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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 of4th graders in high-poverty schools and (2) 
federal school safety grants tQtaling<$16 million that will enable schools to partner with law 
enforcement officers .to improve safety and discipline 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 inhigh-poverty'schools and students inlow-poverty schools; the report,however, also 

shows that the gap in math performance is deClining. 


• 	 Math scores show significant achievement gains among 4th grade students in 
high-poverty schools between1992 and 1996. The percentage of 4th· graders in 
high-poverty schools that scored at least at the basic level increasedfroni 26 percent in 
1992 to 42 percent in 1996. A total of27 states showed significant gains in math for 4th 
grade students in high-poverty schools. 

• 	 Achievem~nt gap in math is significant but narrowing. IIi 1996, students in high-poverty 
schools scored an average of 22 points below their peers in low-poverty schools. In 1992, 
this gap stood at 28 points and in 1994, it was 24 points. 

• . 	 Reading scor~s among 4th grade students in high-poverty schools remained relatively flat 
between 1992 and 1994. Only five states demonstrated significant gains in' reading for 
4th grade students in high-poverty schools. 

• 	 Achievement gap in reading is higher than in math. The average difference in reading 

achievement between students in high-poverty schools and students in 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 lIIGH 
STANDARDS. President Clinton reiterated his call on Congress to pi;lss education initiatives to 

. help 'all children, reach challenging, aGadernic standards, stn3ngthenaccountability I 

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, 



c~mmunities, -and educators accurate information onhow well our students 
perform. In order to close the achievement gap, we have to set the same 
high standards for all children. 

Education Oppor~uni~y Zones. President Glinton :is urging Congress to 
strerigthen schools in high poverty communities by providing funds to school 
districts that are raising student achievement by ending social promotions and 

. requiring students to meet academic standards,at key transition points; rewarding 
outstanding teachers and fairly and quickly removing ineffective teachers; and turning 
around failing schools.. .. , 

Reduce Class Size. The President is pressing Congress to ,enact his proposal 
to reduce Glass size to a national average of 18in 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 ~bntinuing 
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 trained tutors after-school time and on 
weekends. 

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

Teacher Preparation and Recruitment. President Clinton is urging Congress to 
reauthorize the Higher Education Act, including his initiative to strengthen teacher 
preparation progran;Is and recruitment Of well-prepared teachers for underserved 
high-poverty schools. ' . 

,Modernizing Our Schools. The President is callingfo.l:federal tax credits to 
help renovate, modernize, and build over 5,000 public schools nationwide. 

Extra Support for Siudents in High Poverty Schools (Title I). The -President is 
pressing forward with his request for additional support to help 520,000 studerits in 
high-poverty s~hools to meet challenging academic standards.. The House bill cuts 
the President's request by $392 million, while the Senate bill is $91 million 
below the Presiden~'s requel:)t. , 

LEADING AN EFFORT TO KEEP OUR SCHOOLS SAFE. 
, New resources to create safer schools. The Pre,sident 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 



program. The School-Based Partnerships grants will be used by policing agencies 
to work with schools and community-based organizations to address crime 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 dealing 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; Reps. 
Peter Deutsch, Robert Wexler, Corrine Brown; State Reps. Shirley Brown, Lars Hafner; 
Orange County Chair Linda Chapin; Principal Aliette [aI-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 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 aside the budget surplus 'until we 



have saved Social Security for future generations; expand access to quality health care; 
safeguard our environment; strengthen our democracy through campaign finarice 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 inJoreign 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 21 st c~ntury if any of our children graduate 
without being able to perform basic niath or read: We cannot go strong into the21st 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 anyone 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 ~very 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. 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 ~se of the new technology: 

. I have called on Congress to help ,give our children the opportunity t() 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 ifevery day the child has to walk into a school where. the . 
windows are broken, the paint is peeling, maybe a whole floor is shut down? 



i have called on Congress to help raise our students' 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. . 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· promotion, and by 
providing the funding to help more than a half-million students in high-poverty areas meet 
challenging 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 onthe education agenda I have proposed. The House of 
Representatives, howevet:, has taken a giant step backwards, advocating $2 billion in extreme 
cuts. So today, I want to speak directiy to the Members of the Hquse: ·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 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 achieve. . 

'# ## 
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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 [ai-lee-YET] Scharr; PTA Pres. Susan Waldrip; 
teacher Claire Hoey [HOO-ee]. 

At this moment t think allof 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 ha,ve 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 vie 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 givil).g all our children the finest educatii9n 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 towork 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 21 st century if any ofour children graduate without being 
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able to read. We cannot go strong into the 21 st century if any of our children are ill-prepared for 
the high-tt~chjobs of the future.· We cannot go strong into the 21st century if the promise of 

\ America is an illusion to anyone 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 alre~dy 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 our classrooms to the Internet by the 
yea~ 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, 
modein 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 windows 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 challenging 
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, advocatirig $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 ~he Mall. ' 

,Our children's education should not be a partisan issue. The fifth graders here today, 
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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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. Remarks<~f Aliette Sch;arr,' Principal, IllIlcrestElementary Foreign' 

Language Academy 

A Warm welcome to Hillcrest Elementary School t~ the President of the United States, Bill 

'Clinton, to our other distinguished guests, to our P~ers mEducation. and to theparems, , 
. r • . 

Hello to our teachers and sUldents warching [h'e proceedings in their classrooms. 

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

"education. They represent the Fedeml, State. County and City Govemments~,[he School 

District, the school itself, the Supporting Community and the SchoolCommunity. The 

, stud~nts ~ou see before you are the Fifth Graders of Hillcrest. 

