[ORLANDO.WPD , , = Page 1]

PRESIDENT CLINTON: STRENGTHENING PUBLIC EDUCATiON
- September 9, 1998

In remarks to students, parents, and teachers at Hillcrest Elementary School in Orlando, Florida,
President Clinton today called on Congress to act immediately to pass his education initiatives to

-strengthen public education. The President also announced the release earlier in the day of (1) a
report on reading and math achievement scores of 4th graders in high-poverty schools and (2)
federal school safety grants totalmg $16 million that will enable schools to partner with law -
enforcement officers to 1mprove safety and d1sc1phne in schools

4TH GRADE MATH AND READING ACHIEVEMENT. The President announced that the
U.S. Department of Education today released a report on how students in high-poverty schools
perform on the 4th grade math and reading National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP)
tests. The report documents a continuing gap in both reading and math performance between
students in high-poverty-schools and students in low-poverty schools the report, however, also
shows that the gap in math performance is dechmng

. Math scores shOw smmﬁcont achlevement gains among 4th grade students in
" high-poverty schools between 1992 and 1996. The percentage of 4th-graders in
high-poverty schools that scored at least at the basic level increased from 26 percentin
1992 to 42 percent in 1996. A total of 27 states showed significant galns in math for 4th
grade students in high-poverty schools

. Achievement gap in math s significant but ﬁarrowim 'In.1996, students in high-poverty
- schools scored an average of 22 points below their peers in low-poverty schools. In 1992,
thls gap stood at 28 points and in 1994, it was 24 pomts : :

+-  Reading scores among 4th grade students in huzh poverty schools remained relatively flat
between 1992 and 1994. Only five states demonstrated significant gams in readlng for
4th grade students in hxgh-poverty schools :

. Achievement gap in reading is higher than in math. The average difference in reading
achievement between students in high-poverty schools and studentsin low-poverty
schools was 38 points in 1996. Even this gap, however, has declined somewhat from a
total of 40 points in 1992 and 1994. :

GIVING SCHOOLS THE TOOLS TO HELP EVERY CHILD MEET HIGH
STANDARDS. President Clinton reiterated his call on Congress to pass education initiatives to
“help all chlldren reach challenging academic standards, strengthen ‘accountability,
provide access to technology, improve the quality of teaching, expand Head Start
and after school programs, and make our schools safe and drug- free. .

Voluntary National Standards and Tests. President Clinton is calling for
voluntary national standards and tests in 4th grade reading and 8th grade
math to help students master the basic skills and to give parents,
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communities, -and educators accurate information on how well our students
perform. In order to close the achlevement gap, we. have to set the same
h:gh standards for all children. :

Education Oppor‘tuni,ty} Zones. President Clintonis urging Congress to
strengthen schools in high poverty. communities by providing funds to school
districts that are raising student achievement by ending social promotions and

‘réquiring students to meet academic standards at key transition points; rewarding
‘outstanding teachers and fairly and quickly removmg ineffective téachers; and turning

around falhng schools

Reduce ClassASVize. The President is pre‘ssing Congress to enact his proposal
to reduce class size to a national average of 18 in grades 1-3, by helping" =~

local schools hire an additional 100,000 well-prepared teachers. Research
shows. that smaller classes increase student achievement and have the
greatest impact on the academic achievement of disadvantaged students.

) Helping:‘Every Eight-Year old »Learn' To Read. President Clinton is c"ontinuinQ

to work with Congress to enact a child literacy bill to ensure that children
receive quality instruction from well-trained teachers and have opportunities

to develop their reading skills with tra'ivned tutors after-school time and on

weekends.

Sfrengfhening And Expanding Charter Schools. President Clinton is working
with Congress to pass bipartisan leglslatlon to strengthen federal support for
the growing charter school movement

Teacher Preparation and Rec'ruitment President Clinton is urging Congress to
reauthorize the Higher Education Act, including his initiative to strengthen teacher
preparation programs and recrultment of well-prepared teachers for underserved
high-poverty schools. * :

Modernizing OurSchools. The President is calling for federal tax credits to

help renovate, modernize, and bui!d over 5,000 public schools nationwide.

Extra Support for Students in High Poverty Schools (Tltle I). The President is-
pressing forward with his request for additional support to help 520,000 students in
high-poverty schools to meet challenging academic standards.” The House bill cuts
the President’s request by $392 million, whxle the Senate bill is $91 million
below the Presxdent s request

LEADING AN EFFORT TO KEEP OUR SCHOOLS SAFE. :
-New resources to create safer schools. The President today announced the

release by the Department of Justice COPS Office of $16:4 million in grants to
155 law enforcement agencies under the new' School-Based Partnerships grant
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- program. The School-Based Partnerships grants will be used by policing agencies
to work with schools and community-based orgamzatlons to address cnme at
and around schools. .

Using community policing to combat and prevent school crime. The
School-Based Partnerships program emphasizes the use of of community policing
and problem-solving methods to address the causes of school-related crime. The
grants will help to forge or strengthen partnerships between local law -
enforcement and schools to focus on school crime and disorder problems such
as drug deahng and use, assaults threats, vandalism, -and other student safety
issues. :
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- PRESIDENT WILLIAM J. CLINTON :
TALKING POINTS FOR VISIT TO HILLCREST ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
ORLANDO, FLORIDA
September 9, 1998

Acknowledge: Puerto Rico-Gov. Pedro Rosello; Lt. Gov. Buddy MacKay; Reéps.
Peter Deutsch, Robert Wexler, Corrine Brown; State Reps. Shirley Brown, Lars Hafner;
Orange County Chair Linda Chapin; Principal Aliette [al-lee-YET] Scharr; PTA Pres Susan
Waldrip; teacher Clalre H_oe_sg [HOO-ee]. ,

At thxs.moment I think all of us would agree that America, always a blessed
nation, is particularly blessed. We have the strongest economy in a generation. We have a.
dropping crime rate and rising wages. We have the lowest welfare rolls in 29 years and the
highest home ownership in history. Our country has had a remarkable run of economic and
social progress, and we have been able to promote peace and security and freedom around the
world.

When times are good, some people waxit to take a breather. But the world is
changing very fast every day. We cannot afford to let up. We have to bear down.

Last night, Mark McGwire broke the greatest record in baseball, and today all of
America is still cheering that incredible achievement and the saluting what McGwire and
Sammy Sosa have brought back to the sport of baseball. You think Mark McGwire is
going to sit back and relax now that he’s reached 62? You think he woke up this morning and
said, I’ve done enough . . . now I'm going to stop swinging for the fences? You think Sammy
Sosa is going to hold back now that he’s at 58? Not a chance. . '

Today, I wanted to come to Hillcrest Elementary School to talk to you about why
all of us have to keep swinging for the fences, even now that times are good. America
faces big challenges to prepare our nation for the 21st century. We must use this moment to
expand our economy; maintain fiscal responsibility by setting asuie the budget surplus ‘until we
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have saved Social Security for future generations; expand access to quality health care; -
safeguard our environment; strengthen our democracy through campaign finance reform. And
nothing we do will be more. important than what you do here every day. The American
economy -- and the American Dream -- depend upon g1v1ng a11 our children the ﬁnest
education in the world

This is not.the Wealthiest school in Florida; but it is rich in results. Reading and
math scores are on the rise. Your classrooms are connected to the Internet, and students who

- don’t have computers at-home can borrow them to work on them at home with their parents.

Students are thriving in foreign languages. And I think it’s wonderful how you are reaching
out to new mothers, so they can help their children develop cognitively. from the very first
days of life. ,

But here and across the country, there is more to do. Today the Department of
Education is releasing a report that shows that while we are making progress, students in
high-poverty areas continue to lag behind. their-more-advantaged peers in 4th-grade reading -
and math. In high-poverty schools, fewer than half of all 4th graders are scoring at least at the
basic level in math. We.cannot go strong into the 21st century if any of our children graduate
without being able to perform basic math or read. We cannot go strong into the 21st century
if any of our children are ill-prepared for the high-tech jobs of the future. We cannot go
strong into the 21st century if the promise of America is an illusion to any one of our children.

Today, before the Congress, is an agenda for American education. It would move
our nation forward on every front as we work to renew our public schools. '

-1 have called on Congress to help give our children smaller classes. Here at
Hillcrest, your classes are already below 18 in the early grades, and you can attest to how °
much more individual attention that allows.  Across the country, we must give every child thls
advantage by hiring another 100,000 well-prepared teachers. :

I have called on Congress to help create safer schools. Congress must work with us
to continue strengthening partnerships between local law enforcement and schools. For our
part, just this morning the Justice Department released $16.4 million in grants to 155 law

~ enforcement agencies across the country. These grants will give police more resources to

work with schools and community-based organizations to prevent.crime at and around our
nation’s schools. : '

I have called on Congress to help connect all of our classrooms to the Internet by

the year 2000 -- and help our teachers make the very best use of the new technology.

- T have called on Congress to help give our children the opportunity to learn in
safe, modern schools. What kind of signal do we send to a child whose one chance to make.
it in life is a decent education if every day the child has to walk into a school where.the

~windows are broken the paint is peellng, maybe a whole floor is shut down?



i have called on Congress to help raise our students sights wnth voluntary national
standards and tests. In order to close the achievement gap, we must set the same high
standards for all children -- and help all children reach those high goals.

I have called on Congress to help create Education Opportunity Zones and expand
funding for Title I.- We must strengthen schools in high-poverty areas by rewarding
outstanding teachers, by fairly and quickly removing ineffective teachers, by providing
" after-school instruction to help end the counter-productive practice of social promotlon and by

providing the funding to help more than a half- mllhon students in hlgh—poverty areas meet
challenging academlc standards. :

; - Time is running short for Congress to act.” On October 1, three weeks from now, -
this year’s budget will run out. Although there is much more work to do, the Senate has taken
an important first step on the education agenda I have proposed. The House of
- Representatives, however, has taken a giant step backwards, advocating $2 billion in extreme
cuts. So today, I want to speak directly to the Members of the House: If you pitch me a bill
that doesn’t fund my. request for after-school programs, education technology, and other vital
‘education initiatives, I will be forced to knock that bill right back to the other side of the Mall.

Our'chlldren’s education should not be a partisan issue. The fifth graders here
today, who are working so hard to live up to.the expectations of their teachers and the dreams
of their parents, need us to work together. If we put our children’s progress. ahead of
partisanship, there is no limit to what these children can achleve : :

‘###
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PRESIDENT WILLIAM J. CLINTON

TALKING POINTS FOR VISIT TO HILLCREST ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
- -~ ORLANDO, FLORIDA \

September 9, 1998

Acknowledge: Puerto Rico Gov. Pedro Rosello; Lt. Gov. Buddy MacKay;" Reps. Peter
Deutsch, Robert Wexler, Corrine Brown; State Reps. Shirley Brown, Lars Hafner; Orange
County Chair Linda Chapin; Principal Aliette [al-lee-YET] Scharr; PTA Pres. Susan Waldrip;
teacher Claire Hoey [HOO-ee]. .

At this moment I think all of us would agree that America, always a blessed nation,
is particularly blessed. We have the strongest economy in a generation. We have a dropping
crime rate and rising wages. We have the lowest welfare rolls in 29 years and the highest home .
ownership in history.” Our country has had a remarkable run of economic and social progress,
and we have been able to promote peace and security and freedom around the world.

