proficiency was defined as the percent of 5-17 year
olds residing in the district who speak a language other than English in
their home and who "speak English not well or not at all."” This data is
based on Table 27 of the STF3F school district file.
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VARIABLES DESCRIPTIONS FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT POVERTY ANALYSES

VARIABLE DESCRIPTION

School District Poverty Rate The percent of 5-17 year olds (in
families, excluding householders) in
poverty, 1979, This variable is based
on data from Tsble 94 of the Census
STF3F file.

Public School Enrollment Number of person 3 years old or over and
living within the district who are
enrolled in public school. Actually the
difference between total number of
students and private school students.
This variable i3 based on data from
Table 44 and 45 of the Census STF3F
file.

Large Urban District Districts which have greater than 30,000
students and are 99 percent or more
urbanized. This variable is based on
the public school enrollment variable
and Table 1 of the Census STF3F file.

Region U.S. Region Code
Northeast: Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island.
North Central: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South
Dakota, Wisconsin.
South: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware,
District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Meryland,
Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
South Carolina, Texas, Tennessee,
Virginia, West Virginia.
West: Alaska, Arizona, California,
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New
Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington,

Wyonming.

Non-white Population The non-white population percent living
in the district. From Table 16 of the
Census STF3F file.

Poverty Quartile Ranked quartiles of school district
poverty (approximate).
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Table 3.1

Number of School Districts and Public School
Students by Size Category

Public School Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
Enrollment Total Districts Districts* Students Students*
Less than 1000 8,034 51.3 3,042,400 6.8
1000 - 2499 3,545 22,6 5,828,027 13,0
2500 - 9999 3,312 21.1 15,514,898 34.5
10,000+ (Excluding

Large Urban) 690 4.4 13,732,510 30.6
Large Urban 82 oS 6,812,637 15.2

TOTAL 15,674 100.0 44,930,472 100.0

Missing Districts = 75
Source: 1980 Census STF3F

* Percents do not sum to 100 due to rounding
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Table 3.2

and Other Districts' Size

Distribution of High Poverty Concentration

School District
Enrollment Size

High-Concentration
Districts
(Top 25th percentile)

Other Districts
(Lower 75th percentile)

E-52

Number Percent Number Percent
Less than 1000 2528 31.5 5506 68.5
(8034 districts)
1000 - 2499 648 18.3 2897 81.7
(3545 districts)
2500 - 9999 612 18,5 2700 81.5
(3312 districts)
10,000+ 109 14.6 581 85.4
(Excluding Large Urban
690 Districts)
Large Urban 40 48.8 42 51.2
(82 districts)
TOTAL 3937 25.1 11726 74.9
266




Table 3.3

Average School District Poverty Rates
by Enrollment Size

School District Average Poverty Standard Number of
Enrollment Size Rate Deviation® Districts
Less than 1000 17.2 12.8 8034
1000 - 2499 13.5 9.5 3545
2500 - 9999 12.8 9.9 3312
10,000+ (Excluding Large

Urban) 12,7 8.1 690
Large Urban 19.7 9,9 82
ENTIRE POPULATION 15.3 11,5 15663

a

A Standard Deviation is a measure of the amount of variation within a group.
Small standard deviations would indicate that the group is relatively
homogeneous, while large standard deviations suggest heterogeneity. These
standard deviations are relatively large.
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Table 3.4

Distribution of High Poverty Concentration and
Other Districts Among Regions*

Geographic High~-Concentration
Region Districts Other Districts
(Top 25th percentile) (Lower 75th percentile)
Number Percent Number Percent
Northeast 359 11.5 2769 88.5

(3128 districts)

North Central 1215 19,7 4944 80,3
(6159 districts)

South 1676 48.7 1769 51.3
(3445 districts)

West 687 23.4 2244 76,6
(2931 districts)

TOTAL 3937 25.1 11726 74.9

% States comprising the geographic regions are from the U.S. Uensus Regions:
Northeast:

Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island

North Central:

Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Miesouri, Nebraska,
North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin

South:
Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia

West:

Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mex1ico,
Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming (Hawaii was not included)
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Table 3.5

Average School District Poverty Concentrations
in Each Region

Geographic Average Standard a Number of
Region Deviation Districts

By Region:

Northeast 11.1 8.8 3128
North Central 13.8 11.0 6159
South 21.6 12,0 3445
West 15.4 11.6 2931
ENTIRE POPULATION 15.3 11.5 15663

a

A Standard Deviation is a measure of the amount of variation within a group.
Small standard deviations would indicate that the group is relatively
homogeneous, while large standard deviations suggest heterogeneity. These
standard deviations are relatively large.
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Table 3.6

Distribution of High Concentration Districts
and Other Districts by Level of Urbanization

School District High-Concentration
Urbanization Level Districts Other Districts
(Top 25th percentile) (Lower 75th percentile)
Number Percent Number Percent
Less than 17 Urbanized 3623 29,7 8575 70.3
Between 1 and 257
Urbanized 23 6.4 334 93.6
Between 26 and 74%
Urbanized 36 5.7 497 9.3
Between 75 and 99%
Urbanized 61 6.7 851 93.3
More than 99% Urbanized
(Excluding Large Urban) 154 10.4 1327 89.6
Large Urban 40 48.8 42 51.2
TOTAL 3937 25.1 11726 74.9
Y rry .
270
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Table 3.7

Mean School District Poverty Levels
by Urbanization Level

Schocl District Average Standard 2 Number of
Urbanization Level Rate Deviation Districts
Less than 1% Urbeanized 16.9 11.9 12198
Between 1 and 257

Urbavized 8.9 7.2 357
Between 25 and 74%

Urbanized 8.8 6.7 633
Between 75 and 997

Urbanized 9.2 7.0 912
992 or More Urbanized

(Excluding "Large Urban) 9.3 7.9 1481
Large Urban 19,7 9.9 82
ENTIRE POPULATION 15.3 11.5 15663

A Standard Deviation is a measure of the amount of variation within a group.
Small standard deviations would indicate that the group is relatively
homogeneous, while large standard deviations suggest heterogeneity. These
standard deviations are relatively large.
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Table 3.8

Average Percent Non-White
by Poverty Quartile

District Average Standard a Number of
Quartile Percent Deviation Districts
Non-white

Lowest 25 Percentile

(0 - 7%) 3.3 5.2 3565
Next Lowest 25 Zercentile

(8 - 12%) 4,6 7.0 3498
Next High 25 Percentile

(13 - 202) 7.2 10.0 3554
High 25 Percentile

(21 - 100%) 17.5 20.4 3401
ENTIRE POPULATION 8.0 13.2 14018

A Standard Deviation is a measure of the amount of variation within a group.
Small standard deviations would indicate that the group is relatively
homogeneous, while large standard deviations suggest heterogeneity. These
standard deviatinns are relatively large.
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Table 3.9

Distribution of Majority Non-White School Districts
by Poverty Concentration

District Number of Such Percent of All

Quartile Districts Serving Districts Serving
Over 50 Percent Over 50 Percent
Non-White Students Non-White Students

Lowest 25 Percentile

Next Lowest 25 Percentile

Next Highest 25 Percentile
(13 - 20%) 13 4.4

Highest Percentile
(21 - 1007%) 269 91.5
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Table 3.10

Distribution of Districts with 107 or More
Limited-English Speakers

District Number of Such Percent of All

Quartile Districts Serving Districts Serving
At Least 10 Percent at Least 10 Percent
LEP Students LEP Students

Lowest 25 Percentile
0 - 72) 9 4

Next Lowest 25 Percentile
(8 - 12%2) 10 5

Next Highest 25 Percentile
(13 - 202) 30 14

Highest Percentile
(21 - 100%) 162 77




Table 3.11

Average Percent of Limited English Speakers
by School District Poverty Quartile

District Average Percent Standard Number of
Quartile of Limited-Fnglish Deviation® Districts
Proficient
Students

Lowest 25 Percentile

(0 - 7%) .37 1.4 3908
Next Lowest 25 Percentile

(8 - 12%) .47 1.5 3853
Next Highest 25 Percentile

(13 - 20%) .64 1.8 3965
Highest Percentile

(21 - 100%) 1.4 4,3 3937
ENTIRE POPULATION .72 2.6 15663
a

A Standard Deviation is a measure of the amount of variation within a group.
Small standard deviations would indicate that the group is relatively
homogeneous, while large standard deviations suggest heterogeneity. These
standard deviations are relatively large.
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Part 1
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Richard K. Jung
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Povertz

The objective of this analysis was to compare Title I/Chapter 1 recipients
to the entire school-age population along four dimensions: the poverty
status of the students' families; the students' ethnic and language
backgrounds; the grade levels they attended; and whether they were enrolled
in public or private schools. No one source of information had information
about these characteristics either for the Title I/Chapter 1 program or for
the school-age population.

The task turned out to be two-fold: (1) to find, on the one hand, the most
recent data for these four characteristics of the Title I or Chapter 1
population; and (2) to find, on the other hand, comparable descriptions of
the entire school-age population. The following discussion summarizes the
results of this process for each of the four characteristics.

The most recent national data on the poverty status of program participants
are from the Sustaining Effects Study. These data were collected during
the 1976-77 school year for students in grades 1 through 6. The Sustaining
Effects Study data were also used for obtaining comparable data on the
prevalence of poverty among the school-age population.

The Sustaining Effects Study classified as poor those students who were
from families whose income was below the 1976 Orshansky index or from
families who received AFDC, or were neglected, delinquent, or foster
children attending public schools. All others were classified as non-~poor.
This definition of poverty corresponded to the allocation criteria
specified by law for the Title I, ESEA program at that time.

These and other family background data were collected by means of a
household questionnaire. Between January and April, 1977, the parents of
over 15,000 public elementavy school children were interviewed in order to
derive population estimates for the approximately 20 million children in
grades 1 through 6 at that time. For more information about this survey
methodology, see: Breglio, Vincent J., Ronald H. Hinckley, and Richard S.
Beal. Students’ Economic and Educational Status and Selection for
Compensatory Education. Report 2 from the Sustaining Effects Study. Santa
Monica, CA. System Development Corporation, 1978,

Race and Ethnicity

Racial/ethnic data for the school-age population were obtained by Child
Trends, Inc. from two items on the 1983 Current Population Survey, U.S.
Bureau of Census -- one on race, the other on origin or descent for
children aged 5 to 18, The White category from this analysis refers to
non-Hispanic whites; similarly, the Black category refers to those whose
race is Black but whose origin or descent is not Hispanic. The Hispanic
category includes those whose origin or descent is Mexican American,
Chicano, Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or Other
Spanish, regardless of race. The Other category refers to non-Higpanics or
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a race other than White or Black. Both the White and Black categories in
these tabulations using Census data refer to a more restricted population
that corresponding categories in publications and tabulations sponsored by
the U.S. Bureau of the Cenaus, since the Bureau's categories include
Hispanics who identify themselves as White or Black, respectively.

Racial/ethnic data for the Chapter 1 program (1982-83 school year) were
obtained from published table (U.S. Departmeut of Education/Office of
Planning, Budget and Evaluastion. Annual Evaluation Report, Fiscal Year
1984, Washington, DC: U.S. Govermment Printing Office, 1985, p. 101-03.
Data in this table were based on figures provided by 36 states reporting
this information through the Chapter 1 Information and Evaluation System
for school year 1982-83, Similar to Child Trend's reanalysis of 1983
Census data for deriving school population estimates, the White category
from this source refers to Non-Hispanic Whites, and the Black category to
Non-Hispanic Blacks. The Other category includes Asian or Pacific
Islanders, American Indians or Alaskan natives. The Chapter 1 reporting
system is the only recent source of national data on the minority status of
program participants. Estimates from this source, however, are not stable
from year to year, largely as a result of different states reporting or not
reporting each year and changes in some states procedures for collecting
and reporting such information.




Private School Attendance

Chapter 1's Enrollment of Private School Students Compared to
Elementary/Secondary Private School Enrollments by
Type of Schools, 1983

Chapter 1 . Total Private Proportion of
Participants Enrollments* Students Served
Enrolled in by Chapter 1
Private
Schools
Number Percent Number Percent
Catholic 239,637 772 3,200,000 567 7.52
Other Religious
Affiliationg®* 26,715 9 1,400,000 25 1.9
Not Affiliated*#** 44,594 14 1,200,000 21 3.7
TOTAL 310,946 1007 5,700,000 1012 5.5%

* Includes prekindergarten through grade 12,
** Includes Lutheran, Jewish, Evangelical and other religious affiliates.
**%%* Includes non-affiliated independents.
NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
NCES Bulletin, "Private Elementary and Secondary Education, 1983 Enrollment,
Teschers, and Schools" (December 1984), p. 4; U.S, Department of Education,

National Center for Education Statistics, unpublished draft table from NCES
Private School Survey (August 9, 1985). -

NOTE: According to NCES data, 310,946 Chapter 1 participants were enrolled in
private schools during the 1983-84 school year, This total differs notably from
OPBE's estimate of 225,123 for the same school year. The differences in these
estimates could be related to a number of factors, including: (1) differences in
respondents (private school principals (NCES) vs. public school officials (OPBE)),
(2) the time of data collection (the summer before the 1983-84 school year (NCES)
vs. the fall after the 1983-84 school year (OPBE)); and, (3) that private school
principals might have counted one child receiving two different types of services
as two students (e.g., a duplicated count) vs. the unduplicated count of OPBE.
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Grade Level

Chapter 1 Enrollment Compared to
Total School-Age Population

Grade Levels Enrollments
1983-84
Chapter 1 School-age
Population
Elementary (Grades Pre-K-8) 4,345,188 31,118,308
Secondary (Grades 9-12) 500,751 13,692,360
TOTAL 4,845,939 44,810,668

SOURCE: Advanced Technology, Synthesis of Chapter 1 Data: Summary Report,
draft (1985), p. 4; U.S. Department of Education, National Center for
Education Statistics unpublished tables, "Total Enrollment in Private
Elementary and Secondary Schools by Grade Category and Affiliation"; and
"Pupil Membership in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, by Grade Level

and State and Other Areas: United States, October 1, 1983."




Private School Attendance

Chapter 1 Enrollment Compared to Total
Enrollment, Public and Private School Students

Enrollments
1983-84
Chapter 1% School-age
Population
Public 4,620,927 39,328,000
Private 225,123 5,715,000
TOTAL 4,846,050 45,043,000
* Number of regular term Chapter 1 participants, unduplicated count.

SOURCE: Advanced Technology, Synthesis of Chapter 1 Data:t Summary Report, draft
(1985) p. A-1; U.S. Department of Education, Naticnal Center for Education
Statistics, The Condition of Education 1985 Edition, p. 18.




Part 2

Report on Poverty and Achievement Level of
Title I/Chapter 1 Participants --
A Reansalysis of SES Data
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University of Iowa
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Who Received Title I Services in School Year 1976-77?