Hillcrest is a small imier city school that may be described by some as disadvantaged. It is . 
a Title, I school with 87% free or reduced lunch. Ali:no~t half of our students are not 

'proficient in the English Janguage. A large percentage of our students are ,considered "ar 

risk" because they come from sirigle parent homes, shelters and transition homes. 

, . Because ofthe ~ther unique: challenges we face here, we essentially btokell the mold and' , 

set up a system which I feel has been successful in !!leeting these challenges. 

We have long appreciated the effort thatboth you and the Flrst Lady have put forth for . . .' .. .'. . . 

aChieving excellence in education. AJ,ready, Hillcrest has benefited from one of the items on 

yo~ ,agenda-,,. the establishment of a decentralized school system that encourages 

innovationar the school leveL It has allowed us to model much of what we do here on '. - ., " 

your vision ofedu~tionforthe new mill~nnium. 

Here are five key strategies that we have embraced to increase our effectiveness' as a 


learning instituti<:m: 


I. Make literacy the main focus of HillcrestElemeniary. Vje are the only. K ~ 5 

EL~ school in Florida'. The, Early Literacy Learning Initiative. This program combines 

complementary eiemen~ to promote literacy. One is to increase the proficiency of OUf 

staff's teaChing skills in reading and wri~g. Anolher is to foster independent learning 

among students through access to self~paced, interactive learning stations. These'empower 

students to take rcsponsib~ty for their own learning with the support of expert teaching. 

. In addition, we have instituted a '-Reading Recovery" j;)rogram for first graders having 

difficulty learning to read. As mentioned in The First . . 
Lady's Book. It Takes a Vi11ags" this 

:' 

program is an outstanding early intervention for at-risk students. 
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2. Provide mathematic:s instruct~on with .a real world context. We are having 

great succesS with a literature-based Australian model that first allows students to con'sider 

solutions for real life situations, before moving to hands-on calculations and finally to 

understanding the applied theory behind the solution. 
. ' ., 

3. Give teachers and students· easy access to critical learning technology~ 


All of our classrooms are equipped with computers an<:l 'connection to the Internet, 


providing a variety of intentctive learning activities matched to each grade leyd. 


In addition, the school maintains its own interactive home page which students can·access . 

from both home and school. Our World.,wide home page conununicates information about 

school issues and parenting issues directly to students and their families. For those families 

who d~n't have computers at home,the school provides Web-TV units ·whlch link them to 

the school and to the world via the Internet, Even the traditional '~note from the principal" 

· can now be replaced by E-mail directly to families. . 

4. Ovcrcom~ .language/clUltural barriers· to learning. Many of .0Uf students are of 

Hispanicor Vietnamese origin: Rather than label dleIJ1 as ''English deficient", we consider 

.. each of them to be "language--enriched" and try to·tailorinstruction to meet their needs .. 

.. In addEion, to ensure a le~r~rig eiIvironment that is alI-inclusive, HillcreSt teachers are 

training to qualify for ESOL endorsement on their certificates. We also partner with 

Universities, agen,cies ..and organizations from the community to enhance our effectiveness, 

For instance, with the heJp of Mayor Glenda H~(h matching grants.program, we were. 

able to purchase· the language lab units that you cari see in action right now... enabling 

·everyone in this room to listen to my remarb simultaneously. 

S. Celebrate cuJtural diversity. Most uniquely~ Mr. President, Hillcrest is preparing 

· today'sstudents to beconie 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 

"equalizer" and a competitive advantage for our students. You see, we, too, are building 

bridges into the 21st O:mtury. 

We thank you for the inspiration, Mr. President, and for your continued dedication to 

educational· issues. 

'Of course, you knowas.well asL that visionary lea.dership and innovation are only part of 

· the education equation, mtirnately, success depends·on the people that make it happen in 

the classroom everyday-·.· America's teachers. For their al1~important perspective, I would 
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like to introduce you to Mrs. Clair Hoey. Curriculum Resource Teacher at Hillcrest 

Elementary School. 

"~. 
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Remarks of Mrs. ClairHoey,Curriculum Resource Teacher, Hillcrest 

:' Elementary School. 
, , 

, ' 

Good moming~Mr. President and invited guests. It is a privilege to welcome you to 
'. . . 

Hillcrest and to have tliis opportunity to highlight some of the critical challenges I face 


everyday as an educator in this school. , 


There has, of course, been a lot of attention focused on such high profile problems as 

overcrowded classrooms; deteriorating facilities and ,safety . These are critical areas to be 

sure, and I am anxious tohear the remarks of the President on school safety. Additionally. 
, . .~: ~ 

I would like to can attention to a mote sUbtle and very serious challenge. 

This is the fact that many of our children come to us without ad~quate pre-school 

preparation, and from viol(:nt environmet:lts. You and the First Lady have helped to put the 


, spotlight on early child development and scientific research into the relationship between 


learning and the phy~iology of~e human brain. Tests show that e~ly childhood caregivers 

can do much to stimulate the growth of neural connections and enhance later learning, 

performance among preschool children. , 

, " 

Unfortunately;this opportunity is being squanderecLChlldren are entering school with little 

background knowledge and learning aptitude for teachers to build on~ ,The result is a wider , 

gap in achievement among our students. 
" .. 

In response, our staff has been ciedicated [0 studying ,the work of such child development . 

visionarieS as Eric'Jensen and Howard. Gardner, In an eff~rt to make our classrooms more 
" , 

enriching for all students, we incorporate music, movement, Art and active learning in 
, , ' 

every classroom everyday. :, . 