’ When times are good, some people want to take a breather. But the world is
changing very fast every day. We cannot afford to let up. We have to bear down.

Last night, Mark McGwire broke the greatest record in baseball, and today all of
America is still cheering. You think Mark McGwire is going to sit back and relax now that he’s
reached 62? You think he woke up this morning and said, I've done enough . . . now I’'m going .
to stop swinging for the fences? Not a chance.

' -Today, I wanted to come to Hillcrest Elementary School to talk to you about why all’
of us have to keep swinging for the fences, even now that times are good. America faces big
challenges to prepare our nation for the 21st century. We must use this moment to expand our
economy; maintain fiscal responsibility by setting aside the budget surplus until we have saved
Social Security for future generations; expand access to quality health care; safeguard our
environment; and strengthen our democracy through campaign finance reform. And nothing we
do will be more important than what you do here every day. The American economy -- and the

American Dream -- depend upon giving all our children the finest education in the world.

This is not the wealthiest school in Florida, but it is rich in results. Reading and math
scores are on the rise. Your classrooms are connected to the Internet, and students who don’t
have computers at home can borrow them to"work on them at home with their parents. Students
are thriving in foreign languages. And I think it’s wonderful how you are reaching out to new
mothers, so they can help their children develop cognitively from the very first days of life.

But here and across the country, there is more to do. Today the Department of
Education is releasing a report that shows that while we are making progress, students in high-
poverty areas continue to lag behind their more-advantaged peers in 4th-grade reading and math.
In high-poverty schools, fewer than half of all 4th graders are scoring at least at the basic level in
math. We cannot go strong into the 21st century if any of our children graduate without being

n



able to read We cannot go strong into the 21st century if any of our children are ill-prepared for
the high-tech jobs of the future.” We cannot go strong into the 21st century if the promise of
America is an 1llusxon to any one of our children. ,

Today, before the Congress, is an agenda for American education. It would move
our nation forward on every front as we work to renew our public schools.

I have called on Congress to help give our children smaller classes. Here at Hillcrest,
your classes are already below 18 in the early grades, and you can attest to how much more
individual attention that allows. Across the country, we must give every child this advantage, by '
hiring another 100,000 well-prepared teachers.

I have called on Congress to help create safer schools. Congress must work with us to
continue strengthening partnerships between local law enforcement and schools. Just this -
morning, the Justice Department released $16.4 million in grants to 155 law enforcement
‘agencies across the country. These grants will give police more resources to work with schools
and community-based organizations to prevent crime at and around our nation’s schools. |

I have called on‘Congress to help connect all of oﬁr classrooms to the Internet by the
year 2000 -- and help our teachers make the very best use of the new technology. *

I have called on Congress to help give our children the opportunity to learn in safe,
modern schools. What kind of signal do you send to a child whose one chance to make it in life
is a decent education if every day the.child has to walk into a school where the wmdows are
broken, the paint is peeling, maybe a whole floor is shut down?

I have called on Congress to help raise our student’s sights with voluntary national

-standards and tests. In order to close the achievement gap, we must set the same high standards
for all children'-- and help all children reach those high goals.

I have called on Congress to help create Education Opportunity Zones and expand
funding for Title I -- strengthening schools in high-poverty areas by rewarding outstanding
teachers, by fairly and quickly removing ineffective teachers, by providing after-school
instruction to help end the counter-productive practice of social promotion, and by providing the
funding to help more than a half-million students in high-poverty areas meet challengmg
academic standards.

Time is running short for Congress to act. On October 1, three weeks from now, this
year’s budget will run out. Although there is much more work to do, the Senate has taken an
important first step on the education agenda I have proposed. The House of Representatives has
taken a giant step backwards, advocating $2 billion in extreme cuts. So today, I want to speak
directly to the Members of the House: If you pitch me a bill that doesn’t fund my request for
after-school programs, education technology, and other vital education initiatives, I will be

- forced to knock that bill right back to the other side of the Mall. ‘

.Our children’s education should not be a partisan issue. The fifth gr_adérs here tpday;
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who are working so hard to live up to the expectations of their teachers and the dreams of their
parents, need us to work together. If we put our children’s progress ahead of partisanship, there
- is no limit to what these children can achieve.
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The Program Will be:

PrlnC|pal -- Welcome , :
Teacher - intro Buddy McKay (school nominated teacher of the year)
Buddy McKay

Parent -- PTA Presxdent for 3 years -- introduces POTUS

POTUS.
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_ Remarks ‘of Aliette Scharr, " Principal, H&Ilcrést Elementary Foreign
Language Academy '

’ A warm welcome to Hillcrest Elementaxy School to the President of the Umted Statcs Bﬂl
Chnten to our other distinguished guests, to our Partners in Educanon, and to the parents,
Hello to our teachers and students watching the prooeedmgs in their classrooms, - '

Mr. President, the people assembled here have a common commitment, an interest in.

_ ,cducatlon They represent the Federal State, County and Cxty Govermnments, the School
District, the school itself, the Supporting Commuvity and the School Commumty The

' studcnts you see before you are the Fifth Graders of Hlllcrcst

Hillerest i 1s asmall i mner cxty school that may be dcscnbcd by some as dxsadvantagcd Iti lS '
.a Txt]e I school with 87% free or reduced lunch. Almost half of our students are not
'profic;ent in the English lan«mage A large pcrcentagc of our students are considered “at
nsk” because they come from smgle parem: homes, shelters and transmon homes.

: Because of the rather unique: challenges we faCe here, we essentially broken the mold a.nd o
set up a system wI:uch I feel has becn succcssful in meeung these challenges

© We have long apprccxatcd the effort that bot’h y()u and the First Lady have put forth for
- achlevmg excellence in education. Already, Hillcrest has beneﬁtcd from one of the items on
. your agenda—— the establishment of a decentralized school systern that encourages

- ﬁmnovauon at the school level. It has allowed us to model much of what we do hereon
your vision of educauon for the new mxllenmum ' '

- Here are ﬁvc key strategies that we have embraoed t0 increase our effectiveness as a

leammg mstxtutxon

'l. Make hteracy the main focus of Hlllcrest Elementary We are thc only K-5
. ELLI school in Florida. The Early htemcy Leaming Initiative. This program combines

- complementary elemems to promote hteracy One is to increase the proﬁc1ency of our

staff’s teaching skills in reading and writing. Another is to foster mdcpendcnt leammg
. among students through access to self-paced, interactive learning stations. These empower
students to take rcéponsibility for their own learning with the support of expert teaching.

" In addition, we have instituted a ;‘Reading Reém)ery” program for first graders having‘
“difficulty Iearn ing to read. As mentioned in The First Lady’s Book, It Takes a Vﬂlage tms
program is an outstandmg ca.rly intervention for at—nsk students

Hillcrest Elcmentaryl.0 page 1



2. Provide mathematics instruction with a real world context, We are havin‘:g
great success with a literature-based Australian model that first allows students to c‘onkidcr
solutions for real life situations, before moving to hands-on calculations and ﬁnally o
understandmg the applied theory behind the solutmn '

3. Give teachers and students easy access to crmcal learnmg technology
All of our classrooms are equipped with comput;ers and connection to the Internet,
pra\!ldmg a variety of i interz cuve 1earnmg acnvmes matched to.each grade 1evel

In addition, the schoo] mamtams its own mteracnvc hame page which students can access
from both home and school. Our World-wide home page comununicates information about |
school issues and parenting issues directly to students and their families, For those families
who don't have computers at home, the school provides Web-TV units which link them to
the school and to the world via the Internet, Even the tradmonal “note from the principal”
can now be replaccd by E—mzul dxrectly to families.

4. Overceme language/cmltural barrieérs to 1eammg Many of our students are of .
qupamc or Vietnamese origin. Rather than label them 2s “English deﬁcxcnt” we consxdcr
..each of them to be “language@nnched” and try to- taﬂor mstructmn to meet their needs

‘In addition, to ensure a lcarz_ung environment that is all-mcluswc, Hillcrest teachers are.

 training to qualify for ESOL. endorsement  on their certificates. We also partner with
Universities, agencies and organizations from the cornmunity to enhance our effectiveness.
For instané:e, with the help of Mayor Glenda Hoéci’b matching grants program, we were
able 10 purchase the languac'e lab units that you can see in action right now... emblmg

' cveryonc in ﬂllS room to hstcu to my remarks szmultaneously

S.v Celebrate cultural dwetswy. Most uniquely, Mr. President, Hillcrest is preparing
~today’s students to become tomorrow’s “citizens of the world” by providing them with the

) opportunity to learn in two languages everyday. Our bi-lingual approach is both a profound o
' “equalizer” and a competitive advantage for our students. You see, we, too are bmldmg
bridges i into the 21 st Century ‘ '

We thank you for the m5pmtmn, Mr, Pres:dent, and for your continued dedlcanon to
cducauonal 1ssucs ‘ L ‘

Of courSe you know as well as I, that visionary leadership and innovation are. oﬁly partof
- the education equation, Ultirnately, success depends on the peaple that make it happc:n in
the classroom evcryday—-uAmenca s teachers For thcu all~1mp0rtant perspective, 1 would
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~ like to introduce you to Mirs. Clair Hoey, Curriculum Resource Teacher at Hillcrei;i
Elementary School. '

’Hillcrest’Elemgntaryl;ﬂ . . k . | o o - pach‘



Remarks of Mrs. Clair Hoey, Curnculum Resource Teacher, Hlllcrest
;Elementary School, -

Good mommg, ‘M. Prcs;dent and mwted guests, Itisa pnvﬂcge to-welcome you to

Hilicrest and to have t}m opporturuty to highlight some of the cnﬁcal chaﬂcnges I face
everyday as an educator in this school..

‘-There‘has, of course, been a ot of attention focused on such high profile problems as
overcrowded classrooms, deteriorating facilities and safety. These are critical areas to be
sure, and [ am anxjous to bear the remarks of the President on school safety. Addmonally,
I would like to call attention to a more subtle and very seﬂous challenge.