National projection of the participation rates in Title I (and other
CE) programs by grade 1 through 6 students attending public schools
were obtained from data collected in the Participation Substudy of the
Sustaining Effects Study (SES). In this substudy, household
interviews were conducted for a sample of about 15,000 students
attending grade 1 through 6 in the 242 schools that comprise the
First-Year representative sample for the SES.

Data on family income and receipt of public assistances (e.g., AFDC,
foster homes) were obtained during the interview so that the ecoromic
status of each student's family can be accurately determined. With
reference to the then current Title I funds allocation formula,
children from families with income below the 1976 Orshansky poverty
level or receiving AFDC, and children living in foster homes or public
institutions are considered as meeting Title I poverty criteria and
referred to as 'poor' (or sometimes more explicitly ‘poor/AFDC') in
this report. Children from families that did not meet these poverty
criteria are classified as 'non-poor'.

Achievement levels of the students in this sample were assessed by
their scores on the Comprehensive Tests of Besic Skills (CTBS) that
were administered to them in the ¥Fall of 1976, Two alternative
definitions for low-achieving are employed in the present snalysis:
(1) Students whose percentile scores for the Basic Skill Total (sum of
Reading and Math subtests) were at or below the 25th percentile are
classified as 'low-achievers'; those who scored above the 25th
percentile are classified as 'regular achievers'. This definition is
referred to as 'the quartile definition' for low-achievement., (2)
Using the 50th percentile, instead of the 25th percentile, as the
cutoff for low- achieving, i.e., students scored at or below the
median on the Basic Skill Total are classified as 'low-achievers' and
those above the median are 'regular-achievers', This second
definition is referred to as 'the median definition' for
low-achievement,

In order to determine Title I participation rates, students are
classified into four categories based on their receipt of CE services.
Students who receive Title I services (and possibly also other CE
services) in reading or math or both are counted as Title I
participants. Those who received only CE services (in reading or math
or both) that were supported entirely with Non-Title I funds are
counted as 'other CE only' students. All other students are counted
as Non-CE students and further divided into 'Non-CE students in CE
schools' and 'Non-CE students in Non-CE schools' depending on whether
their schools received compensatory funds (Title I and/or Non-Title I)
or not,

Appropriate sample weights were applied to tha Participation Substudy
data to obtain national estimates of Title I participation rates. The
results are presented in Tables 1 and 2. Table la shows the
participation rates for four groups of students in grades 1-6
employirg the quartile definition of low-achievement: Poor/Low-
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achievers, Non-poor/Low-achievers, Poor/Regular-achievers, and Non-
poor/Regular-achievers. Consistent with the primary objective of
Title I programs to serve educationally needy students from low-income
families, participation rate in Title I is highest for poor/
low-achievers. The next highest rate is found for non-poor/
low~achievers, reflecting that within schools the purpose of Title I
was to provide additional educational assistance to low-achieving
students (although federal allocation of funds were based on economic
criteria of the children in the school's attendance area). The
participation rate is lowest for non-pcor/regular-achievers as
expected. Participation rates in other CE programs that were
supported solely by Non-Title I funds are lower for all four groups of
students and do not differ as much among the groups as in the case of
Title I participation.

As can be seen from Table la, a large number ox Non-poor students who
scored above the 25th percentile received Title I assistance, while
nearly 60 percent of poor students who scored at or below the 25th
percentile did not receive such assistance (and indeed slightly more
than 40% of them did not receive any CE services). This result
clearly demonstrates that Title I, as was implemented, fell short of
its goal to serve students in priority of need. This imperfection of
targeting underscores the practical difficulties in attaining easily
defined goals: the wide distribution of needy students across the
schools, the imperfect relationships between poverty and achievement,
and the different criteria for identifyving low-achieving students in
individual schools (partly because school curriculum may differ and
partly because low-achieving may be defined relative to the
achievement level of other students in the same school rather than the
national norm) can all contribute to apparent departures from the
intended goal.

Whatever the reasons for diversion from the intended target, Title I,
as was implemented then, provided services to studcnts who were less
needy than some of those who did not receive such services. This
raises an important question on whether these less needy participants
constitute a substantial proportion of the Title I students. If so,
it would have an impact on the effective use of available Title I
funds. To answer this question, we reformatted the data contained in
Table la to show the composition of Title I students. Because Title I
funds are limited, schools can only serve a certain number of students
i1f adequate level of gervice intensity was to be provided. As of
1976, only 14.7 percent of elementary students were selected for Title
I services. Thus if an effective selection procedure was used, we
would expect a large majority of Title I students to be those who
achieved uat or below the 25th percentile. Inspection of the first
column of Table 1b, however, reveals that just slightly over a half
(53.52) of Title I students achieved at or below the 25th percentile
in basic skills, while nearly a third of Title I students (30.8%)
achieved above the 25th percentile and are not from poor/AFDC
families. This result suggests that it is possible, though may be
difiicult in practice, to improve on the procedures of Title I




implementation (with regard to both funds allocation and student
selection in Title I schools) so that it can better serve the intended
recipients.

The results based on the median definition of low-achievement are
similar, as shown in Tables 2a and 2b. Again, the group of poor/low-
achievers has the highest participation rate (36.4%) in Title I
programs, followed by Non-poor/low-achievers, and poor/regular-
achievers. Less than 4 percent (3.8%) of non-poor/regular-achievers
received Title I services. As the number of poor/low-achievers
increased substantially with the relaxation of the definition of
low-achievement, their participation rate decreased from 40.7% to
36.4%. On the other hand, Table 2b shows that the less stringent
definition of low-achievement gives a much more successful picture of
Title I targeting: a great majority of Title I students are regarded
as educationally needy under this definition (84.6% of Title I
students achieved at or below the 50th percentile rank). By
comparison, a smaller proportion (64.7%) of 'other CE only' students
scored below the median in basic skills.

Because achievement tests typically have low reliability for grade 1
and because students in grade 1 may not have attended kindzrgarten in
the same schools so that there is little information on their previous
achievement, it is difficult to accurately assess the success of Title
I in selecting low-achieving students in grade 1 to receive services.
To obtain a clearer picture on the success of Title I programs in
serving the intended recipients, we repeated the participation
analysis presented in Tables 1 and 2 for grades 2-6 (excluding grade
1). The results are shown in Table 3, where low-achievement is
defined as scoring at or below the 25th percentile and Table 4, where
low-achievement means scoring at or below the 50th percentile.

By excluding grade 1 in the analysis, we find a slight increase of
participation rate for low~achievers and a similar increase in percent
of Title I students who are low-achieving. However, the participation
patterns for the four groups of students by achievement and economic
status remains the same: (1) participation rate is highest for
poor/low-achievers and lowest for non-poor/regular-achievers; (2) more
than a half (56.4%) of Title I students achieved at or below the 25th
percentile in basic skills and about a third (31.5%) achieved between
the 26th and 50th percentile (in total, 87.9% of Title I students in
grade 2-6 achieved at or below the national median).

It 18 known that Title I provides services to more students in reading
than in math. In order to examine potential differences between Title
I reading and math programs, similar analyses of participation rates
are also performed separately for reading and math. In these
analyses, achievement level and CE participation are determined for
reading and math separately, on the basis of students' CTBS scores and
CE selection records for the respective suhject area. For these
analyses, we also employed an alternative definition of economic
status. In addition to the Title T poverty criteria used to define
'poor' in the preceding analysis, we may also define 'poor' solely on
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the basis of low family income. For this second definition of ‘poor',
students whcose family income was below the 1976 Orshansky poverty
cutoff are classified as 'poor'. Since the Title I poverty criteria
include the Orshansky poverty criterion as well as other criteria not
based on income (such as receipt of AFDC, and residence in foster
homes), there are more students classified as 'poor' under the Title I
poverty criteria than under the Orshansky poverty cutoff alone. (The
national estimates of the percentage of 'poor' elementary students
were 16.9Z based on the Orshansky poverty cutoff alone, and 20.9%
based on the Title I poverty criteria.)

Again, two definitions of low-achievement are examined: one considers
those scored at or below the 25th percentile as 'low-achieving', and
the second considers those scored at or below the 50th percentile as
‘low~achieving'. Because the achievement level of students in grade 1
cannot be reliably determined (due to low reliability of test scores
and lack of information on students who did not attend the same school
in the previous year), they are excluded in these separate znalyses.
That is, only students in grades 2 through 6 are included in these
additional analyses.

The results of these separate analyses are summarized in Tables 3c-3f
and 4c~4f for reading, and Tables 3g-~3j and 4g~4j for math. The
quartile definition of low-zchievement is used in Tables 3c~3j, while
the median definition of low-achievement is used in Tables 4c-4j.

As shown in SES Report #5 (see Table 1-7 on page 9), a majority of
students who received Title I services in reading also received Title
I services in math, and only a small proportion of students received
Title I services in math but not in reading. This result and the high
correlation between reading and math achievement suggest that the
participation rates in reading would be close to those obtained
earlier for basic skills (reading and math combined). However, the
participation rates in math would be considerably lower. Comparisons
of the corresponding tables for reading and math indicate that the
participation patterns for the four groups of students classified by
their economic status and achievement level are similar for the
reading and math Title I programs: highest for poor/low-achievers and
lowest for non-poor/regular-achievers, as in earlier results for basic
skills.

Noteworthy results from these additional analyses are: (1)
Nationally, 15.3% of grade 2-6 students received Title I services in
basic skills (reading and/or math), while 13.1% of grade 2~6 students
received Title I services in reading, and only 7,.5% received Title I
services in math. (The corresponding percentages for grade 1-6
students are 14.7% in basic skills, 12.8% in reading, and 7.2% in
math.) (2) For reading, 55.1% of Title I students in grade 2-6
achieved at or below the 25th percentile, while 88.87% of them achieved
at or below the 50th percentile, For math, the percentages are 50.7%
achieved at or below the 25th percentile and 81.0% achieved at or
below the 50th percentile. As in basic skills, there are
proportionally more Title I students who achieved at or below the 25th
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percentile than those who achieved between the 26th and 50th
percentile. (3) About 30% of grade 2-6 students who scored at or
below the 25th percentile in reading received Title i services in
reading, but only 15.8% of grade 2-6 students who scored at or below
the 25th percentile in math received Title I services in math. The
corresponding percentages for those scored at or below the 50th
percentile are 23.7% for reading and 12.7% for math. (4) 7.7% of
grade 2-6 students who scored above the 25th percentile in reading
received Title I reading services, and 4.9% of those who scored above
the 25th percentile in math received Title I math services (the
percentage is 8.8% for basic skills). The corresponding percentages
for those scored above the median are 2.9% for reading and 2.82 for
math (3.9% for basic skills). (5) From Tables 3c, 3e, 3g, and 31, it
can be derived that 46.4% of grade 2-6 students from families with
income below the Orshansky poverty cutoff achieved at or below the
25th percentile in reading. Additionally, 39.3% of grade 2-6 students
who may not be from low-income families but nevertheless meet the
Title I poverty criteria (receiving AFDC or lived in foster homes)
achieved sz or below the 25th percentile in reading. In math, the
corresponding percentages are 42.97% for those from families having
income below the Orshanky poverty cutoff and 37.2% for those who meet
Title I poverty criteria other than the low-income criterion.

In the earlier implementation of Title I, low-achievement was
frequently defined in terms of grade-equivalent scores rather than
percentile ranks. That is, students achieving one or more year below
their assigned grades were considered as low-achievers. This
definition identifies disproportionally more low-achizvers at the
upper grades than at the lower grades. However, in total, there would
be about a quarter of grade 2-6 students achieving at or below this
level. For the purpose of comparison, results from a previous
analysis based on the grade-equivalent definition of low-achievement
are reproduced in Table 5. It can be seen that the picture presente¢d
in Table 5 is similar to that in Table 3, but the participation rate
for poor/low-achievers is slightly smaller in Table (39.9% compared to
42.2% in Table 3). Further, 56.4 percent of Title I students achieved
at or below the 25th percentile, but only 47.4 percent of Title I
students achieved at levels that are one or more years below their
assigned grades. (Note that there are some small differences between
the data employed to compile Tables 3 and 5. The data for Table 3
were more thoroughly edited by checking on the consistency of
information from several data collection instruments and aided by
follow-up phone calls to school coordinators for clarification where
substantial discrepancies were found among various data scurces.
However, the differences exist primarily in receipt of other CE
services and therefore do not affect the results concerning
participation in Title I).

In summary, the resuits in Tables 1 through 5 suggest: (1) As the
program has intended, participation rate in Title I is highest for
poor/low-achievers and lowest for non-poor/regular-achievers
regardless of which of the three definitions of low-achievement is
used; and (2) The participation rate for poor/low-achievers decreases
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slightly as the cutoff for low-achievement is raised from the 25th
percentile to the 50th percentile. However, the relaxed definition of
low-achievement results in a large increase of the percent of Title I
students who are low-achieving. In practice, the percent of Title I
students who are low-achievers is frequently cited to attest the
success in Title I targeting. Because this targeting index is largely
dependent on the definition of low-achievement, it should be
interpreted by considering also the participation rate of
low-achievers.

Other findings from Tables 1 and 2 that may be of policy interest are
summarized below. These results are used to aid in the formulation of
further analyses on the pattern of Title I participation by schools
and by grades. Note that all of these results are for school year
1976-77.

(1) It is estimated that 31.87 of ¢ lementary students (grades 1-6)
who achieved at or below the z :h percentile in basic skills
received Title I services, but only 25.4% of those who achieved
at or below the 50th percentile received Title I services. This
implies that the participation rate for those achieving between
the 26th and 50th percentile is lower than that for those between
the 1st and 25th percentile. In addition, 16.67% of those
achieving at or below the 25th percentile received assistance
from non-Title I funds alone, making a total of about half
(48.4%) of those achieving at the bottom quarter having received
some form of compensatory services. Of those achieving at or
below the S50th percentile, 14.8% received non-Title I
compensatory services, for a tctal of 40.27 receiving any CE
services.

(2) 9.1 percent of grade 1-6 students who achieved above the 25th
percentile participated in Title I; and 4.57% of those achieved
above the 50th percentile participated in Title I.

(3) Of the Titie I students in grade 1-6, 53.5% achieved at or below
the 25th percentile, while 84.6 percent achieved at or below the
50th percentile. This indicates that 31.1 percent of the Title I
students achieved between the 26th and 50th percentile.

(4) Of the Title I students in grade 1-6, 41.5 percent meet the
poverty criteria for Title I funds allocation, while only 20.87%
of all elementary students in public schools meet the same
poverty criteria. Thus there are proportionally more poverty
students in Title I programs than generally found in public
elementary schools.

(5) Disregarding achievement and economic status, 14.7 percent of
grade 1-6 students in public schools participated in Title I
programs. An additional 11.3 percent received CE services that
were entirely funded by non-Title I money. In total, about 26
percent of elementary students received some CE assistance. Note
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that the estimate for Title I participants has not changed from
previous reports (e.g., SES Report #2), but the estimate for
'Other CE Only' participants has increased slightly (from 9.97 as
obtained in SES Report #2 to the present estimate of 11.37%7). The
data editing against other information sources affects primarily
the students participated in non-Title I programs. The objective
and target population of these programs were generally less
specific and less clearly stated, making identification of
program participants more difficult,

Does Percentage of Title I Students Who Are Poor Vary With Schools?