One of the offshoots of our studies was the development of Hil1cre~t Brain Baby Kits, 

When mothers of our existiig stUdehts give birth, they receive an activity kit containing 

books, toys, ranles, Mozart rapes and tape players, and nursery rhymes in every language. 

A19n~ with the kits, we offer a,bnce.a-month group session to share with, these new mother 

the importance of early learning. The goal is to ensure that children who enter Pre-K at 
" ' .' 

Hillcrest are ready to ccmtinue the 'p~ocess 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 l~wmakers an4 policymakers at the ~ocal. state and 

,national level to determine priorities and set the pace for educational reform., We are 
, I" 
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; fortunate to have in our state aleader whose commitment to children and to he quality of 

their education has never wavered: .. Lieutenant Governor, Buddy Mckay. 
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., INSERT REMARKS 

Remarlcs ,of Susan ""aldrip, Presldent,' Hillcrest PTA 

Each weekday morning I stop bY,the school'on:my way to work to appear'on the ~oming 

announcements delivering news about PTA and school activities or to just offer an 


encouraging word. Some:time~ I d2.nce or sing and Mrs. Sch~ aiway~shak~s her head .. 


smiles and says, "No wonder theY,call you Wack)' Waldrip:' As 1 see myself on the screen 


part of me always feels like I am getting away with some~g. And yes, I have spent 


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 brin'g , 

aunts, uncles, grandpas ... as many family members as t1'!ey wanted because \'Ie wanted to 

have a good turnout. 

,So, Tuesday night comes and we've got a packed house. 'Everywhere I turn, kids are 


bounding up'to me, their eyes sparkling with excite:ment.. "Mrs/Waldrip! Mrs. Waldrip! 


I want you to meet my Uncle Tran; .... "Mrs. Waldrip, I want you to meet my AUnt 

. , ' 

Maria ... " Before the evening was over, I had met motl;lers, fathers, brothers, sisters, great 

aunts, uncles, and at least one ,second cousin twice removed. It was so amazing to see 

these kids bringing memb~rs oftheirextended families to visit'thei~ school. What" struck 

me ili~ most was how mUGh pride'I saw. in their faces as, they guided their relatives through ' 

the halls of Hillcrest. 

I think that ~pisocl.e captures what is at the very heart of the ,vision our teachers~' . .. 

·admini.strators and parents have for ~is.school:to provide not just an education~ but also a . 

:community; To create a very real sense of belonging foralI th~ children of HiHcrest as well 
.'as for their families. 

The immense value tha~ is placed on every child here has created an incredibly fertile 

"common grorind" upon which Hillcrest families have come together ... from wealthy, . 

middle class and working class neighborhoods, ~ven from shelters .... Speakirig English, 

Spanish, French arid Vietnalllcse. 

In the Tnldst of so much economic and cultural diversity, we are seeing the creation of a 

. community united by its love for children and by a deep concern fOr their futUre. As 

Hillary Clinton believes."The Child is at the Center'ofth~ Vision". For me, the personal 

rewardc; of Witnessing this transformation have been immeasurable. The bottom line is that 

culrurcll differences ~ celebrated artd respected in our school community . 
, • • " r • 
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In the halls each day. I get a few more smiles. hear a few more laughs and see just, a bit' 

more' hope in the, faces of kids: BecaUse someone believes in them, they are starting to 

believe in themselves. And, I'm sta~ng.to believe in a future for all of Us.' 
. . '. 

And no':V7 it my very~ear pleasure to introduce a Irian whose vision for the children of this 

country has qualified him to be an honorary member of the Hillcrest PTA-' President Bill 

CHnto!}. 

" 

, . 

,t 
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Aliette Scharr was born in Cuba and migrated to the United States in 1959. She attended 
Florida Schools and rec.eived her Undergraduate Degree in Element?-ry Education from 
Florida International University in Miami, her Masters Degree in Instructional Technology 
from the University of Centr,al Florida, and tler E~u·cational Leadership.credentials from Nova 
University.. 

She has been·· an educator for 17 years. She has been the principal at Hillcrest Elementary 
School for three years; Durung that time she has been recognized by the Orange County 
Reading Council as a Literacy Advocate. by Title I for her· Outstanding Commitment and 

. Service, and by the Florida Association cif Elementary and Middle School Principals with the 
Little. Red Schoolhouse award for her implementation of an Innovative Program in Foreign 
Languages: Aliette is married to David O. Scharr and has two children :-- David and Alison. 

Clair Hoey was born 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. deSIgn teacher 
training, and support the classroom teacher through mentoring and coaching. She has had 
the honor of representing the faculty at Hillcrest and Cypress Park Elementary in the !teacher 
of the Year Program., Clair is married to Dennis Hoey and has two teenage children--Kevin 
and Lorraine. . 

Telephone; (407) 24S~1110 http://macl.oops..k12.fLus/SlCh/ehl Fax: (401) 245-1779 
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Susan Waldr.ip, 

Susan was born :tn st.. Louis, Missouri and moved to Houston, 
Texas. After gradua't.ing from high school and attending the 
University of Houst.;:m~ Susan moved to Orlando, Florida, to pursue
her performing career. 

Susan has worked for Walt Disney World Entertainment since 1981. 
She has performed in a wide-:variety of stage shows, and is 
currently a Production ·Coordinator for Epcot Entertainment 
Special Events. 