This is the fact that many of our children corne to us wnhout adequatc pre-school
preparation, and from violent environments. You and the First Lady have helped to put the
spotlight on early child development and scientific research into the relationship between .
4 learning and the phyuology of the human brain. Tests show that carly childhood caregivers
can do much to stimulate the growth of neural connections and cnhance later 1eammg ‘
performzmce among preschool chlldren

Unfortunately, this opportunity is bemg squandcred, ledren are cntenng schoo] with little
~ background knowledge ancl Jearning aptitude for teachers to build on. The result is a wider
gap in achievement among our students '

In reSponse our staff has been dcdxcated to studymg the work of such child devcloPment
visionaries as Eric- Jcnscn and Howard Gardncr In an effort to make our classrooms more
enriching for all stdents, we mcorporate music, movement Art and active leamning in
every classroom everyday

One of the offshoots of our studms was the development of Hillcrest Brain Baby Kits.
When mothers of our exlstmg students give birth, they receive an activity kit containing
books, toys, rattles, Mozart tapes and tape playets and nursery rhymes in every language.
Along with the kits, we offer a oncc-a—month group session to share with Lhcsc new mother

the 1mpoxtance of early learning. The goal i IS to ensure that children who enter Pre-K at
; Hﬂlcrest are ready to contmue the process of learning,

‘This is just one example of how we as a school are taking the initiative to address the needs
of children. However, we depend on lawmakcrs and policymakers at the local, state and
‘national level to determine priorities and set the pace for educational reform. We are
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fortunate to have in our state a leader whose commitment to chﬂdrcn and to he quality of
their education has never wavered... Lieutenant Governor, Buddy Mckay.

ng
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. [NSERT REMARKS
‘Remarks of Susan Waldnp, Presldent, Hillcrest PTA E

Each weekday morning I stop by the school on' my way to work to aypear on the mornmg
announcements delivering news ahout PTA and school activities orto just oﬁ” er an
encouraging word. Sometimes I dance or smg and Mrs. Scharr always shakes her head,
smilés and says, “No wonder Ihey call you Wacky Waldrip? As I see myself on the screcn
part of me always feels like I am getting away with so:nethmg And yes, I havc s pcm
plenty of times in the Principal’s office. ' )

Last week, I was promoting the big open  house on Tuesday night and told the kids to bring
aunts, uncles, Uranclpzm as many famﬂy members as they wanted because we wanted to
“have a good turnout, '

So, Tuesday night comes and we’ve got a packed house. "Bvcrywheré Iturn, kids are
bounding up to me, their eyes sparkling with excitement... “Mrs ‘Waldrip! Mrs. Waldnp‘ '
I want you to meet my Uncle Tran...” “Mrs. Wﬂdnp, I want you to meet my Aunt

Maria...” Before the evcmng was over, I had met mothers, fathers, brothers, msters, great.
aunts, uncles, and at least one second cousin thce removed. It was 50 amazmg to see

. these kids bringing members of their exicnded families to visit thexr school. What struck

mc the most was how much pnde Isaw in theu faccs as they gmded their relatives through
the halls of Hillcrest. '

I think that ep1sode capturcs what is at the very heart of the v1saon our teachc.rs

- administrators ancl parents have for this.school: to prowde not just an eduoanon butalsoa -

’:commumty, To create a very real sense of belanging for all the chx}drcn of Hillcrest as well
as for their families. :

The immense value that is placed on c‘&ery child here has created an ‘incredibly fertile
“common grounci” upon which Hillcrest families have come together... from wealthy,

. m:ddle class and working class neighborhoods, even from shelters Speakmg Enghsh |
Spanish, French and VxemamesL, :

In the midst of so much economic and cultural dxversny, we are seeing the cieation of a

“community umtcd by its love for children and by a deep concern for their futire, As
Hillary Clinton believes, “The Child is at the Center of the szmn" For me, the personal '
rewards of witnessing th;s transformation have been immeasurable. The bottom line is that
cultural differences a.re celebrated and respected in our school community.

Hillcrest Elementary1.0- - ' - B page‘s‘



In the halls each day, T get a few more smiles, hear a few more laughs and see just a bit
more hope in the faces of kids. Because soieone believes in them, they are starting to -
believe in themselves, And, I'm starting to believe in a future for all of us.

And now, it my very great pleasure to introduce a nian whose vision for the children of this
country has gualified him to be an honorary member of the Hillcrest PTA— President Bill ‘
Clinton. . ' '

Hillcrest Elementaryl.00 j . o L h o bage 9
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_ Aliette Scharr was bomn in Cuba and migrated to the United States in 1959. She attended
Florida Schools and received her Undergraduate Degree in Elementary Education from
Florida Intemational University in Miami, her Masters Degree in Instructional Technology
from the University of Central Flonda, and her Educatlonal Leadersth credentlals from Nova
Umversny g .

She has been an educator for 17 years She has been the pnncrpal at Htllcrest Elementary
School for three years: During that time she has been recognized by the Orange County
Reading Council as a Literacy Advocate, by Title | for her Outstanding Commitment and
‘Service, and by the Florida Association of Elementary and Middle School Pnncupals with the
Little. Red Schoolhouse award for her implementation of an Innovative Program in Foreign
Languages Ahette is marned to David O. Scharr and has two chtldren -- David and Alison,

Clair Hoey was bom in Wichita, Kansas and received her education degree from Emporia
State University, She has taught for 20 years in grade levels first through fifth. She has been
a curriculum resource teacher fro 10 years helping to coordinate curriculum, demgn teacher .
training, and support the classroom teacher through mentoring and coaching. She has had
the honor of representing the faculty at Hillerest and Cypress Park Elementary in the /teacher
. of the Year Program. Clair is marrted to Dennis Hoey and has two teenage children--Kevin
- and Lorraine. 4 .

Telephone: (407) 245-1770 . - hitp://maclocps.Kl24lus/sch/ekl Fax: (407) 245-1779
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Susan Waldrip

Susan was born in St. Louis, Missouri and moved to Houston,
Texas. After graduating from high school and attending the

University of Houston, Susan moved to Orlando, Florida, to pursue
her performing care=ar.

Susan has worked for Walt Dlsney World Entertainment since 1981.
She has performed in a wide—~variety of stage shows, and is
currently a Production Coordlnator for Epcot Entertainment
Special Events.

Susan is beginning her 3rd year as the PTA President at the
Hillcrest Elementary School Foreign Language Academy. Susan was
named Orange County Schools "Volunteer of the Year® (1996 97} for
community outreach efforts and contributions as PTA President;
PTA chapter also recognized as "Qutstanding PTA of the Year"

under her direction. In 1998, Susan was honored with a "Llfetlme'

PTA Membershlp BDward."

Susan is married to Charles Waldrlp., Charles is the Production
Manager of "The Disney Crew," a drug awareness puppet show
sponsored by Walt Disney World Community Relations. ' Susan has
two daughters, Leonore and Mary Hannah. ‘Leonore.is in ‘the 5th.
grade at Blankner Elementary School, where .she is enrolled in .

- 'A.A.I.M., Orange County Schools full-time gifted program. Mary
Hannal attends the Hillcrest. Elementary School Foreign Language
Academy and is in the 3rd. grade. Mary Hannah received a "Foreign
Language Award" for. her outstandlng work in Spanish. Susan is

very proud of her chlldren ,
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PLANNING AND .

EVALUATION SERVICE
ANALYSIS AND

HIGHLIGHTS

Sehool I’lovert'y and Academic Performance: NAEP Achievement
' in High-Poverty Schools

BACKGROUND -

This report presents findings from special analyses of student achievement on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress prepared for Planning and Evaluation Services by the
Educational Testing Services in conjunction with the'National Center for Education Statistics.

The purpose of the report is to examine student achlevement in the context of school poverty in
the United States. Given the Department's long standmg concern with the gap in achievement
between students in high-poverty schools and their more advantaged peers, this report presents
analyses of recent trend, national, and state NAEP assessment results in reading and math for 4th
grade and 9-year old students in high- and low-poverty schools.

- KEY FINDINGS

. While the gap in reading and math achievement for 4th'grade and 9 yeaf-dld students
in high- and low- -poverty schools is sngmﬁcant there are some recent signs of
1mprovement : ‘

—_ The gap in average math scores between 9-year-olds in high-poverty schools and
low-poverty schools was 22 points in 1996, down from a 28-point gap in 1992
and a 24-point gap in 1994. The achievement gap in reading between students in
high- and low-poverty schools is substantially larger. The average difference in

~ reading achlevement between 9 year-old students in-high and low-poverty schools
was 38 points in 1996 although down from a 40 point gap in 1994,

L] In'math, there has been an upward trend in achxevement for 4th grade and 9 year-
~ old students on NAEP since 1992, S » . i
— Data from the 1 996 NAEP leng-term trend asséssinent show a significant rise in

the scores of 9-year-olds across all levels of school poverty since 1992. The
percentage of 4th grade students in high-poverty schools scoring at least at'the
.basic level on the NAEP national math main assessment was 42 percent in 1996,
up from 26 percent in 1992. In 27 states there was a 31gn1ﬁcant increase in the
percentage of 4th grade students in hlgh -poverty schools scoring at or above the
basic level in math between 1992 and 1996.



L - Readmg presents a more comphcated picture. The gap in reading performance
between students in high- and low-poverty schools is dramatically higher than the
gap in math and NAEP scores have been stagnant across all levels of school poverty.

— - Although data from the NAEP long-term trend assessment show an upward turn

in the average reading scores of 9-year-olds between 1992 and 1996, results from

- the NAEP national assessment show a decrease in the percentage of 4th grade
students in high-poverty schools scoring at the basic level in reading — from 33
percent in 1992 to 26 percent in 1994, (The main NAEP assessment in reading .

- was not administered in 1996. Results from the 1998 NAEP main reading
assessment are expected to be reléased in January, 1999.) State NAEP results
reveal that 5 states expérienced a significant increase in the percentage of students
in high-poverty schools scoring at or above the basic level in readmg between

' 1992 and 1994. ' :

Copzes of this P!anmng and Evaluation Servzce report are ava:lable by contacting the U.S.
Department of Education at 1 800- USA-LEARN
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Summary and Major Findings = '

Before we can realize a system of public education in the United States where all children
can reach hlgh standards, we must face the challenges of poverty, particularly concentrated
poverty, and its effects on leammg ‘Student achevement data reveal a large and Iongstandmg
gap in academic performance between students in high- and low-poverty schools at all grade
levels. Children in high-poverty schools tend to begin school academically behind their peers in _
low-poverty schools and often are unable to close this gap as they progress through school.!

Data from the long-term trend assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) show that in high-poverty schools (where 75 percent or more of the studerits come from -
low-income famlhes) achievement is, on average, two or three grade levels behind that in low-
poverty schools (where fewer than 25 percent of students are from low-income families).

Reducing this achievement gap is a great concemn of the U.S. Department of Education.

- Although the federal role in education is limited — accounting for about 7 percent of eleméntary ~
and secondary education spending? — federal resources are focused primarily on helping to
provide hlgh—quahty education for students who live in poverty, are at nsk of school failure, or
have special needs. - '

According to the 1996 NAEP results, there cont;ﬁues to be a large gap in academic
performance between students in high- and low-poverty schools. However the data show some
_recent signs of i unprovement for 9-year-olds and 4th grade students ‘ ’

> Long-term trend data show that the ach;evement gap is narrowing. The gap in average =
‘ math scores between 9-year-olds in high-poverty schools and low-poverty schools was 22
points in 1996, down from a 28 point gap in 1992 and a 24 point gap in 1994. The
achievement gap in reading between students in high- and low-poverty schoolsis
substantially larger. The gap in average reading scores between 9-year-olds in hlgh- and
low-poverty schools was 38 points in 1996, although down &om a 40 point gap in 1994.2

> In math an upward trend in achievement is evident. Data from the 1996 NAEP long-term
trend assessment show a significant rise in the scores of 9 year-olds across all levels of
school poverty since 1992. The percentage of 4th grade students in high-poverty schools
achieving at or above the basic level in math on NAEP increased from 26 percent in 1992
~ to 42 percent in 1996. In 27 states there was a significant increase in the percentage of

! U.S. Department.of Education, Planning and Evaluatlon Service. Prospects: Student Outcomes Fmaf
Report (April 1997), :

2 yus. Departmem of Educatxon Nanonal Center for Education Stanstlcs, Common Corc of Data Survey
(1993-94).