As Federal allocation of Title I funds (and to a large extent also
district allocations to schools) was based on economic criteria, it is
of interest to examine the proportion of Title I students whose family
economic status met the Title T poverty criteria. However, within
schools the emphasis of Title I is to provide compensatory services to
low-achieving students and economic status, though may be considered,
is seldom a direct selection criterion for Title I services. In light
of this student selection policy and the moderate relationship between
achievement level and economic status, the percentage of Title I
students who are poor/AFDC within a school need not be always high.
Indeed the proportion of Title I students who are poor may primarily
reflect the poverty within the school.

Since accurate information on student poverty level is only available
for the Participation Substudy sample, this sample is employed in the
present analysis. Therefore the small sample sizes in many of the
schools can be expected to produce large estimation errors.

Because nationally, 20.8% of all grade 1-6 students and 41.57 of Title
I students are classified as poor/AFDC, we divided the school
percentage of Title I students who were poor into five categories:
0-20%, 21-40%, 41-60%, 61-80% and 81-100%Z. The numbers of Title I
schools in each of these five categories are tabulated in Table 6a.
This result allows us to see what proportion of Title I schools have
higher concentrations of poor students in their Title I programs than
the national projection (which is obtained disregarding school
boundaries).

It is found that approximately two-third of the Title I schools have a
percentage below the national projection. The distribution of this
percentage across Title I schools is positively skewed: only a few
has very high percentages of Title I stucdents who are poor (8 of the
156 Title I schools has more than 807%).

As commented earlier, small sample size in the schools means that data
are available only for a small number of Title I students and sampling
error may be large. Of the 156 Title I schools, about half (85
schools) have less than 10 Title I students included in the sample. A
crosstab of the number of Title I students by the percentage of Title
I students who are poor suggests that schools having a small sample of
Title I students tend to have a smaller percentage of them who are
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poor. Table 6b tabulates the number of Title I schools that have
various percentages of Title I students who are poor for the 71
schools that have 10 or more Title I students in the sample. (It is
important to note that the number of Title I students in the sample
need not be proportional to the total number of Title I students in
the school, because sample selection for the study was taken
disregarding information on Title I participants, and not necessarily
in proportion with the school enrollment).

Comparison of Table 6a and 6b shows that two-thirds of the Title T
schools for which the estimated percentage of Title I students who are
poor is lower than the national estimate of percentage of poor
students (those in the category of 0-207%) and half of the schools
having the percentage higher than the national estimate but lower
than the national projection of the percentage of Title I students who
are poor (those in the category of 21-40%) indeed have less than 10
Title I students in the sample to provide the basis for the
estimation. Due to this problem of limited sample sizes,
interpretation of Table 6 should be made with great caution.

To facilitate the visual inspection, the results in Tables 6a and 6b
are also graphically presented in Figures la and 1b, respectively.

Does Percentage of Title T Students Who Are Low-Achievers Vary By
Schools and Grades?

Because of the emphasis on serving low-achieving students within each
school the variations of percentage of Title I students who are
low-achievers across grades and schools are of primary interest. As
explained earlier in Question 1, this percentage is very sensitive to
the change of the definition for low-achievement. However, the
pattern of variations across schools and grades may remain similar.

As only data on achievement level and Title I participation are
required for this analysis, all students attending the 156 Title I
schools in the First-year SES representative sample are included in
the calculation of the percentages. Thus unlike in Question 2, the
percentages are not estimated from a sample of the students and
therefore are not subject to estimation errors (except some errors may
be introduced as a result of missing data for some students, but such
errors are expected to be small).

Because the two definiticns of low-achievement stipulates that there
would be 25% and 507, respectively, of all elementary students falling
into the low-achiever group, we divided the percentage of Title I
students who are low-achieving into four categories as 0-25%, 26-507,
51-75% and 76-100%. These conveniently formed categories also have
boundaries close to national projections of percent of Title I
students who are low-achieving (for example, it was projected that
under the quartile definition for low-achievement, 53.6% of Title I
students would be considered low=-achievers).
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The percentage of Title I students who are low-achievers is obtained
separately for each grade and for the six grades combined for each of
the 156 Title I schools. The numbers of Title I schools that have
various percentages of Title I students who are low-achieving are
tabulated in Table 7 by grades and then for the six grades combined.
Note that because schools vary in the grades they operated and also in
the grades for which they provided Title I services, the total number
of schools in the table differs by grades.

Inspection of Table 7a shows that under the quartile definition for
low-achievement, the distribution of Title I schools with respect to
this percentage is similar among the grades except for grade 1. For
grade 1, the distribution is positively skewed, having few schools
that have high percentage of Title I students who achieved at or below
the 25th percentile. This difference between grade 1 and other grades
can again be attributed to the unreliability of student achievement
scores at this grade level and the lack of information on previous
achievement to provide a basis for selection into Title I programs.

Overall, it can be seen that with the exception of grades 1 and 4,
more than g half of the Title I schools have the percentage higher
than the national projection. Further, more than two-thirds of the
schools have the percentage above what would be expected for the
general population of elementary students (25%7). These data suggest
that Title I was quite successful in directing its services primarily
to low-achieving students within the school.

Not surprisingly, when the median definition for low-achievement is
used, the distribution becomes notably negatively skewed (see Table
7b). With the exception of grade 1, an overwhelming majority of the
schools fall into the highest category. It is clear that within the
school, Title I services are consistently provided to those achieving
below the nation's median.

As discussed earlier in this report, a complete picture of the success
in Title I targeting requires considerations of the percentage of
Title I students who are low-achieving as well as the participation
rate of low-achievers. A successful targeting of Title I program
would be serving only those who are in need and serving as many of
those in need as funds permit.

Specifically, the number of students to be served in the school would
depend on the funding level and the number of students in need. There
can be a trade-off between the number of students servad and the
intensity of services. To strive for a balance, some schools may
choose to serve only part of their low--achievers. For these schools,
it would be effective targeting if nearly all Title I students are
low-achievers even though the participation rate for low-achievers may
not be as high as desired. On the other hand, some schools may choose
to serve as many students as possible. These schools would be doing
well if the participation rate for low-achievers is high and the
percent of Title I students who are low-achievers is also high.
However, if by serving a large number of students, the school simply
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extends the services to many students disregarding educational need,
then we would not consider the targeting effective. In such a case,
we would find that although the participation rate for low-achievers
is high, they do not constitute a large portion of Title I students
(i.e., many who are not low-achievers would also be enrolled in the
program). In another situation, schools may indeed be doing a very
ineffective targeting by having a substantial number of those who are
not low-achievers enrolled in the program while leaving out many low-
achievers.

In the case where targeting is effective but participation rate for
low~achievers is not very high, more funds may be required or the
gservice intensity may have to be reduced in order to increase the
participation rate for those who need the services, On the other
hand, 1f participation rate for low-achievers is high but they
constitute only a fraction of the Title I students, the school would
need to improve on targeting by screening out those who are not in
need so that more services can be provided to those in need.

To provide some information for such policy considerations, we
dichotomized the percentages of Title I students who are low-achievers
into low and high categories at a value near the national projection
(i.e., 50%Z under the quartile definition when national projection of
this percentage is 53,57 and 807 under the median definition when
national projection is 84.6%). Similarly, the participation rates for
low~achievers are dichotomized into low and high categories (using 30%
as cutoff under the quartile definition when national projection of
this participation rate is 31.8%, and 25% under the median definition
when the national projection is 25.4%). The two dichotomies are
crossed to form four categories of index for Title I targeting.

Tables 8a and 8b tabulate the schools by these 4 categories of
targeting index for each grade and also for the six grades combined.
In Table 8a, low-achievement is defined as scoring at or below the
25th percentile. 1In Table 8b, low~achievement is defined as scoring
at or below the 50th percentile.

Examination of these two tables reveals that the schools with small
percentages of Title I students who are low~achievers tend to have a
high participation rate for low~achievers (they are in the Low A/ High
B category as labeled in the Table). This suggests that these schools
spread the services to those less in need at the expense of a possible
reduction in services for those who are in greater need. Another
group of schools (those labeled as High A/Low B category) appear to
aim at providing more services to the participants at the expense of
serving fewer of those in need. There are not as many schools in this
group as in the 'Low A/High B' group just discussed.

Except for grade 1, where it ig difficult to evaluate the targeting
effectiveness employing - common standardized achievement test to
classify the achievement level of students, relatively few schools are
considered as being very ineffective in targeting their Title I
services (in the 'Low A/Low B' category).
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The results presented in Tables 7a and 7b are also shown via barcharts
in Figure 2al through 2a6 by grades and in Figure 2b for the six
grades combined. Likewise, the results in Tables 8a and 8b are shown
via barcharts in Figure 3al through 3a6 and in Figure 3b,
respectively. In all cases, the results under the two definitions of
low-achievement exhibit similar patterns.

What Are the Characteristics of Title T Schools That Enrolled High
Percentages of Regular Achievers in Title I Programs?

To determine if schools that enrolled high percentages of regular
achievers (mistargeting Title I services) are systematically different
from other Title I schools, we examined several school characteristics
that are thought to be closely related to Title I programs. These
school characteristics were derived from data on their students as
well as from questionnaire responses by school principels and
teachers.

The characteristics examined sre: (1) minority concentration in the
school. Two estimates of this concentration were available, one was
calculated based on teacher's record on the Student Background
Checklist (SBC) during the 1976-77 SES data collection year, and the
other was based on the principal's report in the 1975 survey for
planning of the SES study. The two estimates are labeled as '% non-
vhite' and 'principal's estimate', respectively. The correlation
between these two variables is .98. (2) Poverty concentration. Three
indices for this concentration were available. In the 1975 principal
survey, principals reported their estimates either for the percent of
students who met Title I eligibility (poverty) criteria or percent of
students participating in Free-lunch programs. The latter is more
readily available and is highly correlated with the number of students
from lcw-income families. Since some principal reported both
estimates and some only one of them, we decided to take the larger of
the two estimates when both were provided. This index 13 labeled as
'principal's estimate'. The second is based on the teacher's report
for each student on the SBC concerning his/her participation in Free-
or Reduced-Priced lunch programs and is labeled as 'Z% Free-lunch'.

The third is the most direct information available but is based on
information on a sample (sometimes small) of students in the schools.
The percentage of students in the sample whose family economic
condition met the poverty criteria employed in the Federal Title I
allocation formula is used as the index and is labeled as '% poor/
AFDC'. The intercorrelations of these indices are .78 between
principal's estimate and % poor/AFDC, .84 between % Free-lunch and %
poor /AFDC, and .87 between principal’'s estimate and % Free-lunch.
Since the income criteria for participation in Free-lunch programs is
generally looser than for Title I funds allocation, % Free-lunch tends
to be larger than % poor/AFDC for a given school. Multiple indicators
are used here in order to check the consistency of the results. (3)
Concentration of low-achievers. Percentages of students who scored at
or below the 25th and who scored at or below the 50th percentiles in
basic skills are obtained for each school and used for the respective
definition of low-achievement in the present analysis. (4) Student
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nobility rate. This is the sum of the proportions of students moved
to and from the schools during the school year as reported by the
school principal in 1976. It was thought that instability of student
body may affect the school's ability to accurately determine the
student's achievement level for Title I selecticn., (5)
Parent/community involvement in school programs. This is a composite
incex based on the school principal’s and teachers' descriptions of
the involvement by the parents and community members in the school's
regular as well as Title I programs. This variable appears to contain
largely noise and therefore does not differ much among schools. (6)
School size. This is the total enrollment in grade 1-6 as available
in the SES school records. (7) Title I program size. This is the
count of students in grade 1-6 who received Title 1 services in
reading cr math or both during the school year 1976-77. Schools that
have more Title I students are expected to have more resources to
operate the program formally and adhere more closely to the
regulations. (8) Use of teacher recommendation in CE selection.
Teachers generally have very good information on student's educational
need and their judgment can often complement the achievement test
scores in correctly identifying low~achieving students for Title I
assistance.

Additionally, the geographical locations of the schools are also
examined to see if there are systematic regional differences in
student selection for Title I services.

The percentage of regular achievers enrolled in Title I programs is
obtained as en average over the grades for which there were Title 1
services in the school. Thus if a school did not provide Title I
services in certain grades, their regular achievers would not
contribute to the denominator for calculating this percentage. The
national projection for this percentage tends to be deceptively low
because it includes regular achievers from schools and grades that did
not have Title I services in the calculation for the percentage.

Title I schools are divided into four groups in terms of this
percentage: 0-5%, 6-10%, 11-20%, and 21-100%. The category
boundaries were chosen based on the national proiection of this
percentage and relevant information reported in earliest SES reports
(#5 and #13). The national projections are 9.1% and 4.5% for the
quartile and median definitions of low-achievement, respectively.
Previous analysis suggested that differences in school characteristics
are observed primarily between the schools having less than 20% and
those having more than 20% of regular achievers enrolled in Title I.

The four groups of Title I schools are compared with respect to the
aforementioned school characteristics. The purpose of this analysis
is to find out what school characteristics are syst:amatically
associated with tendency to extend services to those who are not
low-achieving. If there are systematic differences between schools
with low and high mistargeting rates, policies may be proposed to aid
in reducing mistargeting in future program implementations.




The results for the seven school characteristics that are measured on
a continuous scale are summarized in Table 9 (9a using the quartile
definition for low-achievement and 9b using the median definition).
The results are similar for the two definitions of low-achievement.

It can be seen from these tables that the major differences lie in
that schools with more than 20% of their regular achievers enrolled in
Title I, on the average, have higher minority concentration, higher
poverty concentration, larger percentage of low-achievers, and larger
Title I programs. This result appears counter-intuitive because these
are the very schools that Title I intended to serve and would be
expected to have effective selection procedures. A closer look
reveals that this finding is largely a reflection that these schools
also tend to select more students into the Title I programs and
therefore may be expected to also serve proportionally more regular
achievers due to selection errors caused by the imperfect correlation
between achievement levels determined by the schools and by the CTBS
scores. Furthermore, if a school has a relatively smaller number of
regular achievers, a few mistargeted cases can show up as a high
percentage of mistargeting. For this reason, we seek to clarify the
finding in Table 9 by dividing the schools into four categories of
mistargeting index.

Following a similar line of reasoning presented in Question 3, we form
two dichotomies of the schools: one based on the percentage of
regular achievers enrolled in Title I (labeled as index 'A') and one
based on the percentage of Title 1 students who are not low-achievers
(labeled as index 'B'). Each dichotomy employs a cutofi as determined
by the national projection of the respective index. Under the
quartile definition of low-achievement, Index A is dichotomized at 10%
(rounded from 9.1%) and Index B is dichotomized at 457 (rounded from
46.5%). For the median definition, Index A is dichotomized at 5%
(rounded from 4.5%) and Index B is dichotomized at 15% (rounded from
14.5%).