Susan is beginning qer 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 "Outstanding PTA of the Year" 
under her direction.' In 1998, Susan was hono;r.ed with a "Lifetime 
PTA Members.h;i.p Award." . 

Susan is married to Charles Waldrip •. Charles is the Production 
Manager of .tThe Disney Crew," a drug awareness puppet' show 
sponsored by. Walt Disney World qomrnuriity Relations.. Susan has 
two daughters, Leonore and Maiy hannah. ~Leonorec.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 
Hanna,b. .attendsthe Hillcrest· Elementary School Foreign Language
Academy and is in the 3rdgrade.Mary Hannah received a "Foreign
Language Award" for,her outstanding work in Spanish. Susan is 
very proud of her child~en. . 

http:Leonorec.is
http:hono;r.ed
http:Waldr.ip


PLANNING AND ' 

EvALUA TION SERVICE 

ANALYSIS AND 

HIGHLIGHTS " 

School Poverty and Academic Perfor,m~nce: NAEP Achievement 
,in High-:-Poverty Schools 

i: 

BACKGROUND 

This report presents findings from special analyses of student achievement on the National 

Assessment ofEducational Progress prepared for Planning and Evaluation Services by the 

Educational Testing Services in conjunctiori with the'NationalCenter for Education Statistics. 


, 1 • ' 

The purpose of the report is to examine student achievement . in the context ofschool poverty in 
' 

the United States. Given the Department1s long standing concern with the gap in achievement 
between students in high-poverty schools and their morea,dvantaged peers, this report presents 
analyses of recent trend, national, and state NAEPassessment results in reading and math for 4th 
grade arid 9-year old students in high- and low-pove,rty schools. 

" KEy FINDINGS 

• .. While the gap in reading and math achievement for 4th' grade and 9 year-old students 
in high- and low-poverty schools is significant,' there, are some recent signs of 
improvement. , 

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 gapin 1994. The achievement gap in read~ng between students in 
high- and low-poverty schools is substantially larger. The average difference in 
reading achievement between 9 year":old students in'high and low-poverty schools 
was 38 'points in 1996, although down from a40 point gap in 1994. 

• In math', there ha~ been an upward trend in achieve~ent for 4th g~ade and 9 year­
o.d students on NAEP since 1992. 

Data from the 1996NAEP long-term trend assessment sho'~ a significant rise in 
the scores of9-year-olds across all levels of school poverty since 1992. The 
percentage of 4th grade students in high-poverty's~hools scoring at least anhe 
basic level on the NAEP national math main assessment was 42 percent i'n 1996, 
up from 26 percent in 1992. In 27 states there was a significant increase in the 
percentage of4th gnide students in~igh-poverty schools scoring at or above the 
basic level in math betweeri 1992 and 1996. 



• 	 . Reading pres~nts a more complic~ted picture. The gap in reading performance 
between students in high- and low-poverty schools is dramatically higher than the 
gap in math andNAEP scores hav~ been stagnant across all levels of school poverty. 

Although data from the NAEP long-term trend assessment show an upward tum 
in the average reading scores of9-year:"01ds between 1992 and 1996, results from 

. the NAEP national assess~ent showa decrease in the percentage of 4th grade 
students in.high-poyerty schools~coringat 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 released in January, 1999.) State NAEP results 
reveal that 5 states experienced a signifi~ant increase in the percentage of students 
iri high-poverty schools scoring at or above the basic level in reading between 
1992 and 1994. 

Copies ofthis Pl~nning and Evaluation Service report are available'by contacting the Us. 
Department ofEducation at 1"-~OO-USA-LEARN. . 

2 




DRAFT 

School Poverty and Aca~emic Performance: ' 


NAEP Achievement in IDgh-Poverty Schools 


A Special Evaluation Report for the National Assessment of TitIe I 

...; . 

U.S. Department of Education 

Office of the Under Secretary 


Planning anc! Evaluation Service 
, , Elementary and Secondary Division 

August 1998 

" ,.-,' 



Summary and Major Findings 

Before we can realize a system of public ~ucationinthe United States where all children 
can reach high stand::u'ds, we must face the challelJ.ges ofpoverty, particularly concentrated 
poverty, and its effects on leaming. Student achievement data reveal a large and longstanding 
gap in academic perfor:iriance between'students in high- and low-poverty schools at all grade , 
levels. Children in high-poverty schools tend·to be~ school academically behind th~ir 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 ofEducational Progress 
(NAEP) show that in high-poveqy schools (where 7S percent or more ofthe studerits come from 
low-income families) achievement is, on average, two or three grade levels behind that in low­
poverty schools '(where fewer than ~S percent ofstudents are from low-income families). 

Reducing this achievementgap is a great concern ofthe U.S. Department ofEducation. 
Although the federal role in education is furuted - accounting for about 7 percent ofelementary 
and secondary education spendingl - federal resources are focused primarily on helping to 
provide high-quality education for students who live in poverty, are at riskofschool failure, or 
have special needs. . . ' 

According to the 1996 NAEP results, there continues to be a large gap in academic, 
performance between students in high- and low-poverty schools. However the data show some 

, recent signs of improvement for 9-year-olds and 4th grade students: . ' 

.. 	 Long-tertn trend data show that the achievement gap is narrowing. The gap maverage 
math scores between 9-yeai:-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- Qn,d low-poverty schools. is 
substantially larger. The gap in average reading scores betweelJ. 9-year-olds in high- ~d 
low-poverty schools was 38 points in 1996, although down from a 40 point gap in 1994.3 

In math an upward trend in achievement is evidellt. Data.from the·1996 NAEP long-term 
trend assessment show a significant rise in the scores of9 year-olds across all levels of 
school poverty since 1992. The percentage of4th 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 

1 U.S. Department ,of Education. Planning and Evaluation Service. Prqspects: Student Outcomes Final 

Report (April 1997). 