R

3 Scores are rounded to the nearest whole numbcr Tcn points in NAEP scores is approxunately equlvalent
to one grade level.



students in lngh-poverty schools scormg at or above the basm level in math between 1992
‘ and 1996 ' » ‘ -

. vadence of overall progress in readmg is also prowded although the most recent
" .available NAEP main and state assessment data are from 1994. (The main NAEP ,
assessment in'reading was not administered in 1996. Results from the 1998 NAEP main
readmg assessment are expected to be released in January, 1999.) The gapin.|
- performance between students in high- and low-poverty schools in reading is j

* dramatically higher than the gap in math performance. While long-term trend data show
an upward turn in the average reading scores of 9 year-olds in lugh-poverty schools
between 1992 and 1996, data from the 1994 NAEP national assessment in reading show a
decline in the percentage of 4th grade students in high-poverty schools scoring at or -

. above the basic level -- from 33 percent in 1992 to 26 percent in 1994. State NAEP
results reveal that 5 states experienced a significant increase in the percentage of students
in high-poverty schools sconng ator above the basic level in readmg between 1992 and
1994. : : ~

Ixitroduction and Background

Poverty isa 51gmﬁcant problem for many of our natlon s chlldren In 1995, the U.S.

o . Bureau of the Census estimated that 20 percent of American children under the age of 18 lived in

poverty, an increase of 5% since 1970. Moreover, both black and Hispanic children — at 42 and.
39 percent poverty, respectively — are more than twice as likely as white children to be poor.*
Particularly in the urban core, communitiesare faced with dense concentrations of poverty that
pose formidable challenges for schools. One-third of the children in. America’s cities live in

‘ poverty.>. 3. In cities such as Detroit, New Orleans, Mlarm, Atlanta, and Cleveland more than 40
percent of the chlldren are poor. ‘This poverty rate is twice the national average and twice the
average poverty rate of the states in whlch the cmes are located.

Amenca s pubhc schools must face the challenges of educatmg poor chlldren Overall
in 34 percent of U.S. public schools, half or more of the student population come from low-
“-income families.* In cities such as Baltimore, for example the concentration of poor children in
the city’s schools is great. In over 80 percent of sehools more than half the students fall below

4 Current Population Reports, Poverty in the United States (Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau of the Census,
11996). ~ R . . ~ .

3 U.S. Bureau of the Census Current .Popelatioﬂ Reports,'cltegl in Lippman, Laura. Urban Schools: The
Challenge of Location and Poverty (Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics, 1996).

§ U.S. Department of Education, Fast Response School Survey: School Reform 1997-98. Students from
low-income families are defined as those whose children qualify for free and reduced-price schaol lunch,

2
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the poverty line; in more than 5C percent of the city’s schools, more than three quarzers of the
students come from low-income families.’ ‘

These statistics translate into sévere educational dxsadvantage for many children. The
effects of poverty on leamning are profound. On the individual level, poverty has numerous
correlates that inhibit learning. Children who live in poverty are more likely than other children
to experience family disruption, abuse, or neglect. Poor children are more likely than their non-
poor peers to grow up unhealthy and to become viétims of crime.® Low-income students are less
likely to take challenging courses and more likely to drop out of school. Parents in economically
disadvantaged families tend to have limited education and involvement in their children’s ‘
learning. Teachers of low income students are less hkely to have h1gh expectatlons for academic -
ach1evement - : V

But the effects of; poverty on student achievement are not isolated only to individual
students who are poor. Research shows that the achievement levels of both poor and non-poor
students decline as the poverty levels of schools increase. Low-income students in low-poverty
schools have higher achievement than low-income students in hi gh-poverty schools.? Thus, the
degree to which students are at risk of educational failure depends not only on their own
situation; there is a significant poverty effect on all students in higher poverty schools.

| In recognition of the strong relationship between poveity and student performance, the. .
U.S. Department of Education, through Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act .
(ESEA), provides approximately $7.5 billion a year in financial assistance to improve learning
for students, particularly those who are at risk of educational failure, in economically
disadvantaged communities. Part of the purpose of the 1994 reauthorization of ESEA was to
better target resources to address the needs of poor children attending schools with high |
concentrations of poverty. For example, Title I requires districts to rank and fund schools’
accordmg to poverty levels, thereby ensuring that, within dlstncts TESOUrces are distributed to
schools where needs are greatest. Because poverty affects the entire school environment, high-
poverty schools are encouraged to adopt schoolwxde programs to nnprove teachmg and learmng
for all children.!®’

7 Maryland State Department of Education 1996}; ‘
-® Education Week, Quality Counts ‘98 (Washington, DC: Author, January 1998).
Y us. Department of Iéducation, Prospeci.s; (1997). "

10 Some important qualifications must be noted in making pohcy mterpretatlons about the impact of Tltle I
based on the data in this report. First, the Department distributes Title I grants according to a congressionally
mandated formula that reaches almost all districts and about 60 percent of schools — not only those with —.
particularly high levels of concentrated poverty. According to 1996 student-level NAEP data, 22 percent of 4th
graders in U.S. public schools participate in Title I programs. Second, some of the NAEP results presented here’
pre-date the implementation of the reauthorized Title 1. Although the NAEP national and state main assessments in
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This report focuses on recent trends in student achievement in math and reading for
elementary school students in high-poverty schools. ' The data illustrate that poverty has a
significant impact on student achievement. The data also reveal that there have been some
improvements in aclnevement for 9-year-old and 4th grade students and some narrowing of the
gap between student achievement in high- and low-poverty schools, particularly in math. But the
data also point to reading as a particular challenge in high-poverty schools, where children lag
well behind their peers in lower poverty schools, and students may not have the strong home
support for hteracy that may be cntlcal to reading achJevement ' :

Findings
athematics 2

The NAEP long-term u'end assessment shows generally upward trends in math
achievement for 9-year-olds across all school poverty levels. The average scale score for 9 year-
old public school students in math in 1996 was 231; in low-poverty schools, the : average score
was 238, and in high-poverty schools, the average scale score was 217.- For high-poverty
schools, this average scale score is a significant improvement over the average score in 1992,
roughly eqmvalent to an increase of one grade level."” Since peaking at 28 points in 1992, the
achievement gap in math between students in  high- and low-poverty schools has narrowed to 22
points in 1996; however the. achlevement gap in 1996 is approxmately the same as 1t was in

1986. (Figure 1)

math were adnumstered in 1996, the latest results in rcadmg are from 1994. The 1998 NAEP results for both math
and rcadmg will be released in carly 1999: : : o

' This report presents NAEP data for 9 year-olds and 4th grade students Data for 13- and 17-year-olds as
well as 8th grade students are less reliable because of the large amount of missing and inaccurate data on school
poverty (percentages of students receiving free and reduced-price lunch) as students reach middle and high school.
See the last section of this report “Data Sourccs for a more detailed descnpnon of the analysxs

12 For overall NAEP results in math, see- Reese Clyde; Karen Mlller, John Mazzeo; and John Dossey
NAEP 1996 Mathematics Report Card for the Nation and the States (W ashmgton, DC: National Center for -
Education Stahstlcs, February 1997) ' . . , -

ot

n The average scale scores and percentages presented in this report are rounded to the nearest whole pouat.
The change in NAEP math scale scores between 1992 and 1996 is stanstlcally sxgmﬁcant

4 .



' Flgure 1

Trends in NAEP Math Performance .
9 Year-Old Public School Students by Poverty Level of Schoo! (1886-1996)
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The NAEP national main assessment in math also shows improvements in achievement
across all levels of school pov'erty Although the gap between student achievement in high- and
low-poverty schools remains large, the national assessment shows that largest gains in
percentages of students scoring at or above the basic level in math in h1gher poverty schools.
Compared to 1992, when 26 percent of 4th grade students in hlgh-poverty schools scored ator
above the basic level, in 1996, 42 percent scored at or above the basic level (Figure 2). As
Figure 3 shows, the percentage of students in high-poverty schools scoring at or above the

‘proficient level in math more than doubled between 1992 and 1996, a faster rate of increase than
in low-poverty schools :

14 According to NAEP, fourth grade students performing at the basic level in math should be able to
estimate and use basic facts to perform simple computations with whole numbers, show some understanding of
fractions and decimals; and solve simple real world problems in all NAEP content areas. Students at this level
should be able to use — though not always accurately - four function calculators, rulers, and geometric shapes.
Their written responses are often minimal and presented without supporting information. Fourth graders .
performing at the proficient level in math should be able to use whole numbers to estimate, compute, and determine
. whether results are reasonable. They should have a conceptual understanding of fractions and decimals; be able to”
solve real world problems in all NAEP content areas; and use four function calculators, rulers, and geometric shapes -
appropriately. Students performing at the proficient level should employ probiem-solvmg strategies siichras '
identifying and using appropriate information. Their written responses should be orgamzed and prescnted both with
suppomng information and explanations of how they were aclucved :

\ ' ‘ . 5.
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F!gure 2 ’
N : NAEP National Math Main Assessment .
Percent of 4th Grade School Students Scoring At or Above Baslc Level by Poverty
‘ Levelof School
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Figure 3 . ‘
- NAEP Natlonal Math Maln Assessment
Percent of 4th Grade Schoo! Students Scoring At or Above Proficlent Level by
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‘ The state main assessment in math (Figure 4) in 1996 also shows encouraging results for
high-poverty schools in many states. The graph below illustrates the percentages of students in
‘high-poverty schools scoring at or above the basic level in math across the states. As the figure
indicates, there s significant variation in how well students in high-poverty schools perform
when we look across the United States. In nine states, achievement in the highest poverty
schools meets or exceeds the national average of 62 percent at or above the basic level.’

‘ ~ Filgure 4 o S
| ~+ NAEP 4th Grade Mathematics — 1996 _
Percentage of Students in High-Poverty Schools Performing
. At or Above Basic Level, by State
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13 Not all states participated in ihe"199§ NAEP state main assessment, In addition, in the case of Delaware,
the sample size was insufficient to make a reliable estimate for student achievement in high-poverty schools in the
. state. See Appendix for state results. -
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The percentage of high-poverty schools in each of these states, of course, varies
dramatically. In the state with the highest ranked overall achievement of students in high-
poverty schools, Maine, only 11 percent of students attend schools in the highest poverty
category (with 75 percent or more students receiving free or reduced-price lunch): In the

- lowest ranked for achievement, Washington, DC, 62 percent of students attend high-poverty

schools. Nevertheless, almost every state has reg:stered improvement in math achievement for -
4th grade students since 1992, and 27 states have seen significant improvement in math
achievement for 4th grade students in high-poverty schools (see Figure 5).