The comparisons of school characteristics for the resulting four
categories of Title I schools are summarized in Table 10. From the
third column of this table ('High A/Low B' category), it is clear that
it is the schools that have high percentage of regular achievers in
Title I programs but low percentag~ ~f Title I students who are
regular achievers that exhibit the typical characteristics of schools
that are the target of Title I programs. For these schools, more
students are enrolled in Title 1 and more regular achievers are
expected to be also selected as a result of selection errors. Because
there would also be relatively smaller number of regular achievers in
these schools, the index A may tend to be exaggerated. This explains
the apparent paradox found in Table 9. The high correlation between
percentage of students selected for Title I and percentage of regular
achievers enrolled in Title I (.85 with the quartile definition and
.73 with the median definition) supports this explanation.
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On the other hiand, the schools in the "High A/High B' category tend to
have large number of regular achievers and small number of Title I
students so that each false selection (regular achievers being
enrolled in Title I) would account only for a small fraction of
regular achievers. Thus 1f there is 2 high percentage of regular
achievers in Title I (High A), they will represent a larger proportion
of Title I students (High B).

Similar comparisons of school characteristics are also made based on
separate mistargeting categories for reading and math programs. In
these separate analyses, we have made some modifications by dropping
the school characteristics that do not appear to differ among schools
with different degree of mistargeting in Title I services, and adding
other characteristics that may shed new light on the differences among
these schools. The new variables included in these separate analyses
(but not in the preceding analysis for basic skill program) are: (1)
Number of students in the school who scored at or below the 25th
percentile, number who scored between the 26th and 50th percentile,
and number who scored above the 50th percentile. (2) Numbers of Title
I students who scored at or below the 25th percentile, who scored
between the 26th and 50th percentile, and who scored above the 50th
percentile. (3) Percent of students from families with income below
the 1976 Orshansky cutoff.

The mistargeting index 'A' is defined separately for reading and math
on the basis of the schecol's percentage of regular achievers (scored
above the 25th percentile) who received Title I services in the
respective subject area. Index 'B' 1s also separately defined for
reading and math on the basis of percentage of Title I students who
scored above the 25th percentile in the respective subject area. For
reading, index 'A' is dichotomized at 10% and index'B' is dichotomized
at 45% with reference to national projections. For math, index 'A' 1is
also dichotomized at 10% (substantially greater than national
projection of 4.9%, because this national figure is deceptively low as
many schools did not provide Title I services in math), and index 'B'
is dichotomized at 50%.

The results for these separate analyses are summarized in Table 10c
for the reading program and in Tabie 10d for the math program. The
findings are similar to that obtained in the earlier analysis for the
combined basic skills program. Schools having a high percentage of
regular achievers (above the 25th per- .atile) in Title I reading/math
programs but a low percentage of Title I students who are regular
achievers clearly exhibit the typical characteristics of schools that
are the target of Title I programs. From these tables, it may be seen
that schools in this category (High A/Low B) also have a much larger
number of Title I students who scored at or below the 25th percentile,
while both schools in the two 'High A' categories also have a
considerably larger number of Title I students who scored between the
26th and 50th percentile. Although less pronounced, schools in the
'High A' categories also have more Title I students who scored above
the median. This finding is again primarily a reflection of selection
error (more students who are low-achieving are served and at the same
time a few regular students are also served).
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Table 11 presents the comparisons among the four groups of Title I
schools formed in terms of percentage of regular achievers enrolled in
Title T with respect to their use of teacher recommendation in CE
selection. Table 12 presents the same comparisons among the four
categories of Title I schools formed by crossing the two dichotomies
of mistargeting indices. Both tables reveal a similar relationship
between use of teacher recommendation in CE selection and the tendency
to mistarget Title I services. It suggests that schools using teacher
recommendation to aid in the student selection tend to do better in
minimizing false selection. This finding can be attributed to the
contribution of teacher's knowledge on the student's achievement to
accurate determination of achievement level. Under the median
definition of low-achievement, this relationship is no longer clear
presumably because with this definition the accuracy of the
achievement classification is sufficiently high and teacher's
knowledge does not add to the improvement in accuracy.

Finally, the relationship between mistargeting and geographic regions
is examined in Tables 13 and 14 for the two different groupings of
Title I schools. Partially due to the small number of Title I schools
in each of the 10 regions, no systematic association between school's
geographic location and their tendency for false selection in Title I
can be discerned from the tables.
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Table 1. National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Who received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 School Year, by Econowmic and Achievement Status

Table la. Based on Basic skill Total and Quartile Defimition
(Grade 1-6, Low-Achieving = At or Below 25th Percentile)

Economic and Achievement Status

Selection Poor/ Non-poor/ Poor/ Non-poor/
for CE Low-achiever Low-Achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 40.7% 26.4% 20.2% 7.1%
TI+Other (760K) (817K) (461K) (905K)
Other CE 16.5% 16.7% 11,2% 9.2%
Only (308K) (515K) (256K) (1,175K)
NO CE in 36.8% 44,6% 62.3% 71.67%
CE Sch. (688K) (1,381K) (1,423K) (9,137K)
NO CE in 6.0% 12.4% 6.4% 12.1%
Non-CE Sch. (112K) (383K) (145K) (1,543K)
Total 100.0% 100.1% 100.1% 100.0%
(1,868K) (3,096K) (2,285K) (12,760K)

Table 1b (Grade 1-6, Low-Achieving = At or Below 25th Percentile)

Selection for CE Services

Economic and Title I/ Other CE NO CE in NO CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch. NON-CE Sch.

Poor/ 25.8% 13.7% 5.4% 5.1%
Low-Achiever (760K) (308K) (688K) (112K)
Non-Poor/ 27.7% 22.9% 10.9% 17.5%
Low-Achiever (817K) (515K) (1,381K) (383K)
Poor/ 15.7% 11,.3% 11.3% 6.7%
Regular (461K) (256K) (1,423K) (145K)
NOD"POOI‘/ 3008% 52.1% 72042 7007%
Regular (905K) (1,175K) (9,137K) (1,543K)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(2,943K) (2,254K) (12,629K) (2,183K)
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Table 2. National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Who received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 2a.

Based on Basic skill Total and Median Definition

(Grade 1-6, Low-Achieving = At or Below 50th Percentile)

Economic and Achievement Status

Selection Poor/ Non-poor/ Poor/ Non=-poor/
for CE Low=-achiever Low-Achiever Regular Regular
Title 1/ 36.4% 20.4% 10.0% 3.8%
TI+Other (1,112K) (1,378K) (111K) (345K)
Other CE 15.2% 14.7% 9.1% 7.6%
Only (462K) (996K) (100K) (694K)
CE Sch, (1,296K) (3,556K) (813K) (6,960K)
NO CE in 5.9% 12,3% 7.1% 12,0%
Non-CE Sch. (179K) (835K) (78K) (1,090K)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(3,049K) (6,765K) (1,102K) (9,089%)

Table 2b (Grade 1-6, Low-Achieving = At or Below 50th Percentile)

Selection for CE Services

Economic and Title 1/ Other CE NO CE in NO CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch. NORN~CE Sch.
Poor/ 37.8% 20.5% 10.3% 8.2%
Low-Achiever (1,112K) (462K) (1,296K) (179K)
Non-Poor/ 46.8% 44,2% 28.2% 38.3%
Low-Achiever (1,378K) (996K) (3,556K) (835K)
Poor/ 3.8% 4.4% 6.4% 3.6%
Regular (111x) (100K) (813K) (78K)
Non-Poor/ 11.7% 30.8% 55.1% 49.9%
Regular (345K) (694K) (6,960K) (1,090K)
Total 100.1% 99.9% 100.0% 100.0%
(2,946K) (2,252r) (12,625K) (2,182K)
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Table 3. National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Who received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 Schoo) Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 3a. Based on Basic skill Total and Quartile Definition
(Grade 2-6, Low-Achieving = At or Below 25th Percentile)

Economic and Achievement Status

Selection Poor/ Non=-poor/ Poor/ Non-poor/
for CE Low-achiever Low-Achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 42.2% 30.4% 18.9% 7.1%
TI+Other (673K) (739K) (344K) (745K)
Other CE 16.1% 18.1% 10.7% 8.8%
Only (257K) (439%) (194K) (929K)
NO CE in 35.6% 38.7% 63.8% 71.4%
CE Sch. (567K) (939K) (1,162K) (7,509K)
NO CE in 6.1% 12.87% 6.7% 12.7%
Non-CE Sch. (96K) (310K) (121K) (1,339%)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0%
(1,593K) (2,427K) (1,821K) (10,522K)

Table 3b (Grade 2-6, Low-Achieving = At or Below 25th Percentile)

Selection for CE Services

Economic and Title I/ Other CE NO CE in NO CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch. NON-CE Sch.
Poor/ 26.9% 14.2% 5.6% 5.2%
Low-Achiever (673K) (257K) (567K) (96K)
Non-Poor/ 29.5% 24.2% 9,2% 16.6%
Low-Achiever (739K) (439K) (939K) (310K)
Poor/ 13.8% 10.7% 11.4% 6.5%
Regular (344K) (194K) (1,162K) (121K)
Non-Poor/ 29.8% 51.,0% 73.8% 71.7%
Regular (745K) (929K) (7,509K) (1,339K)
Total 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0%

(2,501K) (1,819K) (10,177K) (1,866K)
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Table 3. National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Who Received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 3c. Based on Reading Achievement and CE Status (Grade 2-6)
Poor: Family Income at or Below the 1976 Orshansky Poverty Cutoff
Low-Achieving: Scored At or Below the 25th Percentile

Economic and Reading Achievement Status

Selection
for CE in Poor/ Non=Poor/ Poor/ Non--Poor/
Reading Low—Achiever Low=achiever Regular Regular
Title X/ 37.6% 26.3% 16, 8% 6.5%
TI+Other (434K) (696K) (250K) (711K)
Other CE 16 .6% 18.3% 9.9% 8.1%
Only (214K) (483K) (148K) {885K)
No CE in 39.6% 43,2% 66.3% 73.0%
CE Sch. (511X) (1,141K) (987K) (7,987K)
NO CE in 6.3% 12,2% 6.9% 12.5%
Non-CE Sch. (81K) (322K) (103K) (1,364K)
Total 100.1% 100.0% 99.9% 100.1%

(1,290K) (2,642K) (1,488K) (10,947K)

Table 3d. (Grade 2-6, 25th Percentile, and Orshansky Poverty Cutoff)

Selection for Reading CE Services

Economic and Reading Title I/ Other CE No CE in No CE in
Achievement Status TI+0ther Only CE Sch, Non-CE Sch.
Poor/ 22.6% 12.4% 4,8% 4.3%
Low~Achiever (484X) (214K) (511K) (81K)
Mon~Poor/ 32.5% 27.9% 10.7% 17.2%
Low~Achiever (696K) (483X) (1,141K) (322K)
Poor/ 11.7% 8.5% 9.3% 5.5%
Regular (250K) (148K) (987K) (103K)
Non~Poor/ 33.2% 51.2% 75.2% 73.0%
Regular (711K) (885K) (7,987K) (1,364K)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(2,141K) (1,730K) (10,626K) (1,870K)
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Table 3. National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Yho Received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 3e. Based on Reading Achievement and CE Status (Grade 2-6)
Poor: Meeting the Poverty Criteria Used for Allocating TI Funds
Low-Achieving: Scored At or Below the 25th Percentile

Economic and Reading Achievement Status

Selection
for CB in Poor/ Non-Poor/ Poor/ Non—-Poor/
Reading Low—Achiever Low-achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 36.6% 25.71% 16.2% 6.2%
TI+Other (565K) (618K) (304K) (657K)
Other CE 17.0% 18.3% 10.5% 7.9%
Only (263K) (439K) (195K) (838K)
No CE in 40.5% 43.1% 66 .6% 73.1%
CE Sch. (624K) (1,035K) (1,251K) (7,707K)
NO CE in 5.9% 12.9% 6.7% 12.7%
Non-CE Sch. (91K) (309K) (126K) (1,338K)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9%

(1,543K) (2,401K) (1,879K) (10,540K)

Table 3f. (Grade 2-6, 25th Percentile, and Title I Poverty Criteria)

Selection for Reading CE Services

Economic and Reading Title I/ Other CE No CE in Mo CE in
Achievement Status  TI+Other Only CE Sch. Non-CE Sch,
Poor/ 26.4% 15.1% 5.9% 4.9%
Low-Achiever (565K) (263K) (624K) {91K)
Non-Poor/ 28.8% 25.3% 9.7% 16.6%
Low-Achiever (618K) (439K) (1,035K) (309K)
Poor/ 14.2% 11.3% 11.8% 6.8%
Regular (304K) (198K) (1,251K) (126K)
Non-Poor/ 30.6% 48.2% 72.6% 71.7%
Regular (657K) (838K) (7,707K) (1,338K)
Total 100.0% 99.9% 100.0% 100.0%
(2,144K) (1,738K) (10,617K) (1,864K)
F-26




Y

Table 3. National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Who Received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 3g. Based on Math Achievement and CE Status (Grade 2-6)
Poor: Family Income at or Below the 1976 Orshansky Poverty Cutoff
Low-Achieving: Scored At or Below the 25th Percentile

Economic and Math Achievemant Status

Selection
for CE in Poor/ Non~Poor/ Poor/ Non-Poor/
Math Low—Achiever Low-achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 25.1% 11.8% 11,99 3.9%
TI+Other (299K) (327K) (189K) (419K)
Other CE 13.6% 13.5% 10.5% 7.2%
Only (162X) (37:K) (16 7K) (780K)
No CE in 55.1% 62.7% 70.7% 76.4%
CE Sch, (657K) (1,738K) (1,123K) (8,259K)
NO CE in 6.2% 12.0% 6.9% 12.5%
Non-CE Sch. (74K) (334K) (110K) (1,353K)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(1,192K) (2,774K) (1,589K) (10, 811K)

Table 3h. (Grade 2-6, 25th Percentile, and Orshansky Poverty Cutoff)

Selection for Math CE Services

Economic and Math Title I/ Other CE No CE in No CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch. Non—-CE Sch,
Low~Achiever (299%) (162K) (657K) (74K)
Non~Poor/ 26.5% 25.3% 14.8% 17.9%
Low—=Achiever (327K) (375K) (1,738K) (334K)
Poor/ 15.3% 11,.3% 9,.5% 5.9%
Regular (189K) (167K) (1,123K) (110K)
Non-Poor/ 34,0% 52.6% 70.1% 72.3%
Regular (419K) (780K) (8,259K) (1,353K)
Total 100,0% 100,1% 100,0% 100,1%
(1,234K) (1,484K) (11,777K) (1,871K)
F-27




Table 3.