2 U.S. Department of Education, National center for Education Statistics, Conurion Core ofData Survey 

(1993-94). ., ,_ 


" -~ 

3 Scores are round~d to the nearest whole nUmber. Ten points in NAEP scores is approximately equivaient 
to one grade level. 
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students inJrigh-poverty schools scoring at or above the. basic level in math between 1992 
and 1996.. ',I • -. '" ", 

• Evidence ofoverall progress in reading is also provided, 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 Plain 
reading assessment are expected to be released in Janwuy, 1999.) The gap in."_ . 
perfonnance between students in, high- ,and low-poverty schools.in reading is . 
dramatically higher than the gap in math perfonnance. While long-tenntrend data show 
an upward turn in the average reading scores of9 year-olds in high-poverty schools 
between 1992 and 1996, data from the 1994 NAEP national assessment in reading show a 
decline in the percentage of4th grade students in high-poverty schools scoririg at or. · 
above the basic level-- from 33 percent in 1992 to 26 perqentin 1994. State NAEP 
results reveal that 5 states experienced a significantincr~ase in the percentage ofstudents 
in high-poverty schools scoring at or above the.baSic level in reading between'l992aIJ.d 
1994. . . 

Introd~ction and Background 
. . . . ­

Poverty is a significantproblemfqr many ofour nation's children." In 1995, the U.S. 
. " Bureau ofthe Census estimated that 20 percent ofAmerican childrenuhder 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 pOOf.4 
Particularly in the urban core~communities:are faced With dense concentratjb~ ofpoverty that 
pose fonnidable challenges for schools. One-third of the children in America's ~ities live in 

, poverty. S. In cities such as Detroit, New Orleans, Miami, Atlanta, and Clevelarid, mbre than 40 
percent of the childrenare poor. This poverty rate is twice the national average and twice the ' . 
average poverty rate ofthe states in which the citi~s are located. 

America's public schools must face the challenges ofeducating poor children. Overall, 
in 34 perceptofU.S. public schools, half or more ofthe student population come from low- ' 

""income families.6 In cities such as Baltimore, for example, the concentration ofpoor children in 
the city's schools is great. In over 80.percentof,schools more than half the student,s fallbelow 

4 Current PopulationReports, Poverty in the United States (Washington, DC: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
1996). 

S U.S. B\lfeau of the Census Current.Population Reports, cited in Lippman, Laura. Urban Schools: The 
Challenge ofLOcation and Poverty (Washington, DC: Natio,nal Ce~terfor Education Statistics, 1996), 

'. ." ....:;;r~. 

- , 

6 U.S. Department ofEducation, Fast Response School Survey:"School Relo;"" /997-98. Stud~nts from 
low-income families are defmed as those whose children qualify for free and reduced·price school lunch. 
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the poverty line; in more than 50 percent ofthe city's schools, more than three quarters of the 
students 'come from low-income families.7 

These statistics translate into severe educational disadvantage for many, children. ,The 
effects ofpoverty on learning are profound. On the individual level, poverty has numerous 
correlates that inhibit leamlng. Children who live in povertY are more likely than other children 
to experience family disruption, abuse, or negleCt Poor children are more likely than~eir non­
poor peers to grow up unhealthy and to become victims ofcrime.s Low-income students areless 
likely to take challenging courses and more likely to drop out ofschool. Parents in economically 
disadvantaged families tend to have limite<ieducation and involvement in their children's 
learning. Teachers of low income studerits are less likely to have high expectationS for academic 
achievement. 

But the effects ofpoverty on student achievement are not isolated only to individual , 
students who are poor. Research sho'Y{s that the achievement levels ofboth poor and non-poor '," 
students decline 'as the poverty levels ofschools increase. Low-income stUdents in low-poverty 
schools have higher achievementthan low-income students jn high-poverty schools.9 Thus, the , 
degree to which students are at risk ofeducational failure depends not ,only on their own 
situation; there is a significant poverty effect on all students in higher poverty schools. 

" . 
In recognition ofthe strong relationship between poverty and studentperformance, the. 

U.S. Department ofEducation, through Title I ofthe 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 ofthe purpose ofthe 1994 reauthorization ofESEAwas to 
better target resQurces to address the needs ofpoor children attending schools with hiitt 
concentrations ofpoverty. For example,- Title I requires <.iistricts to rank and fund schools 
according to poverty levels, thereby ensuring that, within districts,.resour~es are distributed to, 
schools where needs are greatest. Because poverty affects the entire school envirorunent, high­
poverty schools are encouraged to adopt scpoolwide programs to improve teaching and learning 
for all chilcIren.lo ' ' 

7 Maryland State Department of Education (1996)., . 

. S Education Week, Quality Counts '98 (Washington, DC: Author, January 1998): 

9 U.S. Department ofliducation, ProspectS (1997). " 
. " 

10 Some important qualifications must be' noted in making policy interpretations about the impact ofTitle I 
based on the data in this report. First, the Department distributes Title I grants according'to a congressionally 
mandated formula that r~ches almost all dis~ctS and abou~ 60 percent of schools - not on,Iy those with -, 
particularly high levels of concentrated poverty. According to 1996 student-level NAEP data, 22 perc~~tof4th 
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 inhigh-poverty scbools .. 11 The dati illustrate that poverty has a 
significant impact on student achievement. The dataalso reveal that there have been some 
improvements in achievement for 9~year-old and 4th grade stUdents and some narrowing of the 
gap between student achievement in high- ~d low-poverty schools, particularly mm.ath. 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 readmg achievement. 