Figure 5
State NAEP Math Performance, Change in the Percentage of 4th
- Grade Students in High-Poverty Schools Scoring At or Above
- the Baslc Level, 1992 to 1996
State v o )
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‘ Percentage change from 1992 to 1996
States shown in the above chart had a change from 1992 to 1996 that was stalsslmlly
significant.’ .
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Reading '6 o A A p

Student achievement data i in reading, partlcularly for hlgh—povcrty schools, show less
improvement over time. NAEP scores have been relatively stagnant across all levels of school
poverty. Students in high-poverty schools trail their peers in low-poverty schools by a larger
margin in reading than in math. In 1996, the gap in the average reading scale score between 9-
‘year-old students in high and low-poverty schools was 38 points. Although this gap was
narrower than the 40 point gap in 1992, the achievement gap in reading today remains larger than
in 1988, when 27 points separated students on average in high and low-poverty schools. The
average scale score for 9-year-old public school students on the 1996 NAEP long-term
assessment in reading was 210 points. For low-poverty schools, the average scale score was 225.
For high-poverty schools the average score was 188, up from 180 in 1992, (Figure 6)

Figure 6 -
Trends in NAEP Readlng Performance

8-Year-Ol Id Public Schoo! Students by Poverty Level of School (1988-1996)
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16 For overall NAEP results in rcadmg, see NAEP 1994 Reading Report Card from tke Narxonal
Assessment of Educational Progress (NCES: Washington, DC, March 1996).
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“The most recent NAEP national main assessment data available in reading are from 1994.
The data from this assessment show little change from 1992 in reading achievement across
schools overall; however, the percentage of students in schools with more than 50 percent
poverty who scored at or above the basic level declined. Tn 1992, 33 percent of 4th grade N
students in high-poverty schools scored at or above the basic level; in 1994, 26 percent scored at
or above the basic level. (Figure 7) The percentage of 4th grade students achieving at or above
the proficient level in reading also showed little change between 1992 and 1994. ' (Figure 8)

‘Figure 7 ;
- .~ NAEP National. Reading Main Assessment -
Percent of 4th Grade School Students Scoring At or Above Bnlc Level by Poverty
. Level of School
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1 According to NAEP, fourth gréde students perfoxmiﬁg at the basic level should be able to demonstrate .
an understanding of what they read. When reading text appropriate for fourth graders, they should be able to make
relatively obvious connections between the text and their own experience and extend the ideas in the text by making

simple references. Fourth grade students performing at the proficient level should be able to demonstrate an overall

understanding of the text, provideing inferential as well as literal information. When reading text appropriate to
fourth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making inferences, drawing conclusions, and
making connections to their own expenenccs The connection between the text and what the student infers should
be clear. , _ . e A
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Figure 8
NAEP National Reading Main Assessment
Percent of 4th Grade School Students Scoring At or Above Proficlent Level by
Poverty Level of School
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Figure 9 demonstrates, oompanng the state-by-state NAEP achlevcment results in readmg and
math shows that reading achievement is not as strong as math achievement in the nation’s
‘highest poverty schiools. In math, the average achievement in hi gh-poverty schools matched or
exceeded the national average for all public schoolso in nine states. In reading, the average .
achievement in high-poverty schools reaches the national average (59 percent at or above basic
level) in only one state. Comparing 4th grade reading, achievement between 1992 and 1994, only .
about half the states show increases in the percentage of students in high-poverty schools scoring -
at the basic level.'® Only five states demonstrated 31gmﬁcant gams in readmg for 4th grade
students in high-poverty schools (Figure 10) '

18 See Appendxx Not all states participated in the 1994 NAEP state main reading assessment._In ,
addition, Delaware, lowa, Maine, Minnesota, New Hampshire, Utah, Washington, and ‘Wyoming had samplc sizes .
‘ that were insufficient to make rehablc estimates aboqt achievement in high-poverty schools. .
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’ Figure 9 .
NAEP 4th Grade Reading — 1994
- Percentage of Students in High-Poverty Schools
- Performing At or Above Basic Level; by State
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Flgure 10
State NAEP Readmg Performance, Change in the Percentage of 4th
Grade Students in High-Poverty Schools Scoring At or Above the
S tate Basic Level 1992 to 1994
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Percentage change from 1992 to 1994
States shown in the above chart had a change from 1992 to 1994 that was’ stahsncally
significant.
High-poverty schoo! = 76% to 100% of students eligible for free or reduc;ed-price lunch.
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Conclusions

These findings point to the importance of poverty as an important variable in explaining
disparities in student achievement. Not only do poverty and other disadvantages associated it
with have an impact on mdmdual student learning, but the cumulative effects of concentrated
poverty have profound consequences for the performance of entire schools. Although there is
some positive news — there have been some gains and unprovements in student achleyement in
the nation’s highest poverty schools — the gap in performance between students in high- and
low-povexty schools remains a great challenge for educators and policy makers committed to
unprovmg tcachmg and leaming so that all students can reach high standards of achievement.

Data Sources

The NAEP data presented in this report were analyzed for the Planning and Evaluation
‘Service of the U.S. Department of Education by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), in" - _
conjunction with the National Center for Education Statistics. NAEP is a nationally
representative and continuing assessment of American students that aims to measure students’
progress toward higher achlevement For this report data were analyzed from three NAEP
assessments

.

(1) Long-term trend assessment — This assessment tracks student achievement of 9-, 13-
and 17-year-olds over time by administering the same materials and replicating’
procedures for each assessment. The assessment is a valuable tool for examining trends
in student achievement.  The content and procedures of the assessment do not change. Its -
" limitation is that it does not reflect current educational content. This report focuses on
the achievement of 9-year-old students in high- and low-poverty public schools on the
long-term trend assessment. ‘Performance is reported as an average scale score, which
ranges from 0 to 500. The trend data in this report track to 1986 in math (except for
1988, when no data were released on this NA.EP assessment) and to 1988 in reading.

(2) National main assessment — Thxs assessment presents national and regional results
-on NAEP. This report examines achievement levels for 4th grade students in 1992 and

1996 in high- and low-poverty schools by levels of proficiency (percent of students

scoring at or above the basic and proficient levels).” The assessment has different
questions and tasks from the long-term assessment, reﬂectmg current educational content
~and assessment methodology

(3) State main assessment — This assessment reports student achievement in schools
across the United States, state'by state. In 1996, samples of students from 44 states and
the District of Columbia participated in the state math main assessment. The NAEP state
reading main assessment was last administered in 1994; a sample of students in 39 states
and the District of Columbia participated in the assessment. This report focuses-on the

_percentages of 4th grade students in high- and low-poverty schools in 1992 and 1996 -
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scoring at of above the Basic level, defined as partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge
and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade, and the Proficient level,
dcﬁned as solid academic performance.'

Bducational Testing Service analyzed NAEP results for-each of these asséssments by
level of school poverty (in quartiles 0-25, 26-50, 51-75, 76-100 percent poverty). The variable
used to measure school poverty is the percentage of students in schools who receive free and
reduced-price lunch. The item used in this report is a school-level variable taken from a NAEP
questionnaire answered by school principals. For the purpose of this report, high-poverty schools
are those in which more than 75 percent of students receive free and redixced-price lunch. Low-
poverty schools are those in which 25 percent or fewer students recexvc ﬁ'ee and reduced-pnce
lunch. ' < :

A caution about the trend déta on achievement and school poverty is needed because -

NAEP items measuring poverty have varied over time. The charts in this report use ‘percentage =

of students receiving free and reduced-price linches” as a proxy to measure poverty, justas
districts typically use this méasure to rank order schools for Title I services. Yet, this variable
has not been measured in the same way over time. Before 1992, schools were asked two open- -
ended questions as part of the NAEP school questxonnalre that were used to compute a school
poverty indicator. Schools were asked how many students were enrolled in the school, and how
many were enrolled in the school lunch program. Begmmng thh and since 1992, the school
questionnaire includes a multiple choice question with eight categones asking what percentage .
of students in the school are enrolled in the school lunch program

Bus. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).
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» Appendlx -
~ State NAEP Math Performance A ‘
Percentage of 4“‘ Grade Students in ngh-Poverty Schools Scormg At or Above Basnc

1992 Standard Per_‘cent- 1996 Sgandard Percent
State ’ . .+ | .Error jofschools| Error |of schools
: © |imbigh-| - - - |- - . |inhigh-
poverty [ . . |~ |poverty]
o : category o ) category | -
Alabama . 179 ¢ 12 19.0 - 300 1.0 348
Alaska -] S 365 | 11 12.4
Arizona 21.4 1.6 12.2 . 382 1.1 300
Arkansas 32.0 14| 115 " 391 1.1 25.5
“[California 174 . ] 13 | 180 252. 0.8 229
Colorade -, . 367 18 | 62 462" | 19 11.6
Connecticut 126 1.2 | 89 40.7 24 | 121
Delaware . ' . . ‘ I
|District of Columbia 150 | 08 | 547 11.2 0.7 62.3 ‘
Florida ‘ 230 - 1.8 | 147 47.8 1.2 313
Georgia Cop 308 b 1 o172 436 - 1.5 38.4
Hawaii : 421 28 4.0 482 | 09 335,
Idaho . : 637 ] 28 48 . - X
Ilinois . T ’ ‘ -
Indiana . - 36.0 1.1 © 94 62.7 24 16,7
fowa - - . 614 25 54 60.5 .25 234
Kansas ’ - " ; ' - ' .
Kentucky ‘ 39.1 1.6 103" | © 520 1.1 27.9
Louisiana 29 10 | 340 | 361 0.6 51.3
Maine S ' 704 49 7.7 80.4 0.8 . L
Maryland . 134 0.7 7.8 33.8 0.7 175
Massachusetts - 375 1.7 114 | -509 28 '] 89
Michigan 147 1 . 18 © 103 56.0 20 | 182
Minnesota . . N ) . 75.7 - 1.2..] 254
Mississippi B 239 ] 07 | 484 |° 294 | 09 | 437
" |Missouri . 353 - 1.0 11.2. 48.2 - 1.3 - 194
Montana : - ' o 65.3 - 2.0 250
Nebraska ] 41.1 .30 7.3 65.1 1.2 233
[Nevada . - ) 529 1.1 26.4
New Hampshire ’ . ‘ ' C ‘ o
New Jersey 351 1 Lt 153 | 248 - 2.6 13.7
New Mexico ' 344 | 20 219 | 371 L 07 39.1
New York ) 247 1.6 19.1 . 30.1 1.9 26.1
North Carolina 26.3 1.5 7.3 46.0 14 18.3
" |North Dakota 69.1 . 28 | 94 68.7 1.7- 36.2
Ohio - 258 1.1 111 - : -
Oklahoma 412 . 1.8 1.0 - - 4 .
Oregon - - 417 L7 | 14 T
Pennsylvania . 289 .20 123 28.1 08 | 156
Rhode Island "246 |17 142 29.7. 16 | 167
South Carolina ©25.2 0.8 18.0 37.0 1.3 31.7



. 1992 * |Standard | Percent 1996  |Standard| Percent
- [State ‘ Error Jof schools , Error Jof schools
in bigh- , in high- |
| poverty poverty
] category | . o category
{South Dakota - - ) :
Tennessee 258 | 16 15.0 434 1.4 26.5
Texas ' 35.1 1.0 24.0 42.7 20 | 221
Utah . o s , - 67.3 0.6 304
Vermont - ) 59.8 1.8 7.5
Virginia * s 45.9 1.1 17.3
Washington = © - : 55.9 2.4 10.2
West Virginia . 389 1.6 153 60.6 1.8 29.7
Wisconsin 31.5 2.5 4.6 64.5 1.3 18.5
Wyoming 826 0.8 77 | 646 2.1 18.4