National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Who Received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 3i. Based on Math Achievement and CE Status (Grade 2-6)
Poor: Meeting the Poverty Criteria Used for Allocating TI Funds
Low-Achieving: Scored At or Below the 25th Percentile

Economic and Math Achievement Status

LNy B e, —_,—,—,— X @ @ /& ™ /™

Selection

for CE in Poor/ Mon-Poor/ Poor/ Non-Poor/
Math Low—-Achiever Low—-achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 23,3% 11.4% 11.4% 3,7%
TI+Other (334K) (291K) (227K) (384K)
Other CE 14,3% 13.5% 10,2% 7.2%
Oniy (206K) (336X) (203K) (744%)
No CE in 56.3% 62.7% 71.8% 76.,4%
CE Sch. (805K) (1,598K) (1,430X) (7,941K)
NO CE in 6.0% 12.7% 6.6% 12,7%
Non-CE Sch. (86K) (323K) (132K) (1,325K)
Total 99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

(1,431X) (2,548K) (1,992K) (10,394K)

Table 3j. (Grade 2-6, 25th Percentile, and Title I Poverty Criteria)

Selection for Math CE Services

Economic and Math Title I/ Other CE No CE in No CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch. Non-CE Sch.
Poor/ 27.0% 13.8% 6.8% 4,6%
Low-Achiever (334K) (206K) (805K) (86K)
Non-Poor/ 23.6% 22.6% 13,.6% 17.3%
Low-Achiever (291K) (336K) (1,598K) (323%)
Poor/ 18.4% 13.7% 12.1% 7.1%
Regular (227K) (203K) (1,430K) (132K)
Non-Poor/ 31.0% 50.0% 67.4% 71.0%
Regular (384K) (744K) (7,941K) (1,325K)
Total 100.0% 100.1% 99,9% 100, 0%
(1,236K) (1,489K) (11,774K) (1,866K)
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Table 4. National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Who received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 school Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 4a. Based on Basic skill Total and Median Definition
(Grade 2-6, Low-Achieving = At or Below 50th Percentile)

Economic and Achievement Status

Selection Poor/ Non-poor/ Poor/ Non-poor/
for CE Low~achiever Low-Achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 37.3% 22,2% 6.62 3.6%
TI+Other (963K) (1,211K) (54K) (273K)
Other CE 14.7% 15.0% 8.7% 7.42
Only (380K) (816K) (73K) (553K)
NO CE in 42,2% 49.8% 76.7% 76.5%
CE Sch. (1,089K) (2,712K) (640K) (5,737K)
NO CE in 5.92 13.0% 8.0% 12,5%
Non-CE Sch., (152K) (710K) (67K) (939K)
Total 100.1% 100.0% 100.02 100,02
(2,584K) (5,449K) (834K) (7,502K)

Table 4b (Grade 2-6, Low-Achieving = At or Below 50th Percentile)

. Selection for CE Services

Economic and Title I/ Other CE NO CE in NO CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch. NOR-CE Sch.

Poor/ 38.5% 20,8% 10.7% 8.1%
Low-Achiever (963K) (380K) (1,089K) (152K)
Non-Poor/ 48,4% 44,8% 26.6% 38.0%
Low-Achiever (1,211K) (816K) (2,712K) (710K)
Poor/ 2.2% 4.0% 6.3% 3.6%
Regular (54K) (73k) (640K) (67K)
Non-Poor/ 10.9% 30,.3% ) 56.4% 50.3%
Regular (273K) (553K) (5,737K) (939K)
Total 100,0% 99,92 100.0% 100.0%

(2,501K) (1,822K) (10,178K) (1,868K)
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Table 4. National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Who Received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 4c. Based on Readipg Achievement and CE Status (Grade 2-6)
Poor: Family Income at or Below the 1976 Orshansky Poverty Cutoff
Low-Achieving: Scored At or Below the SOth Percentile

Economic and Reading Achievement Status

Selection
for CE ia Poor/ Non-Poox/ Poor/ Non-Poor/
Reading Low—-Achiever Low-achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 32.7% 20,4% 4.9% 2.7%
TI+Othor (704K) (1,195K) (30K) (210K)
Other CE 14.4% 14,95 8.1% 6.3%
Only (311K) (877K) (50K) (490K)
No CE in 46,7% 52.3% 78.8% 78.5%
CE Sch. (1,004K) (3,072K) (492K) (6,057K)
NO CE in 6.2% 12.4% 8.2% 12.4%
Non-CE Sch. (132K) (727K) (52K) {959K)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 99.9%
(2,151X%) (5,871K) (624K) (7,716X)

Table 4d. (Grade 2-6, 50th Percentile, and Orshansky Poverty Cutoff)

Selection for Reading CE Services

Economic and Reading Title I/ Other CE No CE in No CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch, Non-CE Sch.
Poor/ 32.9% 18.0% 9.5% 7.1%
Low-Achiever (704K) (311K) (1,004K) (132K)
Non-Poor/ 55.9% 50.8% 28.9% 38.9%
Low-Achiever (1,195K) (877K) (3,072K) (727X)
Poor/ 1.4% 2.9% 4,.6% 2.8%
Reguiar (301X) (50K) (492X) (52K)
Non—-Poor/ 9.8% 28.3% 57.0% 51.3%
Regular (210K) (490K) (6,057K) (959K)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.1%
(2,139K) {1,728K) (10,625K) (1,872%)
F-30



Table 4. National Projections of Percent of Elementary S:iudeuts
Who Received Title I or Other Compensatory Survices in
1976-77 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 4e. Based on Reading Achievement and CE Status (Grade 2-6)
Poor: Meeting the Poverty Criteria Used for Allocating TI Funds
Low-Achieving: Scored At or Below the 50th Percentile

Economic and Reading Achievement Status

Selection
for CE in Poor/ Non-Poor/ Poor/ Non-Poor/
Reading Low—Achiever Low-achiever Regular Regular
Title 1/ 31.8% 19.8% 5.4% 2,6%
TI+Other (824K) (1,079K) (45K) (196K)
Other CE 15.1% 14,8% 8.3% 6.3%
Only (391K) (805K) (68K) (471K)
No CE in 47.2% 52.5% 78.5% 78.5%
CE Sch. (1,226K) (2,861K) (649K) (5,882K)
NO CE in 5.9% 12,9% 7.8% 12,.6%
Non-CE Sch. (154K) (705K) (65K) (943K)
Total 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0%

(2,595K) (5,450K) (827K) (7,492K)

Table 4f. (Grade 2-6, 50th Percentile, and Title I Poverty Criteria)

Selection for Reading CE Services

Economic and Reading Title X/ Other CE No CE in No CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch. Non-CE Sch.
Poor/ 38.4% 22.5% 11.6% 8.2%
Low-Achiever (824K) (391K) (1,2.6X) (154K)
Non-Poor/ 50,3% 46 .4% 26,9% 37.8%
Low—Achiever (1,079K) (805K) (2,861K) (705%K)
Regular (45K) (68K) (649X) (65K)
Non-Poor/ 9.1% 27.1% 55.4% 50.6%
Regular (196K) (471K) (5,882K) (943K)
Total 99.9% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0%
(2,144K) (1,735K) (10,618K) (1,867K)
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Table 4.

National Projections of Percent of Elementary Studeats

Who Received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-17 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Table 4g,

Based on Math Achievement and CE Status (Grade 2-6)

Poor: Family Income at or Below the 1976 Orshansky Poverty Cutoff
Low-Achieving: Scored At or Below the 50th Percentile

Economic and Hath Achievement Status

Selection
for CE in Poor/ Non-Poor/ Poor/ Non-Poor/
Math Low—Achiever Low-achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 21,.4% 9,7% 7.9% 2,2%
TY+0ther (425K) (575K) (62K) (171X)
Other CE 13,0% 11,0% 8.8% 6.6%
Only (258K) (649X) (70K) (507K)
No CE in 59,4% 66.5% 75.5% 79.0%
CE Sch. (1,178X) (3,928K) (601K) (6,070K)
NO CE in 6.1% 12,7% 7.8% 12,2%
Non-CE Sch, {122K) (752K) (62K) (934K)
Total 99,.9% 99,.9% 100.0% 100,0%
(1,983K) (5,904K) (795X) (7,682K) .

Table 4h., (Grade 2-6, SOth Percentile, and Orshansky Poverty Cutoff)

Selection for Math CE Services

Economic and Math Title I/ Other CE  No CE in No CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch. Non-CE Sch,
Poor/ 34.4% 17,4% 10,0% 6.5%
Low—Achiever (425K) (258K) (1,1781) (122K)
Nox~Poor/ 46 .,6% 43.7% 33,3% 40,2%
Low—Achiever (575K) (649K) '(3,928K) (752X)
Poor/ 5.1% 4,7% 5.1% 3,3%
Regular (62K) (70K) (6011) (62K)
Non-Poor/ 13.9% 34.2% 51,5% 49,9%
Regular (171K) (507K) (6,070K) (934X)
Total 100,0% 100,0% 99,9% 99,9%
(1,233K) (1,484K) (11,777K) {1,870X)
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Table 4.

Table 4i.,

National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Vho Received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976-77 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

Based on Math Achievement and CE Status (Grade 2-6)
Poor: Meeting the Poverty Criteria Used for Allocating TI Funds
Low-Achieving: Scored At or Below the 50th Percentils

Econonic_and Math Achievement Status

Selection
for CE in Poor/ Non—Poor/ Poor/ Non=Poor/
Math Low—Achiever Low-achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 20.1% 9.4% 7.6% 2.1%
TI+Other (484K) (517K) (76%) (158K)
Other CE 13.3% 10.7% 8.6% 6.6%
Only {322K) (591K) (87K) {489K)
CE Sch. (1,463X) (3,6578) (771K) (5,882K)
NO CE in 5.8% 13.4% 7.9% 12.3%
Non-CE Sch. (138K) (734K) (79K) (914K)
Total 100,0% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0%
(2,407K) (5,499K) (1,013K) (7,443K)

Table 3j. (Grade 2-6, 50th Percentile, and

Title I Poverty Criteria)

Selection for Math CE Services

3 311

Economic and Math Title I/ Other CE No CE in No CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CB Sch., Non-CE Sch.
Poor/ 39.2% 21.6% 12,4% 7.4%
Low-Achiever (484K) (322K) (1,463K) (138K)
Non-Poor/ 41,8% 39.7% 31.1% 39.3%
Low-Achiever (517K) (591K) (3,657K) (734K)
Poor/ 6.2% 5.9% 6.5% 4.3%
Regular (76K) (87K) (771K) (79K)
Non—~Poor/ 12.8% 32,9% 50,0% 49.0%
Regular (158K) (489K) (5,882% (914K)
Total 100.0% 100.1% 100,0% 100.0%
(1,235K) (1,489%) (11,773K) (1,865K)
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Table 5. National Projections of Percent of Elementary Students
Who received Title I or Other Compensatory Services in
1976=77 School Year, by Economic and Achievement Status

(From Table V-4 of SES Technical Report #2)

Table 5a.

Based on Basic skill Total and Grade-Equivalent Definition

(Grade 2-6, Low-Achieving = One or More Grade Level Below)

Economic and Achievement Status

Selection Poor/ Non-poor/ Poor/ Non-poor/
for CE Low-achiever Low-Achiever Regular Regular
Title I/ 39.92 25,92 22.3% 8.22
TI+Other (575K) (606K) (445K) (868K)
Other CE 13.92 15.92 7.7% 8.3%
Only (200K) (372K) (154K) (879K)
NO CE in 39.5% 43,2% 61.9% 66.8%
CE Sch. (56 9K) (1,011K) (1,236K) (7,073K)
NO CE in 6.72 15.02 8.1 16,72
Non-CE Sch. (96K) (351K) (162K) (1,768K)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(1,440K) (2,340K) (1,997K) (10,588K)

Table Sb (Grade 2-6, Low-Achieving = One or More Grade Level Below)

Selection for CE Services

Economic and Title 1/ Other CE NO CE in NO CE in
Achievement Status TI+Other Only CE Sch. NOK-CE Sch.
Poor/ 23.12 12,5% 5.8% 4.0%
Low-~Achiever (575K) (200K) (569K) (96K)
Non-Poor/ 24.3% 23,2% 10.22 14.8%
Low-Achiever (606K) (372x) (1,011K) (351K)
Pcor/ ©17.8% 9.6% 12,5% 6.8%
Regular (445K) (154K) (1,236K) (162K)
Non-Poor/ 34,82 54.8% 71.5% 14,47
Regular (868K) (879K) (7,073X) (1,768K)
Total 100.0%2 100.1% 100.0% 100.0%
(2,494K) (1,605K) (9,889%K) (2,377K)
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Table 6. Number of Title I Schools Having Various Percentages
of Title I Students (Grade 1-6) Who are Poor/AFDC
(Meeting Federal Title I Allocation Criteria)

Table 6a. (all 156 Title I Schools)

Percentage of Number of

Title I Students Title I Percent (Cumulative)

Who Are Poor/AFDC Schools of Title I Schools
0-20% 56 35.92 ( 35.92)
21-402% 42 26.92 ( 52.8%)
61-802% 21 13.52 ( 94.9%)
81-100Z 8 5.12 (100.0%)
Total 156 100.0%

Table 6b. (71 Title I Schools That Have 10 or
More Title I Students in the Sample)

Percentage of Number of

Title I Students Title 1 Percent (Cumulative)

Who Are Poor/AFDC Schools of Title I Schools
0-20% 19 26.8% ( 26.8%)
21-40% 22 31.0%x ( 57.7%)
41-60% 16 22.52 ( 80.3%)
61-80% 11 15.52 ( 95.8%)
81-1002 3 4.,2% (100.0%)
Total 71 100.0%
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Table 7. Number of Title I Schools Having Various Percentages of
Title I Students Who are Low-achieving in Basic Skills
Table 7a. (Scoring At or Below the 25th Percentile as Low-Achieving)
Percentage of At or Below 25th 2ile as Low-Achieveing
Title I
Grade Students Who are Number of Percent (Cumulative)
Level Low-Achieving Title I Schools of Title I Schools
0-25% 36 31.92 ( 31.92)
1 26-50% 42 37.2%2 ( 69.0%
N=113 51-75% 28 24.8% ( 93.8%)
76-100% 7 6.2z (160.0%)
0-252 32 23.9% ( 23.9%)
2 26~-50% 34 25.4% ( 49.3%)
N=134 51-75% 36 26.92 ( 76.1%)
76-100% 32 23.92 (100.0%)
3 26~-50% 36 25.92 ( 37.4%)
N=]139 £1-75% 38 27.3% ( 64.7%)
76-100% 49 35.3%2 (100.0%)
4 26-50% 46 35.4% ( 55.4%)
N=130 51-75% 38 29.2% ( 84.6%)
76-100% 20 15.4% (100.0%)
0-25% 20 16.52 ( 16.5%)
5 26-50% 28 23.1% ( 3%.7%)
N=121 51-75% 41 33.92 ( 73.6%)
76-100% 32 26.4% (10" 0%)
0-25% 11 11.1% ( 11.1%)
6 26-50% 26 26.3% ( 37.4%)
N= 99 51-75% 32 32.3%2 ( 69.7%
76-100% 30 30.3%2 (100.0%)
0-25% 12 7.7% C 7.7%)
1-6 26-50% 54 34.6% ( 42.3%)
N=156 51-75% 74 47.4% ( 89.7%)