Findings 

. Mathematics 12 

The NAEP long-term trend assessment shows generally upward trends in math 
achievement for 9-year-olds across all sch~ol poverty levels. The average scale score for 9 year­
old public school students iIi 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 ~ver the average score in 1992, . 
roughly equivalent to an increase ofon~ grade level.u 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 theachievement·gap in 1996 is approximately the same as.it was in 
1986. (Figure 1) . ' . . ' . 

" 

math were administered in 1996. the latest results in reading are from 1994. The 1998 NAEP results for both.math ' ' 
and reading will be released in early 1999; . 

II 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 ofmissing and inaccurate data on school 
poverty (percentages of students receiving free and reduced-price l~ch) as students reach middle and high school. 
See the last section of this report "Data Sources" for a more detailed description of the analysis. 

12 For overall NAEP results in. math, see Reese. Clyde; Karen Miller; 'lohn Mazzeo; and 10hn Dossey., 
NAEP /996 Mathematics Report Card/or the Nation and the States (Washington, DC: National Center for·· 
Education Statistics. February 1997). 

.r '_~ 

13 The average scale scores and percentages presented in, this report are rounded io the nearest whole point. 
The change in NAEP math scale scores between 1992 and 1996 is statistically significant. . 
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Figure 1 

Trends in NAEP Math Performance. 
9 Year·Old Public School Students by Poverty Leyel of School (19B6-19~6) 
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The NAEP national main assessment in math also shows improvements in . achievement 

across all levels ofschool poverty. Although the gap between stude!}t achieveqlent in high- and 
low-poverty schools remains large, the national 'assessment shows that largest g~ins in . 
percentages ofstudents scoring at or above the basic level in math in higher poverty schools .. 
Compared to 1992, when 26 percent of4th grade students in high·poverty schools scored at or 
above the basic level, in 1996,42 percent scored at or ahove the basic level (Figure 2)~ As 
Figure 3 shows, the percentage ofstudents inhigh-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-pov,erty schools.14 . 

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 aU 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 reid world problems in all NAEP content areas; and use four function calculators, rulers, and geometric shapes· 
appropriately, Students performing at the proficient level should empl9Y problem-solving strategies sti(;lRs . . . 
identifying and using appropriate information. Their written responses ·should he organized and present~d both with 
supporting information and explanations ofhow they were achieved. . 
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Figure 2 " 
NAEP National Math Main Assessment 

Percent of 4th Grade School Students Scoring At or Above Basic Level by Poverty 
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'Figure 3 

NAEP National Math.Maln Assessment 


Pe'rcent of 4th Grade School S,tudents Scoring At or Above Proflcl~nt 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 ofstudents in 
high-poverty schools scoring at or above the basic level in math across the states. As the figure , 
indicates, there;o:; 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 exce~ the national average of62 percent at or abo~e the :basic lev,el,ls 

, Figure 4 
NAEP 4th Grade Mathematics - 1996 

Percentage of Students In High-Poverty Schools Performing. 
. , At or Above Basic level, by State ' 

, '. 

I 
I 
I 

:
14 

J.. Nauonai Average 62% for 
!I 	 I ,.. PubUe School Students 

Ii . 
IS 
I! 


II 


20. 	 ~ ~ .~ ~ 

Pereentage of Students SCOMg AI Of Above Basi: 

High.poy~rty school" 76% to 100% of ctudents eligible for free or redueed1'rieed lunch.. 

IS Not all states participated m the,1996 NAEP state mam assessment In addition, 'in the case..ofDelaware, 
the sample size was insufficient to make a reliable estirnilte for student achievement in high-poverty schools in the ' 

. state.~ee 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 student$ attend schools in the highest poverty 
category (with 75 percent or more students rece~ving free or reduced-price lunch):' In the 
lowest ranked for achievement, Washington, PC,,62 percent of students attend high-poverty 
schools. Nevertheless, aImosf every state has registered improvement in math achievement for ' 
4th grade students since 1992, and 27 states have seen sigirlficant improvement in math 
achievement for 4th gra~e 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 
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Reading 16 

Student .achievement data in reading, particularly for high-poverty schools, show less 
improvement over tune. NAEP scores have been relatively stagnant across all levels ofschool. > 

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 '!as 
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 schoolstudents 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 Reading Performance 
9.Y~ar-Old Public schooiStudents by. PovertyLevel of School (1988-1996) 
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16 For overall NAEP results in reading, see NAEP 1994 Reading Report Cardfrom the National. 
Assessment o/Educational ?rogress (NeES: Washington, DC, March 1996). 
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'The most recent NAEP national main assessment d~ta 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 ofstudents in schools with more than 50 percent 
poverty who scored at or above the' basic level declined. Tn 1992, 33 percent of4th grade . 
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) Thepercentage of4th grade students achieving at or above 
the proficie~t lev~l in reading also showed little change betWeen 1992 and ~ 994. 17 (FJgure 8) 

Figure 7 
., NAEP National Reading Main Assessment 

Percent of 4th Grade School Students Scoring At or Above Bulc Level by Poverty, 
Level of School ' 

100 

0 80fii 
m 
.c 
II) 
> 

600 
.c 
m ... 
0-m 40CI 
c 
;: 
0 

'0 
~ 

20'#. 