* Sample size too small to permit reliable estimate -

— Non-participaﬁng state



- State NAEP Readmg Performance
Percentage of 4* Grade Students in ngh-Poverty Schools Scoring At or Above Basm

| E 1992 Standard | Percent of 1994  |Standard | Percent of
State » ‘ Error - | schoolsin : Error | schoolsin
C . : high-poverty E high-
category N poverty
: - category
Alabama - 20.5 .21 . 192 284 | 15 . 19.6
Alaska ' - . ) — .
Arizona 213 | 1.5 121 28.7 1.5 ] -25.1
Arkansas 385 1.4 | 103 29.1 1.6 13.8
California 12.7 2] T 165 - 148 REE 16.6
* |Colorado | 380 . 22 59 . 30.2 - 08 | 63
Connecticut . 206 . 3.8 89 . 21.5 1.5 129 -
- IDelaware .. . . . . ‘ .
District of T Y 0.5 559 .| 139 0.7 61.9 -
Columbia 3 ‘ 1 -
Florida 242 21 153 256 1.9 18.1
Georgia - - - 342 | 171 182 © 200 | 1.0 223
Hawaii : 36.1 IR 42 . 232 24 6.5
Idaho 665 .| 28 | 52 —
Hlinois - ' ‘ - o
Indiana 494 1.5 95 | 459 - 36 67
fowa . 65.8 0.8 55 ‘ . '
Kansas - T T
Kentucky 49.6 22 10.8 46 1.2 11.2
Louisiana 1 308 1.5 333 207 . 0.8 355
Maine . . 76.4 1.5 6.5 .
Maryland 130 25 72 | 205 1.2 - 5.0
Massachusetts .52.8 25 C 110 T285 1.0~ -85
Michigan -~ . | . 182" 2.0 D102 ' v
Minnesota =~ "} - ¢« |- . .os T
Mississippi . |- . 286 1.3 . 485 - 291 | 14 39.1
Missouri | 380 1.7 113 249 1.6 56
Montana . - , B : 41.6 © 28 5.2
Nebraska 394 25 66 | 585 | 5.0 © 4.0
Nevada . - s T o
New Hampshire -~ |- * e . A
_[New Jersey . 349 1.5 155 .. 25.9 1.1 16.2
New Mexico 397 09 - S22 | 320 1.2 26.0
New York . 29.9 1.6 195 . 255 | 24 234
North Carolina - | 439 " 34 T 74 43.2 2.9 - 10.2
North Dakota 7 1.8 | 94 565 | 24 5.0
Ohio - 372 17 o0 w7 ) — | -
Oklahoma 433 . 12 . 85 — ‘
Oregon - - - o T .
Pennsylvania 29.8 - 0.8 2.1 25 0.7 155 .
Rhodelsland- - | 323 1.0 13.3 379 | 1 T 15.8

South Carolina 350 - 13 17.5 197- 1 09 20.1-



1992 | Standard | Percentof 1994  |Standard | Percent of
{State a Error schools in . < . | Error | schoolsin
h‘igh-poverty . ’ high-
- category . poverty
. 1 - ) category
South Dakota S T o - .
Tennessee : 36.9 1.7 149 35.0 25 . 12.5
Texas 38.0 : 1 250 373 29 23.6
Utah - . L v N ) . * . e
“Vermont . - e e ‘
Virginia: Sl e ) - : 27.5 22 93
Washington - . d + e
IWest Virginia =~ | - 468 . @ - 1.5 145 51.8 2.2 T122
Wisconsin 273 . 51 -39 ' . : ‘ ‘

Wyoming_ 59.8 30 |16 *

* Sample size too small to permit reliable estimate

— Non-participating state
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EDUCATION REPORT SHOWS POVERTY LINKED TO STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
~ A new evaluation report from the U.S. Department of Education points to a continuing
gap in student achievefnent between high and iow poverty schools, but shows that students in
high-ppverty schools are rhaking progress in math, | |
| Data show that students generally do less well if they attend a school where the majority
of students are from disadvantaged circumstances. U.S. Secretary of Education Richard W.
Riley says these high-poveny schools, defined in the report. as places where at least three-fourths
of students qualify for free or reduced-price lunch, need urgént hel p-.
"These are the schools that need our most immediate attention," Riley said. " That's whyA
I'm absolutely convinced that we must help the needie;)t schools and students get the resources
they need to bridge the gap between rich and poér. Our practical efforts to encourage school
improvement and j:rovide students with extra help leamning basic skillé, more classroom
technology, smaﬂer class §izes in éarly grades, and safe and modern schools ére especially critical.
All students must reach for high standards and the Clinton.Admirﬁstration‘s common sense agenda
will help them do that so that all of our )?oung people are all prepared for the 21st century."
The report, School Poverty and Academic Performance: NAEP Achievement in High-
Poverty Schools, considers national, state and trend.data from National Assessments of -
Educational Progress by nine years olds and fourth graders in reading and mafh, with a focus on

students in the 16 to 18 percent of schools fhat are considered high poverty.

" .MORE-
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While student achievement is largely unchanged in reading over the past few years,
national assessment scores in math are improving at all il;lcome levels with the greatest gains
coming in the high-poverty schools -- but a significant gap remafns between students in high and
low poverty schools, and Riley says parents, teachers and students need more reliable information
about progress.

"We need voluntary national tests that show what students have_ learmed and what they4
haven't," Riley said. "The administration _éupports the National Assessment Governing Board's
development of voluntary national tests in fourth grade reading and eighth grade math so that
parents would be able to knowA how their children perform against high national standards of
achievement. |

“I'm also counting on Congress to support a strong child literacy bill to give communities,
teachers and parents resources they need so that all children can read well and independently by
the end of third grade. This is a job we can do, and I look forward to working with Congress to
get it done.” |

The report was prepared by the .department's Planning and Evaluation Service based on
special tabulations from tﬂe Educational Testing Service, which conducts the national assessments
under a contract with the-Nafional Center fpr Education Statistics. Copies are available by calling‘

'1-800-USA-LEARN or on the world-wide web at www.ed.gov.
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1.. 2-3 grade achievement gap between stﬁdents in highApéverty .
and low poverty schools, 'in 4th grade reading and math

2. There have béen gains in math performance overall, 92-96, with
gains in high poverty schools outpacing nation overall.:

3. Reading achievement flat overall (thiu 94), élight
(nonsignificant) decline in high poverty schools.

4. State-by-state differences in gains/losses for high povertf
‘schools--not much pattern evident, though states with largest
improvement may have smaller % of high poverty schools.

‘Key.messages from findings: ' o =

. ~Reading is flat: need smaller classes and America Reads
Bi@hvpoverty schools need help: fight—TutsIn Titie1+—tbut-

. cresponse will be that data indicate that Title 1 doesn’t
| * *woiK* -~ our reponse: data don’t reflect new Title 1)
B ‘“fstional tests based on these standards are critical--we
\Fe-wcan’t mobilize change if we lack accurate data and
wr.-accountability. Opponents of test are protecting the status.
'*sa@y0 ,and. cheating poor kids in particular.
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, Summary and Mnjor Fmdmgs

Inorderto realxze a system of pubhc educatmn in the U S. where all chﬂdren can reach
high standards, we must face the challenges of poverty, particularly concentrated poverty, and its
effects on learning. Student achievement data reveal a large and longstanding gap in academic
performance between students in high- and low-poverty schools at all grade levels. Children in
high-poverty schools tend t6 begin school academically behind their peers in low-poverty
schools, and often are unable to close this gap as they pragress through-school.! Data from the
long-term trend assessment of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) show
that in high-povérty schools (where 75 percent or more of the students come from low-income
families) achievement is, on average, two or three grade levels behind student achievementin -
Iow-poveny schools (where less than 25 petcent of students are from low-income families).

. Reducing the achievement gap is a central concem for the U.s. Department of Education.
While the federal role in education is limited -- accounting for about 7 percent of elementary and
secondary education spending? — federal resources have been targeted primarily on helping to
provide a high-quality education for students who live in poverty, are at-nsk of school faﬂure or.

have special nceds

This rcport finds that despite the continuing large gap in academic performance bcb&e'en
~ students in high- and low-poverty schools, there are some recent signs of improvemnent, as shown
by 1996 NAEP data for 9 year-olds and 4th grade studeurs':-

> Accozd:ng to lcng-term trend data, the achievement gep is narrowing — particularly in-
math. The gap in average math scores between 9 year-olds in high- and low-poverty
schools was 22 points in 1996"-- down from a 28 point gap in 1992 and a 24 point gap in
1994. In reading, the achievernent gap between students in high- and low-poverty
schools is substantially larger. Still, trend data show the gap in average reading scores
between 9 year-olds in high- and low-poverty schools at 38 points in 1996, down ﬁ'om a
40 point gap in 1994 3 ' o

. . Inmath, there is an upward trend in studcnt achievément‘ since 1992. Data from the 1996
NAEP long-term trend assessment show a significant rise in the scores of 9 year-olds
across all levels of school poverty since 1992. The percentage of 4th grade students in

! U S. Department of Educanon, Plannmg and Evaluatxon Semce Praspects Q0
Student Outcomes Final Repart (April 1997). . - >

2 Govemment Accounting Ofﬁce (GAO) 1991-1992.

3 Scores are rounded to the nearest whole number. Ten points in NAEP scores is
spproximately cquivalent to one grade level.
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high-poveérty schools scoring at least at the basic Jevel on the NAEP national main
assessment was 42 percent in 1996, up from 26 percent in 1992. The percentage of 4th
grade students in high-poverty schools achieving at or above the basic level in math on
NAEP has increased in almost every state.since 1992.

> Reading presents a more complicated picture. The gap in performance between studerits
in high. and low-poverty schools in reading is dramatically higher than the gap in math
achievernent and there have not been significant changes in reading achievement for 9
year-olds and 4th graders since 1992, While data from the NAEP long-term trend
assessment show an upward tum in the averege reading scores of 9 year-olds between
1992 and 1994, the change was not significant. Data from the NAEP national assessment
show a decrease in the percentage of 4th grade students in high-poverty schools scoring at
the basic level in reading -- from 33 percent in 1992 to 26 percent in 1994. This

~downwatd trend also is not significant. State NAEP results reveal that 4th grade student

achievement in high-poverty schools in readmg improved in about half the states between
1992 and 1994

Introductlon and Background

Poverty is a significant problem for America’s children. In 1970, the U.S. Bureau of the
Census estimated that 15 percent of American children under the age of 18 lived in poverty. By
1995, 20 percent of children in the U.S. were below the poverty line. According to the Census,
both black and Hispanic children -- at 42 and 39 percent poverty, respectively -- are more than
twice as likely as white children to be poor.* Particulaly in the urban core, communities are
faced with dense concentrations of poverty that pose formidable challenges. Overall in
- America’s cities, one-third of the children live in poverty.’ In cities such as Detroit, New

Orleans, Miami, Atlanta, and Cleveland, more than 40 pércent of the children are poor --

poverty rate twice the national average and the average poverty rate of the states in wkuch the
cities are located. ,

Consequently, America’s public schools must fiice the challenges of educating poor
children. Overall, in 34 percent of U.S. public schools, half or more of the student population

4 Current Population Reports, Poverty in t}ze United States (Washington D.C.: U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1996). T

5 U.S. Bureau of the Census Current Population Reports, cited in Lippman, Laura.
Urban Schools: The Challenge of Location and Poveny (W ashington D.C.: National Center
for Educatzon Statistics, 1996). .
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come from low-income families.® In cities such as Baltimore, for example, the concentration of
poor children in the city"s schools is great. In over 80 percent of schools more than half the
students fal] below the poverty line; in more than half of the ¢ity’s schools, more than three

' quarters of the students come from low-income families.” -

These statistics translate into severe educational disadvantage for many of our nation’s
children. The effects of poverty on learning are profound. On an individual level, poverty has
numerous correlates that inhibit learning. Children who live in poverty are more likely than
other children to experience family disruption, abuse, or neglect. Poor children are more likely
than their nori-poor peers to grow up unhealthy and become victims of crime.* In economically
disadvantaged families, parents tend to have limited education and involvement in their
children’s Jearning. Low-income students are less likely to take challenging courses and more
likely to drop out of school. Their teachers are Jess likely to have high cxpectatxons for academic

ach:evement.