76-100% 16 10.32 (100.0%)




Table 7. Continued

Table 7b. (Scoring At or Below the 50th Percentile as Low-Achieving)

Percentage of At or Below 50th Zile as Low-Achieveing
Title I
Grade Students Who are Number of Percent (Cumulative)
Level Low=Achieving Title I Schools of Title I Schools
1 26-50% 17 15.0%2 ( 23.92)
N=113 51-75% 40 35.42 ( 59.3%2)
76-1002 46 40,72 (100.0%)
2 26-502 13 9.72 ( 10.4%)
N=134 51-75% 13 9.72 ( 20.1%)
76-1002 107 79.9% (100,0%2)
3 26-50% 8 5.82 ( 7.2%)
N=139 51-75% 12 8.62 ( 15.8%)
76-1002 117 84,22 (100.02)
0-25% 3 2.3% ( 2.3%)
4 26-50% 7 5.4 ( 7.7%)
N=130 51=75% 23 17.7% ( 25.4%)
76-100% 97 74.62 (100.0%)
5 26~-50% 7 5.82 ( 6.6%)
N=121 51-75% 14 11.6% ( 18.2%)
76-100% 99 81.82 (100.0%)
0-25% 1 1.0%2 ( 1.0%)
6 26-50% 3 3.0 ( 4.0%)
76-100% 86 86.9% (100.0%)
0-25% 0 0.0z ( 0.0%)
N=156 51-75% 1¢ 12.1%2  ( 15.4%)
76-100% 132 84.,1% (100.0%)
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Table 8. Distribution of Title I Schools by Categories of Targeting
Indices (“A” Indicates Percentage of Title I Students Who Are
Low-Achieving in Basic Skills, and “B” Indicates Percentage of
Low-Achieving Students Who are Selected for Title I Services)

Table 8a. (Scoring At or Below the 25th Percentile as Low-Achieving,
A: Above 50% is High; B: Above 30% is High)

At or Below 25th Zile as Low-Achieveing
Category of

Grade Title 1 Number of Percent (Cumulative)
Level Targeting Indices Title I Schools of Title I Schools
Low A& Low B 33 30.02 ( 30.0%)
1 Low A & High B 42 38.2% ( 68.2%)
N=110 HighA & Low B 12 10.92 ¢ 79.12)
High A & High B 23 20.9% (100.0%)
LowA & Low B 14 10.9% ( 10.9%)
2 Low A & High B 46 35.92 ( 46.92)
N=128 HighA & Llow B 13 10.22 ( 57.0%)
High A & High B 55 43,02 (100.02)
Low A & Low B 8 6.12 ( 6,1%)
3 Low A & High B 37 28.0% ( 34.1%)
N=132 High A& Low B 15 11,42 ( 45,5%)
High A & High B 72 54.5% (100.0%)
lowA & Low B 14 1n,9%2 ( 10.9%)
4 Low A & High B 56 43.8% ( 54.7%)
N=128 High A & Low B 7 5.52 ( 60.2%)
High A & High B 51 39.82 (100.0%)
LowA & Lowb 13 11.12  ( 11.1%)
5 Low A & High B 31 26.52 ( 37.6%)
N=117 HighA & Low B i3 11.12 ( 48.7%)
High A % High B 60, « 51,32 (100,0%)
Low A & Low B 11 11.22 ( 11.2%)
6 Low A & High B 25 25.52 ( 36.7%)
N= 98 High A& Low B 14 14,32 ( 51.0%)
High A & High B 48 49.0% (100.0%)
Low A& Low B 14 9.0z ( 9.0%)
1-6 Low A & High B 52 33.3%7  ( 42.3%)
N=156 High A & Low B 24 15.4% ( 57.7%)
High A & High B 66 42,3% (100.0%)
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Table 8. Continued

‘A” Indicates Percentage of Title I Students Who Are
Low-Achieving in Basic Skills, and “B” Indicates Percentage of
Low-Achieving Students Who are Selected for Title I Services)

Table 8b., (Scoring At or Beiow the 50th Percentile as Low-Achieving,
A: Above 80% is High; B: Above 25% is High)

At or Below 50th Zile as Low-Achieveing

Category of

Grade Title I Number of Percent (Cumulative)
Level Targeting Indices Title I Schools of Title I Schools
Low A& Low B 33 29.2% ( 29.2%)
1 Low A & High B 42 37.2%2 ( 66.4%)
N=113 High A & Low B 11 9.72 ( 76.1%)
High A & High B 27 23.9% (100.0%)
Low A & Low B 9 6.72 ( 6.7%)
2 Low A & High B 31 23.127  ( 29.9%)
N=134 High A& Low B 17 12,72 ( 42.5%)
High A & High B 77 57.5%2 (100.0%)
Low A& Low B 4 2,92 ( 2.,9%)
3 Low A & High B 18 13.02 ( 15.9%)
N=138 High A & Low B 22 15,92 ( 31.9%2)
high A & High B 94 68.1%2 (100.0%)
LowA & Low B 7 5.4 ( 5.4%)
4 Low A & High B 28 21.7% ( 27.1%)
N=129 High A & Low B 17 13.2%2  ( 40.3%)
High A & High B 77 59.7% (100.0%)
lowA & Lowb 7 5.8 ( 5.8%)
5 Low A & High B 17 14,22 ( 20.0%)
N=120 High A& Low B 25 20.8% ( 40.8%)
High A & High B 71 59.2%2 (100.0%)
Low A& Low B 6 6.12 ( 6.1%)
6 Low A & High B 11 11,12 ( 17.2%)
N=99 HighA & Low B 31 31.3%2 ( 48.5%)
High A & High B 51 51,54 (100.0%)
Low A & Low B 11 7.12 ( 7.1%)
1-6 Low A & High B 36 23.1%2 ( 30.1%)
N=156 High A & Low B 33 21.2%2 ( 51.3%)
High A & High B 76 48.7% (100,0%)
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Table 9. Characteristics of Title I Schools That Enroll Various
Percentages of Regular-Achieving Students in Title I Programs

Table 9a. (Above the 25th Percentile in Basic Skills as Regular-Achieving)

Percentage of Regular-Achievers

Enrolled in Title I Programs All
Title I
Characteristics 0-5% 6-10Z 11-202 21-100% Schools
of Schools N=18 N=28 N=56 N=54 N=156

Minority Concentration

Principal”s Est. Mean 16.3 15.4 19.5 36.4 *k 24.2
(X in 1975-76) SD 21.1 22.7 29.1 3

z Non-White “e.n 21-6 16-0 20-2 38-2 *k 25-8
(1976-77) SD 27.6 22.9 29.6 40.9 33.8 .
P c ntration

Principal“s Est. Mean 24.4 28.3 37.6 48.1 * 38.1

(2 in 1975-76) SD 18.4 21.9 25.4 30.3 27.1
% Poor/AFDC Mean 16.2 20.3 27.6 37.1 *% 28.3
(1976-77) SD 13.7 17.6 21.3 24.7 22.4
Z Free Lunch Mean 26.8 34.3 41.1 57.4 *k 43.9
(1976-77) SD 23.3 27.2 28.8 31.2 30.6
Achievement Level
%2 At or Below Mean 25.3 22.5 27.3 35.5 *k 29.0
25th Percentile SD 9.6 11.3 14.8 17.2 15.4
Student Mobility Mean 20.4 15.1 23.6 21.0 20.8
% Moved From or To SD 12.8 14,2 23.1 22.7 20.7
Extent of Parent/ Mean 37.1 41.4 40.7 42.9 41,1
Comm. Involvement SD 12.9 14.6 12.9 16.3 14.4
Enrollemnt in Mean 347.9 320.3 323.2 275.3 308.9
Grade 1 thru 6 SD 158.0 193.0 203.0 184.2 190.0

Title I Students Mean 29.7 45.6 67.4 108.4 *% 73.3
in Grade 1 thru 6 SD 19.0 30.6 40.8 89.6 65.9

* indicates significan: differences among the four groups of Title I
schcols at or below the .05 level (before adjustment for design
effects).

** indicates significant differences at or below .0l level.
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Table 9. Characteristics of Title I Schools That Enroll Various
Percentages of Regular-Achieving Students in Title I Programs

Table 9b. (Above the 50th Percentile in Basic Skills as Regular-Achieving)

Percentage of Regular-Achievers

Enrolled in Title I Programs All
Title 1
Characteristics 0-5% 6-10% 11-20% 21-100% Schools
of Schools N=70 N=42 N=22 N=22 N=156

Minority Concentration

Principal’s Est. Mean 18.2 22.6 24.4 46.5 *k 24.2

(2 in 1975-76) 8D 26.5 33.9 32.7 38.4 32.4
2 Non-White Mean 20.2 22.8 25.3 49.9 *k 25.8
(1976-77) (3] 28.2 34.4 32.8 41.2 33.8

Poverty Concentration
Principal”s Est. Mean 32.0 40,
29

(Z in 1975-76) sD 24.0 27.1
% Poor/AFDC Mean 21.7 31.9 27.2 43.2 *k 28.3
(1976-77) sD 18.7 22.4 21.2 26.5 22.4
%2 Free lunch Mean 36.2 44.6 47.0 63.° *k 43.9
(1976-77) sD 28.3 30.8 26.1 33.3 30.6

ievement Lev

2 At or Below Mean 52.3 53.7 55.5 65.3 * 55.0
50th Percentile sD 15.8 19.2 19.8 20.4 18.3
Student Mobility Mean 21.6 17.6 15.6 29.7 20.8
2 Moved From or To SD 19.6 16.4 17.3 30.5 20.7
Extent of Parent/ Mean 40.0 40.1 39.7 48.1 41,1
Comm. Involvement sD 13.1 13.1 15.4 18.4 14.4
Enrollemnt in Mean 320.4 320.5 244.5 314.9 308.9
Grade 1 thru 6 8D 174.7 221.7 169.0 191.6 190.0

Title I Students Mean 50.6 68.3 75.5 152.¢ **k 73.3
in Grade 1 thru 6 SD 37.8 49.5 50.0 108.0 65.9

* indicstes significant differences among the four groups of Title I
schocls at or below the .05 level (before adjustment for design
effects).

** indicates significant differences at or below .0l level.
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Table 10. Characteristics of Title I Schools by Oategories of Mis-Targeting
Indices (“A” Indicates Percentage of Regular-Acdhievgrs in Title I Programs,
and “B° Indicates Percentage of Title I Students Who Are Regular-Achieving)

Table 10a. (Above the 25th Percentile as Rdgular-Achieving,
A: Above 10% is High; H: Above 45% is High)

Categor f Mis-Targetine Indices

All
low A Low A WHigh A High A Title I
Characteristics low B High B Low B High B Schools
of Schools N=31 N=15 N=45 N=65 N=156
Minority Concentration
Principal’s Est. Mean 19.3 8.6  47.5 14.1 wk 24,2
(¥ in 1975-76) SD 24.9 11.4 40,5 23.3 32.4
% Non-White Mean 22.3 9.7 49,8 14.6 L 25.8
(1976-77) SD 27.9 13,2 41.7 23.8 33.8
Poverty Concentragtjon o
Principal”s Est. Mean 32,1 15.9 59.0 31.5 * 38.1
(%2 in 1975-76) SD 22,3 9.8 29,2 21.4 27.1
% Poor/AFDC Mean 21.9 12.0 45,8 2.9 *k 28.3
(1976-77) SD 18.3 7.4 23.5 :8.3 22,4
% Free Lunch Mean 36.5 20.7 67.2 36.6 wk 43,9
(1976-77) SD 28,5 14,6 30.7 24.4 30.6
Achiev t Level
% At or Below Mean 28,5 13.3 45.5 21.5 wk 29.0
25th Percentile SD 9.1 4.6 13.2 10.2 15.4
Student Mobility Mean 16.9 17.6  28.8 17.9 *  20.8
% Moved From or To SD 11,5 18.1 28.7 16.4 20,7
Extent of Parent/ Mean 41.4 36.1 43,9 40.3 41,1
Comm. Involvement SD 15.6 9.3 14.8 14,5 14,4
Enrollemnt in Mean 317.2 359.7 326.5 181.1 308.9
Grade 1 thru 6 SD 179.7 179.5 1v8.8 204.1 190.0

Title I Students Mean  36.2  45.9 135.9 57.9 #*  73.3
in Grade 1 thru 6 SD  24.3  33.3  89.5 48,4 65.9

* jindicates significant differences among the four groups of Title I
schools at or below the .05 level (before adjustwment for design

effects).
** indicates significant differences at or below .0l level.
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Table 10. Characteristics of Title I Schools by Categories of Mis-Targeting
Indices (“A° Indicates Percentage of Regular-Achievers in Title 1 Programs,
) and “B° Indicates Percentage of Title 1 Students Who Are Regular-Achieving)

Table 10b. (Above the 50th Percentile as Regular-Achieving,
A: Above 5% is High; B: Above 15% is High)

Catepory of Mis-Targeting Indices

All
LowA lLow A High A High A Title I
Characteristics low B High B low B High B Schocls
of Schools N=58 N=12 N=39 N=47 N=15%

Minority Concentration

Principals Est. Mean 21.1 4,2 48.3 13.3 *k 24,2
(% in 1975-76) sD 28,1 7.3 38.9 23.7 32,4
Z Non-White Mean 23.2 5.9 51.6 12.8 *k 25.8

(1976-77) SD 30.0 7.9 40.0 23.4 - 33.8

Poverty Concentration
Principal”s Est. Mean 35.3 15.9 59.1 29.6 ** 38.1

(% in 1975-76) SD 24.6 12,3 28,3 21,1 27.1
% Poor/AFDC Mean 24,2 9.8 46 .6 22.8 *k 28.3
(1976-77) SD 19.1 10.9 22,5 18.9 22.4
% Free Lunch Mean 40,8 14,0 69.0 34.5 *k 43.9
(1976-77) SD 28,6 11,5 27.5 24,6 30.6
Achievement Level
Z At or Below Mean 56.7 31.2 73.4 43,6 *k 55.0
25th Percentile SD 13.3 7.7 12,9 13.9 18.3
Student Mobility Mean 22.2 19.0 26.1 15.2 20.8
Z Moved From or To SD 20,8 12,7 25.9 15,9 20.7
Extent of Parent/ Mean 40.7 36.8 45.4 39,2 41,1
Corm. Involvement SD 13.6 10.4 15.6 14,9 14.4
Enrollemnt in Mean 319.5 324.6 330.7 273.9 308.9
Grade 1 thru 6 SD 185.5 114.5 158.3 231.0 190.0
Title 1 Studernts Mean 53.8 35.3 124.1 65.0 *% 73.3
in Grade 1 thru 6 SD 40.1 18.0 90.8 51.4 65.9

* indicaves significant differences among the four groups of Title 1
schools at or below the .05 level (before adjustment for design
effects).