0 

0-25% 26·50% 51-75% 76-100% 
, Poverty, level of school 

17 According to NAEP, fourth grade students performing at the basic level should b~ able to demonstrate. 
an understanding of what they read. When reaQing text appropriate for fourth graders, they should be able to make 
relatively obvious connections between the text and their own e~perience and extend the ideas in the text by making 
simple references. Fourth grade students performing at the proficient level should be able ~o 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, drawiDg conclU$igns, and 
making connections to their own experiences. The connection between the text and what the student infers should 
be clear. 
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Figure 8 

NAEP National Reading Main Assessment 
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·As 
Figure 9 demonstrates, comparing the state-by-state NAEP achievement results in reading and 
math shows 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 nine st;:s.tes.In reading, the average 
achievement in high-poverty schools reaches the national average (59 p~rcent at or above basic 
level) in only one state. Comparing 4th grade reading achievement between 1992.and 1994, only. 
about halfthe states show increases in the percentage ofstudents in high-poverty schools scoring . 
at the basic level.18 Only five states demonstrated significant gains in reading for 4th grade 
students in high-poverty schools. (Figure 10) 

18 See Appendix. Not all states participated in the 1994NAEP state main readingassessment.J.n 
addition, Delaware, Iowa, Maine, Minnesota, New HampShire, Utah. Washington, and Wyoming hacisample sizes 
that were insufficient to make reliable estimates about-achievement in high-poverty schools. . . 

. . 
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figure 9' . 

NAEP 4th Grade Reading - 1994 


Percentage of Students in High-Poverty.Schools 

Performing Afor Above Basic Level;' by, State 
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. Figure 10· 
State NAEP Reading. Performance, Change in· the Percentage of 4th 

Grpde Students in High~Poverty Schools Scoring At or Above the 
Basic Level, .1992 tc? 1994 . . 

State 
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North Dakota 
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Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
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States shown in the above chart had a change from 1992 to 1994 that was statistically 

significant. - ' 

High-poverty school =76% to 100% of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch . 
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Conclusions 

These findings point to the importance ofpoverty as an important v¢able in explaining' 
disparities in studeJ1t achievement. Not only do poverty and olher disadvantages associated it 
with have an impact on individual student leaming, but the cumulative effects ofconcentrated 
poverty have profound consequences for the performance ofentire s~hools. Although there is 
some positive news - there have been some gains and improvements in student achieyement 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 teac~g and learning so that aN students-can rea:chhigh standards ofachievement. 

Data Sources 

The NAEP data presented in this report were analyzed for the Planning and pvaluation 
,Service ofthe U.S. Department ofEducationby the Educational Testing Service (ETS), in' , _ 
conjunction with the National Center. for Education Statistics. NAEP is a nationally 
representative and continuing assessment ofAmerican students that aims to measure students' 
progress toward higher achievement. For this report; data were analyzed from threeNAEP 
assessments: 

(1) Long-term trend assessment.:...- This assessment tracks student achievement of9-, 13­
and 17-year-olds over time by administering thesame materials and replicating' 
procedures for each assessment. The assessment is a valuable tool for examining trends 
in stud~nt achievement.' The content and procedures of the assessment do not change. Its 
limitation is that it does not reneet current educational content. 'This report focuses on ' 
the achievement of9-year-old students in. high- 'and low-poverty public schools on the , 
long-termtrendassessment. '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 NAEP ass~ssment) and to 1988 in reading. 

(2) 1!ational main assessment - This assessment presents ,national and regional results 
. on NAEP. This report examines achieveinent levels for 4th irade students in 1992 and 

, , 

1996 in high~ and low-poverty schools by leyels ofproficiency (percent ~fstudents 
scoring at or above the basic and profj.cient levels).' The assessment has different 
questions and tasks from the long-term assessment, reflecting 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 ofstude!lts from 44 states and 
the District ofColumbia 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 ofColumbia participated in the assessment: This report focuse_s-on the 

, percentages of4th grade~tudents in high- and low-povertY:schools in 1992 and 1996 ' 

14 

' 
' 



scoring at of above the Basic level, defined as partial mastery ofprerequisite lmowledge 
and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade, and the Proficient level, 
defined as solid academic perfonnance.19 

Educational Testing Service analyzed NAEp'results fo~eachofthese assessments by 
level ofschool poverty (in quartiles 0-25,26-50, 51-75, 76-100 percent poverty). The variable 
used to measure school poverty is the percentage ofstudents in schools who receive free and .. 
reduced-price lunch. The item Used.in this report is a school-lev~l variable taken from aNAEP 
questionnaire answered by school principals. For the purpose of this report, high-poverty schools 
are those in which.more than 75 percent ofstudents 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 because .. 
NAEP items measuring poverty have varied over time .. The charts in this report use "percentage 
ofstudents receiving free and reduped-price lUnches" as a proxy to measure 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 1992, . schools were asked two open~ . , 
ended questions as part ofthe N~P school questiomlaire that were used to, compute a scnool 
poverty indicator. Schools were asked how many students were. enrolled in the school, and how'· 
many were enrolled in the school lunch program. BeginniIlg with~ and since.1992, 'the school 
questionnaire inCludes a multiple choice ,question with eight categories, asking what percentage 
of students in the school are enrolled in ~e school1~ch 'program. ' .,'., . . 

. '" . 