But the effects of poverty-on student achievement are not isolated only to individual
students who are poor. Research shows that the achievement levels of both poor and non-poor
students decline as the poverty levels of schools increass. Low-income students in low-poverty
schools are found to have higher achievement than low-income students in high-poverty V

- schools.? Thus, the degree to which students are at risk of educational failure depends not only
on their own situation; there is 8 sxgmﬁcant poverty cﬁ'c ict-on all students in h1gher poverty
schools. ‘

A In recognition of the strong relationship between pom'ty and student performance, the
U.S. Department of Education, through Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
provides approximately $7.5 billion a year in financial assistance to improve learning for
students, particularly those wha are at-risk of educational failure in economically disadvantaged
communities. . Part of the purpose of the 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) was to better target resources to address the needs of poor children
attending schools with high concentrations of poverty, for whom expectations have often been -
low. For example, Title I targeting provisions help ensure that, within districts, resources are
distributed to schools where needs are preatest by requiring districts to rank and fund schools -

¢ U.S. Department of Education, Fast Response School Survey: School Reform 1997-
98. Students from low-income families is defined as families whose children qualify for frec
and reduced price school lunch. : . ;

7 Maryland State Department of Education (1096)
8 Education Week, Quality Counts ‘98 (\Vashmgton D.C. Author, .Tanuary 1998).
s us. Departmem of Educatmn Prospec:s ( 1997)

: 3
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‘azcordmg to poverty levels, Because poverty affects the entire school envuonmcnt, high-poverty
schools are encouraged o adopt schoolwide programs te unprove teaching and learning for all

chﬂdren

The report that follows focuses on recent trends in student achievement in math and
reading for elementary school students in high-poverty schools. 1 The data illustrate that
poverty has a significant xmpact on student achievement. The data also reveal that there have

been some irnprovements in achievement for9 year-old and 4th grade students'in }ugh-povcny
schools and some narrowing of the gap between student achievement in high- and low-poverty
schools, particularly in math. But the data also point to reading as a particular challenge in high-
poverty schools, where children lag well behind their peers in lower poverty schools and students
may not have the strong home support for literacy that may be critical to reading achievement.

There are some important qualifications that are critical to note in making policy
interpretations about the impact of Title I based on these: data. First, the Department distributes
Title ! grants according to a Congressionally-mandated formula that reaches almost all districts
and about 60 percent of schools - not only those with particularly high levels of concermated
poverty.'! Second, some of the NAEP assessment results presented here pre-date the
implementation of the reauthorized Title I. While the NAEP national and state main .
assessments in math were administered in 1996, the latest results in reading are from 1994. The
1998 NAEP assessment resuits for both math and reading will be released in 1999.

1 This report presents NAEP data for 9 year-olds and 4th grade students as Title] -
services are provided more often at the elementary school level. According to 1996 student-
level NAEP data, 22 percent of 4th graders, 12 percent of 8th graders and 2 percent of 12th
‘graders in U.S. public schools participate in Title I programs. Data for 13 and 17 year-olds as
well as 8th grade are less reliable because of the large amount of missing and inaccurate data
on school poverty (percentages of students recejving free and reduced price lunch) as v
students reach middle and high school. Sce the last section of this report “Data Sources” for
- 8 more detailed dcscnpuon of the analysis. :

N In approx:mately 30 percent of schools served by Title I less than a third of
- students are poor. Twenty-four percent of Title I schools serve student populations where 75
- -percent or more of the children are from low-income families. Forty-five percent of Title I
schools are operating schoolwide programs. U.S. Department of Education, Fast Response
School Survey: School Reform.
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The NAEP long-term trend assessment in math shows generally upward trends in math
achievement for 9 year-olds across all school poverty levels. The average scale score for 9 year-
old public school students in math in 1996 was 231; in low poverty schools, the average score
was 238, and students in high poverty schools obtained an average scale score of 217. For high-
poverty schools, this average scale score is a significant improvement over the average score in
1992, roughly equivalent to an increase of one grade level.’® Since peaking at 28 points in 1992,
the achievement gap between students in high- and Jow-poverty schools has narrowed to 22
points in 1996. The achievement gap in 1996 is approximately the same as it was in 1986.

Trends In NAEP Math F'erformance
" 8Year-Old Public School Students by Poverty Level of School (1988-1896)

Figure 1
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High Poverty Schuets
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J

12 For overall NAEP results in math, see Reese, Clyde; Karen Miller; John Mazzeo;
and John Dossey. NAEP 1996 Mathematics Report Card for the Nation and the States
w ashmgton D.C.: National Center for Education Sta usncs. February 1997).

13 The average scale scores and percentages presented in this report are rounded to the
nearest whole point. The change in NAEP math scale scores between 1992 and 1996 is

. stansucal ly sxgmﬁcant
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‘ Figure 2 :
NAEP National Math Main Assessment
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Flgura 4 : '
NAEP 4th Grade Mathematics — 1996
Percentage of Students in High Poverty Schools Performing At or
.Above BaSlc Level, by Stata
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The NAEP national main assessment in math reveals similar improvernents across all
levels of school poverty. While the gap remains large between student achievement in high- and
low-poverty schools, the national assessment shows the largest gains in percentages scoring at or
above the basic level in math made by students in the higher poverty schools. Compared to
1992, when 26 percent of 4th grade students in high-poverty schools scored at or above the basic -
level, in 1996, 42 percent scored at or above the basic level. Students in schools with poverty
ranging from 26 to 75 percent are close to meeting the natiopal average in the percentage of
students scoring at or above the basic level. As Figure 3 shows, the percentage of students in
high-poverty. schools scoring at or above the proficient level in math more than doubled between
1992 and 1996, a faster increase than in low-poverty schools.!

The state main assessment in math (Fzgum 4) in 1996 also shows encouraging results for
high-poverty schools in some states. The graph above examines the percentages of students in
~ high-poverty schools scoring at or above the basic level in math across the states. As the figure
indicates, there is significant variation in how well studeits in high-poverty schools perform
when we look across the United States. In some states, achievement in the highest poverty
schools meets or exceeds the national average of 64 perzent at or above the basic level.'*
The percentage of high-poverty schools in each of these states, of course, varies
- dramatically. In the state with the highest ranked overall achievement of students in high-
poverty schools, Maine, only 1] percent of student att:nd schools in the highest poverty
category (with 75 percent or more students receiving free or reduced price lunch). In the
lowest ranked for achievement, Washington D.C., 62 percent of students attend high-poverty
* schools. Still, almost every state has registered impro vement m math achievement for 4th
grade students since 1992.1 '

A 1* NAEP defines achicvement at the Basic level as p§rha1 mastery of prerequisite
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade. The Proficient level
1s defined as solid acadcmac performance.

'* Not all states participated in the 1996 NAEP state main asses sment. ' In addition, in
the case of Delaware, the sample sizé was insufficient to make a reliable estimate for student
achievement in high-poverty schools in the state. See Appendix for state results.

¢ ‘See Appendix.
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Flgure 5

State NAEP Math Performance Change in the Percentage of 4th
Grade Students Scormg At or Above the Basic Level, 1992 to 1996

State
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New Jersey -10.3
NewYork |
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South Carolina
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Texas
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
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States shovm in the above chart had a change from 1992 to 1986 that was stahshcaﬂy |
significant,
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‘Student achievement data in reading, particularly for high-poverty schools, show less -

 improvement over time. Students in high-poverty schocls trail their peers in low-poverty schools '
by a larger margin in reading than in math. In 1996, the gap in the average reading - S
~ scale score between 9 year-old studerits in high and low-poverty schools was 38 pomts
Although down from an even larger gap of 40 points in 1992, the achievement gap in reading -
today remains larger than 1988, when 27 points separated students on average in high and low-
poverty schools. The average scale score for 9 year-old public school students on the 1996

NAEP long-term assessment in reading was 210 points. For low-poverty schools, the average
scale score was 225. ‘For high-poverty schools the average score was 188, up from 180 in 1992.1

260y

T 240

Figuire 8

Trends.in NAEP Reading Performance

9 Year-Old Public School Students by Poverty Level of School (1988-1996)
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The most recent NAEP national main assessment data available in reading is from 1994,

prior to the reauthorization of Title I. The data from this assessment show little change in -

reading achievement for low-poverty schools overall, but a decline in the pércentage of students
~ in schools with more than 50 percent poverty that scored at or above the basic level between

7 For overall NAEP results in reading, see NAEP 1994 Reading Report Card from the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NCES: Washin gton D.C., March 1996).

' The standard errors on these scores indicate that this is not a significant

provement

10
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1992 and 1994. In 1992, 33 percent of 4th grade students in high-poverty schools scored ator
above the basic level; in 1994, 26 pcrccnt scored at or above the basic level.

. 11'-
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Figura 7
'NAEP National Reading Main Assessment
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F:gure 9

' NAEP 4th Grade Readlng — 1894

Percantage of Students in High Poverty Schools Performlng At or
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Y

\

Nobrasts IR . N
ﬂorhﬂlhtl
WestVignia 1 %
- Indiare JI8 . ‘
Kentucky
Herth Canslina
Honian JEN
Rhode Kignd
Toru
" Tennessae
New Uerico
Cebrate }
Kissslpp!

Naw Yot
" Basous
Hawai
Pamnsyiranla
Leublang
Conneelidt

: Usnytand { . 1 ‘ -
‘Swmtsmﬁﬁz=&; T
ciﬁoml|=ls ’ : R | ‘. RatbnalAvamge 58% for Public Schoct
Dt ! Combi o ' Students
¢ I TR ] w1
Percantage of Studsnts Scoring At or Above Base Level

igh povarty school s 76% ko 100% of etsdanis alighbie for hue of reducad pricsd nch,

13

P.15-23



nua—la?—igga 12143 . OFC OF THE DEP SECY E 202 491 9227  P.16.23

The percentage of 4th grade students achieving at or above the proﬁcxem levei in réading
in 1994 (Figure 8) was slightly higher than 1992 across ail but the highest poverty schools. The
percentage of students in schools with 75 percent or moie low-income children scoring at or
above the proficient level actually declined between 1992 and 1994, although the decline was not

stansncally significant.

As Figure 9 demonstrates, if oné compares the state-by-state NAEP achievernent résults
in reading and math, it is also clear that reading achievement is not as strong as math
achievement in the nation’s highest poverty schools. In math, the average achievement in high
poverty schools matched or exceeded the national average for all public schools in eight states.
In reading, the average achievement in high-poverty schools does not reach the national average
(60 percent at or above basic level) in any state. Comparing 4th grade reading achievement
between 1992 and 1994, only about half the states show increases in the percentage of studenrs in
high poverty schools scoring at the basic level.”