** jndicates significant differences at or below .0l level.
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Table 10. Characteristics of Title I Schools by Categories of Mis-Targeting
Indices ('A' Indicates Percentage of Regular-Achievers in Title I Programs,
and ‘B’ Indicates Percentage of Title I Students Who Are Regular-Achieving)

Table 10c. (Based on Title I Selection and Achievement in Reading)
Above the 25th Percentile as Regular-Achieving
A: Above 10% is High, B: Above 45% is High

Category of Mis-Targeting Indices

All
Characteristics of Low A Low A Wigh A High A Title I
Schools Having TI Low B High B Low B MHigh B Schools
Services in Reading N=317 N=22 N=44 N=51 N=154
Minority Concentration
Principal’s Est, Mean 28.3 3.9 40.8 15.9 % 24.3
(% in 1975-76) SD 31.2 5.7 39.6 26.1 32,6
Poverty Concentration
% Poor/AFDC Hean 24.17 13.1 42.9 25.1 % 28.4
(1976-11) SD 20.4 13.8 23.5 19.4 22.5
% Poor Mean 19.5 11,3 36.2 19.7 ** 23.2
(1976-117) SD 16.8 13.1 21.0 17.3 19,7
% Free Lunch Mean 45.3 16.0 65.9 36.5 ** 44,1
(1976-77" SD 28.3 16,3 29.5 24.9 30.17

Reading Achievement Level
No. At or Below Mean 118.8 41.4 135.6 67.6 ** 95.6
7 . yi

25th Percentile Sb 90.0 26. 102.3 65.8 87.4
No. Bet. 26th and Mean 93.4 65.8 84.8 76.6 81.4
50th Percentile R3] 52.5 38.1 45.2 63.6 53,2

No. Above 50th Mean 135.5 200.7 79.8 141.2 b 130.8

Percentile SD 68.1 102.9 54,9 113.0 95.1
Enrollment in Mean 349.8 309.1 301.4 286.9 309.3
Grade 1 thru 6 SD 1832.3 154.2 169.8 224.3 190.5

Title I Students in Reading (Grade 1-6)

No. At or Below Mean 30.0 13.7 59.4 24.8 L L 34.4
25th Percentile SD 23.5 13.7 56.5 21.2 38.4
No. Bet. 26th and Mean 9.8 12.0 24.4 23.17 ** i8.9
50th Percentile SD 5.7 8.5 19.0 16.6 15.9
Percentile Sp 1.9 4,2 8.0 12.4 9.6
Total No., in Mean 41,6 30.6 91.2 61.17 ** €0.9
Title I Reading SD 28.2 24.6 80.9 44.5 56.9
Student Mobility Mean 19,0 15.1 29,2 17.4 * 20,°
% Moved From or To 8D 12,6 10.9 28.8 13,6 20.7
CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE
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Table 10c. (Continued)

* jindicates significant differences among the four groups of Title I Schools
(that had Title I services in Reading) at or below the .05 level (before
adjustment for design effects).

*2 jindicates significant differences at or below the .01 level.
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Table 10. Characteristics of Title I Schools by Categories of Mis-Targeting
Indices ('A' Indicates Percentage of Regular-Achievers in Title I Programs,
and 'B' Indicates Percentage of Title I Students Who Are Regular—Achieving)

Table 10d, (Based on Title I Selection and Achievement in Math)
Above the 25th Percentile as Regular—Achieving
A: Above 10% is High, B: Above 50% is High

Category of Mis-Targeting Indices

All
Characteristics of Low A Low A High A High A Title I
Schools Having TI Low B High B Low B High B Schools
Services in Math N=25 N=9 N=31 N=27 N=92
Minority Concentration
Principal's Est. Mean 15.2 14.4 57.0 19.9 i 30.6
(% in 1975-76) SD 19.9 25.4 41.0 25.6 35.6
Poverty Concentration
% Poor/AFDC Mean 26.1 26.0 50.7 23.5 bl 33.6
{1976-1717) Sn 17.5 18.6 25.1 18.1 23.7
% Poor Mean 20.5 19.4 42.9 19,3 bl 27.6
(1976-77) Sh 13,3 16.6 23,0 17.4 21.3
% Free Lunch Mean 43.6 31.4 72.4 39.7 bl 50.9
(1976-77) SD 24.5 25.7 30.7 23.4 30.5
Math Achievement Level
No. At or Below Mean 90.3 53.4 138,2 60.0 .= 93.9
25th Percentile Sb 63.3 33.6 104.0 55.8 82.4
No. Bet. 26th and Mean 87.3 74.2 89,0 66.6 80.5
50th Percentile SD 49,6 31,7 57.6 53.7 52.5
No. Above 50th Mean 145.8 170.1 87.6 124.4 s 122.3
Percentile Sb 79.0 55.4 51.5 83.7 74.17
Enrollment in Mean  327.5 305.9 317.6 252.0 299,.9
Grade 1 thru 6 SD 185.9 92.6 1%1.4 173.9 177.7
Title I Students in Math (Grade 1-6)
No. At or Below Mean 16.8 6.1 54.6 18.4 bl 29,0
25th Percentile SD 11,7 3.4 52,7 17.8 37.3
No. Bet. 26th and Mean 6.2 6.3 26.0 18.1 &% 16.4
50th Percentile SD 5.2 3.8 25.4 13.3 18.5
No. Above 50th Mean 2.2 5.1 12.5 15.9 hdd 10.0
Percentile Sb 2.2 3.0 13.8 16.6 13.2
Total No, in Hean 25.2 17.6 93.1 52.4 b 55.3
Title I Math SD 17.5 8.3 89.9 42,7 64.4
Student Mobility Mean 26.7 21.0 27.9 16.8 23.6
% Moved From or To SD 24,5 24.4 29.4 16.1 24.4
Q CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE 32 4
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Table 10d. (Continued)

® indicates significant differences among the four groups of Title I Schools
(that had Title I Services in Math) at or below the .05 level (before
adjustment for design effects).

*% indicates significant differences at or below the .01 level.




Table 11. Use of Teacher Recommendation in CE Selection by School’s
Percentages of Regular-Achievers Enrolled in Title I Programs

Table 1la. (Scoring Above the 25th Percentile as Regular-Achieving)

Percentage of Regular-Achievers

Use of Teacher’s —Enrolled ip Title I Programs All
Recommendation Title 1
in CE Selection 0-52 6-102 11-202 21-1002 Schools
Used Percent 94,42 92.92 71.42 61.1% 74,42
Number 17 26 40 33 116
Not Used Percent 5.62 7.12 28.62 38.92 25.6%
Number | 2 16 21 40
Total Percent 100.0X 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Number 18 28 56 54 156

Table 11b. (Scoring Above the 50th Percentile as Regular-Achieving)

Percentage of Regular-Achievers

Use of Teacher’s Enrolled jin Title I Programs All
Recommendation Title I
in CE Selection 0-5% 6-102 11-202 21-1002 Schools
Used Percent 75.7% 85.72 59.12 63.6% 74.42
Number 53 36 13 14 116
Not Used Percent 24.3% 14,32 40.97 36.4% 25.62
Number 17 6 9 8 40
Total Percent 100.0% 100.02 100.0Z 100.0% 100.0%
Number 70 42 22 22 156
326
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Table 12. Use of Teacher Recommendation in CE Selection by School”’s
Category of Mis-Targeting Indices (“A” Indicates Percentage of
Regular-Achievers in Title I Programs, and “B” Indicates

Percentage of Title I Students Who are Regular-Achieving)

Table 12a. (Scoring Above the 25th Percentile as Regular-Achieving)

Catepory of Mis-Targeting Indices

Use of Teacher’s All
Recommendation Low A Low A High A High A Title I
in CE Selection low B High B Low B High B Schools
Used Percent 93.52 93.37 60.02 70.8% 74.4%
Number 29 14 27 46 116
Not Used rercent 6.5% 6.72 40.02 29.2% 25.62
Number 2 1 18 1¢ 40
Total Percent 100.0Z 100.02 100.02 100.0% 100.0%
Number 31 15 45 65 156

Table 12b. (Scoring Above the 50th Percentile as Regular-Achieving)

Category of Mis~-Targeting Indices
Use of Teacher’s All
Recommendat ion Low A Low A High A High A Title I
in CE Selection Low B High B Low B High B Schools
Used Percent 74.12 83.3% 69.2% 76.6% 74.4%
Nuinber 43 10 27 36 116
Not Used Percent 25,92 16.72 30.8% 23.4% 25.6%
Number 15 2 12 11 40
Total Percent 100.0Z 100.02 100.0Z 100.0% 100.0%
Number 58 12 39 47 156
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Table 13. Geographical Distribution of Title I Schools by Schooi’s
Percentage of Regular-Achievers Enrolled in Title I Programs

Table 13a. (Scoring Above the 25th Percentile as Regular-Achieving)

Percentage of Regular-Achievers

Enrolled in Title I Programs All
Geographical Title I
Region 0-52 6-10Z 11-20% 21-100% Schools
New Percent 5.6 14.3%2 10.7% 3.7% 8.3%
England Number 1 4 6 2 13
Metropolitan Percent 5.62 14.32 12.5% 11.1% 11.5%
Northeast Number 1 4 7 6 18
Mid- Percent 7 N lz 8 . 9: 18- Sz 10 . 92
Atlantic Number 2 5 10 17
Southeast Percent 27.82 10.7% 7.1% 13.02 12.2%
Number 5 3 4 7 19
North Percent 11.1% 17.9% 8.9% 11.1% 11,52
Midwest Number 2 5 5 6 18
South Percent 11,12 14.3% 10.7% 7.4% 10.3%
Central Number 2 4 6 4 16
Central Percent 5.6% 14.3% 14.8% 10.9%
Midwest Number 1 8 8 17
North Percent 16.,7% 7.1%2 10.7% 7.4% 9.6%
Central Numbar 3 2 2] 4
Pacific Percent 11.1%  3.6%  3.6% 11.1%
Southwest Number 2 1 2 6
Pacific Percent 5.62 10.7%2 12.5% 1.9%
Northwest Number 1 3 7 1
Total Percent 100.2% 100.0% 99.9%Z 100.0%
Number 18 28 56 54
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Table 13. Geographical Distribution of Title I Schools by School’s
Percentage of Regular-Achievers Enrolled in Title I Programs

Table 13b. (Scoring Above the 50th Percentile as Regular-Achieving)

Percentage of Regular-Achievers

Enrolled in Title I Programs All
Geographical Title I
Region 0-52 6-10Z 11-20Z 21-100% Schools
New Percent 7.12 14.3% 4,5% 4,5% 8.3%
England Number 5 6 1 1 13
Metropolitan Percent 8,62 21.42 13.6% 11,52
Northeast Number 6 9 3 18
“id- Percent 5-72 9-52 22-72 18-22 10092
Atlantic Number 4 4 5 4 17
Southeast Percent 15.7% 4,872 22.7% 4,5% 12,22
Number 11 2 5 1 19
Forth Percent 14.3% 4,82 9,12 18.2% 11,5%
Midwest Number 10 2 2 4 18
South Percent 10.0% 14.3% 9.,1% 4.5% 10.3%
Central Number 7 6 2 1 16
Central Percent 11,4% 7.1%2  18.2% 9,1% 10,9%
Midwest Number 8 3 4 2 17
North Percent 10.0% 11.9% 9.,1% 4.5% 9.6%
Central Number 7 5 2 1 15
Pacific Percent 71.1% 4.54 22.7% 7.1%
Southwest Number 5 1 5 11
Pacific Percent 10.0%Z 11,9% 7.7%
Northwest Number 7 5 12
Total Percent 99.9% 100.0% 99,92 99.8% 100.0%
Number 70 42 22 22 156
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Table 14. Geographical Distribution of Title I Schools by Categories
of Mis-Targeting Indices (“A” Indicates Percentage of

Regular-Achievers in Title I Programs, and “B° Indicates
Percentage of Title I Students Who Are Regular-Achieving)

Table l4a. (Scoring Above the 25th Percentile as Regular-Achieving,

A: Above 102 is High,

B: Above 45X is High)

Category of Mis-Targeting Indices
All
Geographical LovA Low A High A High A Title I
Region Low B High B Low B High B Schools
New Percent 9.7%2 13.3% 4.4 9,22 8.3%
England Number 3 2 2 6 13
Metropolitan Percent 9,72 13.3%7 17.82 7.7% 11,52
Northeast Number 3 2 8 5 18
Hid- Percent 1303z 6.72 18052 10092
Atlantic Number 2 3 12 17
Southeast Percent 22.6% 6.7« 15.6% 6.2% 12,22
Number 7 1 7 4 19
North Percent 19.4% 6.72 11.1% 9,2% 11.5%
Midwest Kumber 6 1 5 6 18
South Percent 9,72 20.0% 11,12 7.7% 10.3%
Central Rumber 3 3 5 5 16
Central Percent 3.2%2 8.9%2 18.5% 10,92
Midwest Number 1 4 12 17
North Percent 6.52 20.0% 6.72 10.8% 9.6%
Central Number 2 3 3 7 15
Pacific Percent 9.7% 13.3% 3.1% 7.1%
Southwest Number 3 6 2 11
Pacific Percent 9.7% 6.7% 4. 4% 9.2%2 7.7%
Northwest Number 3 1 2 6 12
Total Percent 100.2% 100,04 100.0% 100.1% 100.0%
Number 31 15 45 65 156
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Table 14. Geographical Distribution of Title I Schools by Categories
of Mis-Targeting Indices (“A” Indicates Percentage of
Regular-Achievers in Title I Programs, and “B° Indicates
Percentage of Title I Students Who Are Regular-Achieving)

Table 14b. (Scoring Above the 50th Percentile as Regular-Achieving,
A: Above 5% is High, B: Above 15% is High)

Category of Mis-Targeting Indices

All
Geographical Low A Low A High A High A Title I
Region Low B High B Low B High B Schools
New Percent 8.6% 17.0% 8.3%
England Number 5 8 13
Metropolitan Percent 10,3% 20,52 8.5% 11.5%
Northeast Number 6 8 4 18
Mid- Percent 3,42 16,7%2 10.3% 19,12 10,92
Atlantic Number 2 2 4 9 17
Southeast Percent 17.2% 8.3% 17,9% 2,1% 12,2%
Number 10 1 7 1 19
North Percent 13.8% 16,7% 5.12 12,.8% 11,5%
Midwest Number 8 2 2 6 18
South Percent 8.6 16,7% 15.4% 6.4% 10,3%
Central Number 5 2 6 3 16
Central Percent 10.3% 16,72 10.3% 10.6% 10,9%
Midwest Number 6 2 4 5 17
North Percent 8.6 16.7% 5.12  12.8% 9.6%
Central Number 5 2 2 6 15
Pacific Percent 8.6% 12,8% 2,1% 7.1%
Southwest Number 5 5 1 11
Pacific Percent 10,3% 8.3% 2.6% B.5% 7.7%
Northwest Number 6 1 1 4 12
Total Percent 99.7% 100,1% 100.0%Z 99.92 100.0%
Number 58 12 39 47 156
331 CoTpadllE A YRGS V3
F-53 PERRA I Y8 LR




brcie Skill Tobal | Juoahle @uct tecti slefrimiting rerras s
GRAD & 1
7% | N= 163
™S
S
< ¥
AN ™ O
h
308
1
\. -
31 &
3
: 4%
N i 37.2% ‘
- ": 319% .z oY >
® 3 3% ™
a 24.2%
T . =
? 2 1593
s 0% 1 C.2y ”.X )
) B °
L AT AN el 0-s% K-8 EI-WY  Ti-teef,
e Porca.d Tz ) TLtocE shudants Whe Ve
Moy Blows 254k pecce.dhr at or felews 5OHn peremife
2 GQRADE 2 ":::;lg
:> i Nes i34
b 8 %%
£
:
3y
> 5l
| 4
i
W “
) ﬂ . x
;g ] azax x4 23.9%
% %
' 2 >4 32
L
3 41% 9.7%
i * 23 )
- e

Fzz. acx

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

0-a%. X-Svh 5K Bind

ferceut of Ti/Tzy4ocE Srudets whe g

A o bdio 25 pesceciii M o Selog Seth Peaceutie

F-54

332

. s




Bacic - 54ill Tobnl , Juamtk @uedd Iptelines cbofivasbrns 10/ 14/85

GAE 3
N= 139

2
ﬁ .