' See Appendix. Not all states participated ia the 1994 NAEP state main reading
assessment. In addition, DE, 1A, ME, MN, NH, UT, WA, and WY had sample sizes that
were insufficient to make reliable estimates about achievement in high poverty schools.

14
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Fugure 10

State NAEP Reading Performance, Change in the Percentage of 4th
Grade Students Sconng At or Above the Bas:c Level 1992 to 1934

State

Alabama

Arizona

Arkansas

-Coloradoe

D.C.
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New Jersey
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North Dakota
Pennéywania

Rhode Istand

South Carolina .

3 20 40 0 10 20 30
Percentage change from 1992 to 1994

States shown in the above chart had 8 change from 1992 to 1994 that was statistically
significant. . .

19.1 .
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Conclusions '

_ - These findings point to the importance of poverty as an important variable in explaining
'dxsparmes in student achievement. Not only do poverty and other disadvantages associated with
poverty impact individual student learning, but the cumnlative effects of concentrated poverty
have profound consegquences for the performance of entire schools. While there is some positive

~ news -« there have been some gams and improvements in student achievement in the nation’s
highest poverty schools + the gap in performance between students in high- and low-poverty
schools remains a great challenge for educators and policy makers committed to improving
téaching and learning so that all students can reach high standards of achievement.

Data Sources

The NAEP data presented in th.zs report were analyzed for the Planning and Evaluation -
Service of the U.S. Department of Education by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), in
conjunction with the National Center for Education Statistics. NAEP is a nationally
representative and continuing assessment of American students that aims to measure students’

_progress toward higher achxevement For this report, data was analyzed from three NAEP
assessments: \

(1) Long-term trend assessment -- This assessment tracks student echievement of 9, 13 |
and 17 year-olds over time by administering the same materials and replicating
procedures for each assessment, The assessment is a valuable tool for looking at trends in
student achievement. The content and procedures of the assessment do not change. The
limitation is that the assessment does not reflect current educational content. This report
focuses. on the achievement of 9 year-old students in high and low-poverty public schools
on the long-term trend assessment. Performance is reported as.an average scale score,
which ranges from 0 to 500. The trend data in this report track back to 1986 in math
(except for 1988, when no data was released on. this NAEP assessment) and back to 1988
in reading. : :

(2) National main assessment — This assessment presents national and regional results on
NAEP. This report examines achievement levels for 4th grade students in 1992 and 1996
in high and low-poverty schools by levels of p1 oficiency (percent of students scoring at or
above the basic and proficient levels). The assesment has different questions and tasks

from the.long-term assessment, reﬂectmg current educational content and assessment

methadology

(2) Srate main assessment — This assessment raports student achievement in schools
across the United States, state by state. In 1995, samples of students from 44 states and
the District of Columbia participated in the state math main assessment. The NAEP statc
reading main assessment was Jast administered in 1994; a sample of students in 39 states
and the District of Columbia participated in the assessment. This report focuses onthe

16



AUG-B7-1998 . 12:59 OFC OF THE DEP SECY ' ’éaz 491 9827  P.19.23

-

, pcrcentages of 4th grade students in high and low-poverty schools in 1992 and 1996
scoring at or above the Basic level, defined as partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge
and skills that are fundamenta) for proficient work at each grade, and the Proﬁczem level,
defined as solid academic performance.?

ETS analyzed NAEP results for each of these assessments by level of school poverty (in
quartiles 0-25, 26-50, 51-75, 76-100 percent poverty). The variable used to measure school
poverty is the percént of students in schools who receive free and reduced price lunch (FRPL).
The item used in this report is & school-leve] variable talken from a NAEP questionnaire
answered by school principals. Forthe purpose of this report, high-poverty schools are those in
which more than 75 percent of students receive free and reduced price lunch. Low-poverty
schools are those in which 25 percent or fewer students receive free and reduced price lunch.

A caution about the trend data on achievement and school poverty is needed, as NAEP
itemns measuring poverty have varied over time. The charts in this report use “percentage of
students receiving free and reduced price lunches” as a proxy to measuze poverty, just as districts
typically use this measure to rank order schools for Title I services. Yet, this variable has not

. ‘been measured in the same way over time. Before 19922, schools were asked two open-ended
questions as part of the NAEP school questionnaire that were used to compute a school poverty
indicator. Schools were asked how many students were enrolled in the school, and how many
were enrolled in the school lunch program. Beginning with, and since 1992, the school
questionnaire includes a multiple choice question with 8 categories, askm g what percentage of
students in the school i is enrolled in the school lunch program.

% National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).
| 17
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Appendix

State NAEP Reading Performance ,
Percentage of 4* Grade Students in High Poverty S¢hools Scoring at or Above Basic

‘ . 1992 se percent of 1994 5. percent of
State ' ) - schools ln - | . . schools In
o : [high poverty - high poverty
: , category ’ _ | category
jAlabame o WS 2.1 192 | 284 1. | 196
Alaxka ' - \ | -
Arizong 213 1.5 12.1 . 287 1.5 251
jArkansas . - . 385 - 1.4 103 291 1.6 13.8
Californis 127 2.] 16.5 . 148 1.5 "~ 166
olorado 80 2.2 £9 30.2 0.8 6.3
Conpecticut 20.6 38 89 . 218 1.5 129
Delaware * : o ,
District of 18.1 0.5 559 13.% 0.7 61.9
Columbia o . . N N :
Florida 24.2 2.] . 183 25.6 18 1 181
Georgia 342 1.7 18.2 29.0 1.0 223
Hawaii : 361 1.9 42 23.2 24 6.5
[Idsho 66.5 28 52 - -
Iinois - : e ,
Indiana . 49.4 1 .15 95 459 3.6 6.7
Towa y 65.8 . 08 55 ' .
{Kansas - . ' ’ . - )
Kentucky X 22 10.8 446 o 12 112
Louisizna . 308 1.5 33.% 217 0.8 355§
Maine . . 764 LS 65 ® o
[Maryland 130 | 25 7.2 20,5 12 1. 50
Messachusetts 52.8 2.5 110 ) 28% - 10, [ 8.5
Michigan 18.2 2.0 T 102
{Minnesota . s ' ¢ . _ L
Mississippi 286 - 1.3 R 25.1 14 1. 390
fissouri 380 L7 13 | 245 1.6, 56
Montana y - ’ _ 416 -2.8 32
Nebraska 394 : 25 6.6 T 888 .50 40.
Nevada - - e ' .
New Hampshire ’ : N : L A
cw Jersey 349 1.5 15.5 25.9 IRE 16.2
New Mexico 357 0.9 . 222 320 12 | 260
ew York : : 299 1.6 195 2558 - 24 234
North Caroling 43.9 34 Tk 432 | 29 10.2
‘[North Daketa . A 1.8 94 - 565 | 24 5.0
“ [Ohio . 372 1.7 107 - o
Oklahoms ‘ 433 1.2 9.5 -
Oregon - . B - . o
Pennsylvania =~ | 9.8 0.8 . 12.1 22.8 Q.7 15.5

18
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o , 1982 - e pereent of 1994 s.e percent of
State ‘ I schools In R "1 schoolsin
high poverty ~ '{bigh poverty
' , . . eategory ‘ category
[Rhode 1siand ' 323 1.0 © 133 379 | 11 15.8
South Caroling 50 1.7, 1728 | 187 | 08 20.1
South Daketa - C e L ) - . -
Tennessee 369 17 ] 148 . 350 2.5 ‘12.5
Texas . 38.0 1 25.1 373 29 236 .
Uih » ' : . ‘
ermont . - . . - .
Virginia . . ) L 2.5 2.2 ‘9.3
.|Washington - - , ) »
West Virginia . 468 1.5 145 51.8 2.2 12.2
Wisconsin 273 - 81 39 ®
Wyoming __ 598 _ 30 16 .

*. Sample size to0 small to permit reliable estimate

- Non-paﬁicipaﬁng state

19
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- State NAEP Math Performance
Percentage of 4" Grade Students in High Poverty Schools Scoring at or Abovc Basic
r ~ 1992 ge. | percout | - 1996 se | percent
State - fechools of schools
. in high in bigh
poverty poverty
tategory category | .
Alabama 179 12 | 190 30.0 10 | 388 |
Alaska - 36.5 1.1 12.4
Arizona 214 1.6 12.2 382 IR 30.0
rikansas 320 14 118 39.1 1t 255
- [Culifornia . 174 1.3 18.0 25.2 08 29
Calorado . 3617 ‘1.8 6.2 46.2 19 . 1186
Connecticut 12.6 1.2 8.9 407 2.4 12.1.
Delaware . ¢
District of Columbia 130 0.8 547 11.2 0.7 62.3
Florida ' 23.0 1.8 14.7 478 1.2 313
Georgin 308 308 17.2 43.6 1.5 384
Hawaii 42.1 2.8 40 482 09 335
Idaho 3.7 2.8 4.8 -
Iilinois: - - L
Indiana 36,0 1.1 94 62.7 2.4 16.7
Tows - 61.4 2.5 5.4 60.5 25 | 234
Kansag - -
Kentucky 3.1 1.6 10.3 52,0 1.1 279
Louisiana 229 1.0 34.0 36.1 0.6 513
aine 70.4 4.9 1.7 B0.4 . 0.8 11.1
Maryland 13.4 07 | 1.8 338 07 | 175
assachusens . 315 17 11.4 50.9 S 2.8 8.9
Michigan s 147 1.8 - 103 56.0 2.0 18.2.
Minnesots o 757 - 12 254
Mississippi 238 0.7 43.4 294 0.9 { 43.7
‘ Missouri 35.3 10 - 1.2 48.2 1.3 19.4
Montana - 65.3 20 25.0
ebraska 41.1 3.0 3 65.) 1.2 '] 233
evada - : - 828 1.1 26.4
New Hampshire - =
New Jersey 351 1.1 153 248 2.6 137
New Mexico 344 20 219 371 0.7 39.1
INew York 24.7 1.6 19.1 - 301 1.9 26.1.
Norh Carolina | 26.3 1.5, ‘1.3 46.0 1.4 183
orth Dakota 69.1 . 28 3.4 68.7 1.7 362
Ohio 258 1.1 111 -
Oklahoma 412 1.8 110 . - o
Oregon - 47.7 1.7 14.1
Pennsylvania 28,9 2.0 12.3 28.1 0.8 156
ode Island 246 . - 1.7 142 29.7 1.6 16.7 .
South Carolina 252 [1}:3 18.0 370 1.3 31,7 .
South Dakota - ' ' ‘ -
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' 1992 se. ) percent | 1996 8.2, | pereent
State L of schools Txf schools
in high ) » .in bigh
povarty o poverty
‘ 5 S categiry | . _._|eategory
Tennessee 258 1.6 15.) 434 .14 ) 268
Texas - 35.1 1.0 4.0 429 2.0 ‘221
tah ‘ e « 6723 | 0.6 304
Vermont - : 598 1.8 1.5
Virginia ® 45.9 1.1 17.3
Washington - ~ 559 2.4 10.2
West Virginia ’ 389 16 | 153 60.6 1.8 29.7
Wisconsin 31.8 25 4.5 64.5 1.3 18.5
(Wyoming 52.6 0.8 7.1 -~ 64.6 21 .1 184

* Sample size 100 small to permit relisble estimate

— Non-participating state .
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