E

£

{3
"

(0. oF Trke T telrels Cluaia fastle He bos)

¢
3
-
¥
&

k-
e

ey £rx
w2 7] ||
o XS T K T2VY -5} 2SR WL Ti-leedh

Fg.2 Percent & TXfrzeock Shudhs wWho nve
M oy e 36k prcedly A+ or Gelwy Soia Prcahle

S L84 BAVS ¥ 500 TEU

’ E} ’91 4 ‘r'
¢ 3
BRE
‘ ) o, So}
| % i
o ] 4%
| i -!, %3 “ 2724
AR I
20.¢
}, F a¢ 15.49, "::l
3
{ 3 (NSRS e i sl
) e (M
0-289, 4-50f  si-q8( -1k 0-35%,  ab-soh  S1-75L -
F,‘a_;.q_. fevceut of Tx[TzyecE shudedy wWhe are
At or Balns asy, fewedk F-55 At o Below SOH pereutie
333 . B

T T T TR T IR WP A A e AT T T




2A3

Basic skl Totml , fuevkle cnd Melan sefiniine

tv g 0%y B

GRAOE S
" Ntz o128
a9
si 4t
by
is |
32 5% |
:!;.z [ »?
Bl “ 26.4%
£ 1, -
¢ ust |
o 2 wesk
o3, 5.2% "t
3 .o"z m
0-35%  a-se)  SI-L Y-tk f.é:T_:l; 236-0% S1-1% Y- fs
Fij. 2a5. fercent of TXITE4+0SE Bhudeds Whe are
At ov Balow a4, W\g A+ oy Belew So ¥ Wk—
BEST COPY AVAILABLE
(X712 [
"3 N= 99 %.9%
IT;
RN
LY
54
1
K] 1143
RE
“3 ng o, .
f wh 2638 32 %
2 ag
% ¢ 4
. ([N} §
ii e} 0" :""
e ek 3.0}
4
7Tl
0-25% s8f SR %-iw], :?7, 26-8% &1 Tetod

ave

forcent oF TI[TeaecE siudecds

M ov Bahw 2TH, gercewtle  F-s6

T e e e R o e s e '3‘3'4:tr:ftrr:: Aarey Y e - - -

whe
Ar ov Bdow Tod, percevie

e i ot




Ledegory

ra.
(Vo o Tide T Scluds Slatq i=side e boy )

presu) 08 Toe 1 cdal

%% {

g 1

sob t

bt

GRADE

47-¢%

7%

Dosic Sk Tedal, Fuerhle and Meia., Pefirmaihe
(2 A ()

-6 COMBINED

N=1S¢

1032
TA

%

132

1.
9

ot 3.2%

Fo’: . 2b.

ST COPY AVAILABLE

o=, 251,

5-1€%  T-iwf

At or Balow asH. gerceile

— - T—lee ]
0-35%  2%-5% s1-153 ¢

Percent ofF TI/TitocE Studeds whe ave

Pt ov Belu So He peveestile

5335

<0
.4’ e e o

LiBAMAVAYGOD Y238 .




w"ﬂ“’] o Tuogh.‘.a taslent :
4= % % Tr{T2rocE W are oo - belunoely (o o batoy 25 4y Reile =3
low ‘4“-”.:? ¢ P BRI Hyh, At o belng SOt ok o
Lao melieneg s 7 Jof Vs High , OHaunia Las)
8= % ¥ lac-adieniy shededs the ane £uVed i Tz/ TZHOSE

(ot ov belay 3sp, Rile @s lw-u-l-'-uuy 2 T30 5 HYh , SHewna Lo
O O Lelay SoHaRide ss tnd —addieny ¢ > 3R is HYh , olewda Lad)

AA3 Basic Skl Toral , Fuahle awd Meslinea Afinihnn 1e) 14 ) PV

GrACE |
“ .
§§ ) Nz=uo N=ENn3
PR
% 3124
-‘ K FIRY ) P
L § 3l ; et [ 29.2%
‘.i 2) ¢ 21
. Al 91%
' 1'5 %] [ m
WA
lowhA lLwsh  HghA  HighA LosA  lowA WA u.y‘
Lwd  High8 12:5 High B bewB  Hght LoB HoB
. : texe
Fi9.3a4. CAW 2 Tw.@?h.? Lo
2= oF ov Budos acH, percautk A+ ov Bals oW ’f"““"k'
5 Lo - puduieving as  Lew- Bduta]
&RAVE 2
1 ; $15%
j N= a2y Nsi34 "
.3 1! So% 1
:! FTRY
:k: 3 259 55
] 4
“ )
g } * 3.4%
1 3i
T " 0.7
a
oM "n,' ".’;" k) 1
i M |-
Lew A A HighA WA LA LA WA HRhA
lows ::; 4 ‘-?:8 ﬂz:c i ® “1‘? 8 Lub ”ik .Y
.30, Cobegey o Tagrhcg  Tedex

Br oy Belew ATH peccatile
xS Loy~ MW.‘»«&

. == BEST COPY.AVAILABLE. . .

Ar o Sl so 4l Wuu*k_
ag L‘C\’- ‘\CL&?"“J" v -‘n-‘»-_-ea
F-38 S TIALAYANGCD T2E

336

—




A Aae 1A V3 L L Y] O ¢ vuny ’ v . -

Cn’:gr\, tf- Tvqe.ho’ .z:u‘-lx

N e

GRAVE 3
%‘ }‘ W, Neid2 Ne13g 2%
%
hd 3 &
3 4.5
. 3 sl F;
'; [
RER
K"}
A
E é ’01 2’.01.
k)
0 !
3 v 1e% 13.0% ‘i‘j’.
.é bt ‘_‘1. Y3 (1 4 *
iu 29%
Lo A Lows
A HigkB  han A law A LA HMA Hot, A
Lu8  Hale s g;:s lw®  Hpht ba:B H?;.B
Codagery of Tagehiy Ludex
.3as, . e pescsuhi
AR or Below 2SH peceantiin A+ ov Eedd SO
a5 Low - Aelieving o8 Lew- Reliuriny
| QravE 4
{Eﬂ 10* 4 Neiat N""-1
H
< 3
$9.17%
3’_1 717
S v sot }
_g 3 YA
9.3 st 21.24
. ;)
]
i -‘ kt
3 v
“ "\11
o 23
& . V3%
-Aj < ol u:‘ﬂ- =
3 $ % 559 Ly
&~ | M
Lwh LA WA wanh Luwd  LoA  HHA Hgh A
L€ ugs Lot wps Lw®  HykB S Hg B
. Cu*t}cv, of Tﬂﬂatfo'? Tudex
.3a : :
a4 Mo Sdig 35S peccesile B o Bcleg SOth Picadile

ERIC

=== BEST COPY

X LOUO - h“q’“;“a’ -

F-59

as  lew-~ Rekieving
SJBANAVAYS0OQ tung




2A3 Basic Skill Teta| , uachie Gud Mestaawn,  OB~TINA
Codagevy Of T«gd&d Tuclex
GRADE S
E:‘; "1 Nz nq nsi120
$ .g 9%
R4 ; 5o, g 7!
33 “
3 3 ]
v -
+ 3
2y 253
- ;1 3' 30!’1
:x- * N} A 2% “
: N (1) 'k}
2 ) 1 ) £3%
7]
low# laoA  MHagkA  HakA oA LA HPRA  Hauh
Lt ups b?«:l m:hb t:s High$ L?:b ugt‘\b
At o Bebwd 3s¥ Peucesie pr o Belwy SO pevaeiit
s Led— feliesny as Lo - achieding
GRAQE L
1”b I
; 3 N-a? N*=49
s 3 . £1.5%
.‘ _g :D% b UOL Y]
> ’; “
2 3
i 1 33%
0 § okt acsd 3t
i Z
3 2l “;:‘ 1K1
* é L “ (%)} n
gv - :
Lew A L h H’M Hgh A lawh lwA Hiy A HyuA
Lot HERE LS WS Lus  Hp®  LuB  HPE
Cotagemy oF T«an‘s? Tadex
. B ov Sdow 2K pocsntie P ov Belpws SO+ Pruasdie
Fg.i«é. ~ Lw- .d\:am‘?_ as Lau- Pebieving
BEST COPY AVAILABLE F-60

ALBAL

AVA Y500 Ta38

- — R J




an> BACC DK eres 1““-.5 - - .. -4 corceg .

Cobagmy of T-3"~"3 Tudex
Ae % of Tx/Tz+0CE whe ave  Liy-folicning
(oo bolio 254 peccatle a3 Lo - Bekiowiy = >S0T G, Elre L
at o el So4h permutle as ““'Mu‘ﬂ s >h% is th,an L)
B=% bw-bdaw.-? shadads  Wle ae cupsiiedl iw T/ TITOCE

(at ov belew ICH. peuwedih Qs bu)-kw,'.? 2 >307, T th,i"— :::i)
oF ov belus Lot peecesle os L.,g-acuw:? T >E% is Hyk, B

GRADE 1-§ CoMBINED

N= 15§
~
T i 4
- 4
g .
K4
g~ 49.1%
T3 gok 2%
= 5 432
(%]
'3 e 1 73
"3 £ 33.3¢
2 " i " 34%
23.
F % | m :;;1
: 3 1544
F 24
3 oL 9.1 7.2
bt " 1"
Las A Lat A High A uguh LwA LuA  H¥A  HpA
Lot Hgh6  Luw® Wb L 8 Hph8 LB HphB
Ca#uacy\, of T-ugd’&: Joday
Bt or By 3CH, preceiie A or Baow S0tk peaaddile
s bm—bdu'w-} or L Aebeitaing
Fis. 30
F-61

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 339 BEST COPY AVAILAGLE




Reanalyses of District Practices Study

Decision Resources

Part 3

Targeting Data

Ann Milne




The following tables present rz2analyses of data from the District Practices
Study (DPS) designed to determine whether the percent of eligible or served
schools was related to (1) criteria for school selection and (2) district
size.

Tables 1 and 2 present the results of these analyses hased on a subsample
of the total DPS sample. Only this subsample received questions related to
goals and to the kind of school selection criteria used.

Table 1 examines the relationship between the percent of schools in a

district identified as Title I and the district's choice of data source for
identifying such schools. It should be noted here that the percents listed
are served, not elisible, schools (the latter cannot be determined from the
DPS data), and they may be receiving services based not only on their
identification by the particular data source, but also by any number of the
"special” eligibility provisions - no wide variance, the grandfather
clause, etc. Given this caveat, it should be noted that the relationship
is nevertheless significant. However, the high number of schools served in
districts using Census numbers may reflect the fact that those districts
are small, and that smaller districts serve more schools overall (see Table
2)(

Table 2 shows the relationship between percent of schools with Title I

services and data source used holding constant distiict size. The percent
¢f schools served varies by district size, with, as noted, the smallest
districts serving the largest percent of schools. Also, within the small
district category, we find that the number of schools served varies
according to data sources used. Even within this size category, (that 1is,
with district five partially controlled), use of Census data continues to
be related to the greatest number of schools served.

Also of interest here are the absolute percents of schools served by
districts of various sizes. 1In 1981-82, it was still necessary that
schools be above the district average on the particular poverty criterion
used to be deemed eligible. It is clear that the smaller the district the
more able they appear to have been to use the flexibility options built
into the Title I school eligibility and targeting provisions.

Various points about this use of the DPS data are "1 order, First, all
districts with illogiccl student population ratio. exceeding 1 -~ such as
the ratio of served students to total enrollment -~ were eliminated from
the sample for all analyses, whether or not the analyses dealt with these
specific ratios. One exception is the ratio of number of educationally
disadvantaged students in Title I schools or attendance areas to public

school students in these schools or areas. Because of the possibility of

large numbers of disadvantaged students attending private schools, this
ratio was allowed to range to a maximum of 1.33 (to reflect a maximum of 25
percent of district students in private schools).

Elimination of districts reduced the effective sample size of the subsample
by about one-third. This produces subsample sizes of approximately 210.
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Noted on each table are either significance levels, or the fact that
relationships were non-significant. Significance tests are based on
analyses using scaled weights -~ that is, weights whose sum equals the

appropriate sample N, However, values in the tables are from analyses
weighted to reflect population totals.
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Table 1

Percent of Schools with Title I Programs in the
District Related to Particular Data Sources
School Year 1981-82

Data Source Number of Percent Schools
Districts in Title I#*
Free Lunch Only 63.4
AFDC Only 56.1
Free Lunch and AFDC 64.6
Free Lunch, AFDC, Census 49,5
Census Only 7.8
Other 73.7
Total 66.8

* Differences are significant at p .0006.

Source: District Practices Study; subsample, weighted to
population estimates.,
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Table 2

Percent of Schools with Title I Programs in the
District Related to Particular Data Sources,

Separately by District
School Year 1981-82

Size

Data Source Small#* Medium Large
(2,500~
(2,500) 9,999) (10,000)

Free Lunch Only 60.9 69.8 45,3
AFDC Only 76.7 46.3 42,2
Free Lunch and AFDC 68.9 64.8 33.8
Free Lunch, AFDC, Census 45,8 55,9 57.9
Census Only 90.0 84.6 56.8
Other 82.1 63.7 47.6
Total* 72.4 64.4 45.1

Number of Districts in Analysis:

* Differences are significant at p .0001.

Source: District Practices Study; subsample, weighted to

population estimates.

344

F-66
BU.S. GOVERNMENT PRIKTING OFFICEs 1J86-159°1907/50463