19 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (NeES). 
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"Appendix 
State NAEP Math Performance 

Percentage of 4tb Gr:ade Students in High-PovertYSchools Scoring At or Abo~e BasiC 

1991 Standard Percent 1996 Standard Percent 
State , ,Error of schools Error of schools 

" in high- ' ' in high~ 
poverty poverty: 
category category 

Alabama ' 17.9 I 1.2 19,0 30.0 1.0 34.8 

Aiaska - 36.5 1.1 12.4 

Arizona 21.4 1.6 12.2 38.2 I.l 30.0 

Arkansas 32.0 1.4 , 1l.5 ' 39.1 1.1 25.5 

California 17.4 1.3 18.0 25.2 0.8 22.9 
" 

Colorado , 36.7 1.8 6.2 46.2 1.9 11.6 

Connecticut 12.6 1.2 8.9 40.7 2.4 12.1 

Delaware ~ • 
District of Columbia :lS.O 0.8 54.7 11.2 0.7 62.3 
Florida' '23.0 1.8 14.7 47.8 1.2 31.3 " 

~ 
30.8 .7 17.2 43.6 l.S 38.4 
42.1 2.,8,' 4.0 48.2 0.9 33.5 
63.7 2.8 4.8 

" -
Illinois - -
Indiana 36.0 1.1 9.4 62.7 2.4 ,16.7 

Iowa 61.4 2.5 5.4 60.5 2.5 23.4 
iKansas - -
!Kentucky 39.1 1.6 10.3 ' 52.0 1.1 27.9 

Louisiana 22.9 ' 1.0 34.0 36J 0.6 51.3 

Maine 70.4 ' '4.,9 7.7 80.4 0.8 11.1 

Maryland 13.4 0:7 :7.8 33.8 0.7 17:5 
Massachusetts 37.5 1.7 11.4 -50.9 2.8 8.9 
Michigan 14.7 1.8 10,3 56.0 2,0 18.2 

Minnesota • 75.7 1.2 25.4'" 

Mississippi 23.9 ' 0.7 48.4 29.4' 0.9 43.7 

Missouri 35.3 1.0 11.2, 48.2, 1.3 19.4 

Montana - 65.3 ' 2.«) 25.0 

Nebraska 41.1 3.0 7.3 65.1 1.2 23.3 
Nevada - 52.9 1.1 26.4 
New Hampshire • -
New Jersey 35.1 1.1' 15.3 24.8 ' 2.6 13.7 
New Mexico 34.4 2.0 21.9 37;1 0.7 39,.1 
New York 24.7 1.6' 19.1 30;) 1.9 26.1 
North Carolina 26.3 1.5 7.3 46.0 1.4 18.3 
North Dakota 69.1 2.8 9.4 68.7 1.7 ' 36.2 
Ohio 25.8 l.l 11.1 -
Oklahoma 41.2 1.8 ] 1.0 -
Oregon - 47.7 1.7 14.1 
Pennsylvania 28.9 2.0 12.3 28.1 0.8 15.6 
Rhode Island 24.6 1.7 14.2 29.7 .'1.6 16.7, 
South Carolina 25.2 0.8 18.0 37.0 1.3 31.7 

...... 
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State 
·1992 Standard 

Error 
Percent 

of schools 
hi high-
poverty 
category 

1996 Standard 
Error 

Percent 
of schools 
in high-
poverty 
category 

. South Dakota - -
Tennessee 25.8 1.6 15.0 43.4 1.4 26.5 
Texas 35.1 1.0 24.0 42.7 2.0 22.1 

Utah • 67.3 0.6 30.4 
Vermont - 59.8 '·1.8 7.5 
Virginia • 45.9 1.1 17.3 
Washington - 55.9 2.4 10.2 
West Virginia 38.9 1.6 15.3 60.6 1.8 29.7 
Wisronsin 31.5 2.5 4.6 64.5 1.3 18.5 
Wyoming 52.6 0.8 7.7 64.6 2.1 18.4 

,~. 

• Sample size too small to p~nnit reliable estimate· 

- Non-participating state 



J' • 

State NAEP Reading Performance . 
Percentage of 4th Grade Students in High-Poverty Schools Scoring At or Above Basic· 

t
State 

1992 Standard 
Error 

Percent of 
schools in 

high-poverty 
category 

1994 Standard 
Error 

Percent of 
schools io 

high-
poverty 
category 

Alabama 20.5 2.1 19.2 28.4 .1.5 19.6 
Alaska ..., -
Arizona 21.3 1.5 12.1 28.7 1.5 25.1 
Arkansas 38.5 1.4 10.3 29.1 1.6 13.8 
catifomia 12.7 2.1 16.5 14.8 1.5 16.6 

c:01orado 38.0 2.2 5.9 30.2 0.8 6.3 
Connecticut 20.6 3.8 8.9 21.5 1.5 12.9 
Delaware • • 
District of 
Columbia 

18.1 '~ 0.5 55.9 13.9 0.7 61.9 

Florida 24.2. 2.1 15.3 25.6 1.9 18.1 
Georgia 34.2 . 1.7 18.2 29.0 LO 22.3 
Hawaii 36.1 . ,1.9 4.2 23.2 2.4 6.5 
Idaho 66.5 2.8 5.~ -
Illinois - -
Indiana 49.4 1.5 9.5 45.9 3.6 6.7 
Iowa 65.8 0.8 5.5 • 
Kansas - - . 

Kentucky 49.6 2.2 10.8 44.6 1.2 11.2 
Louisiana 

. ·30.8 1.5 33.3 21.7 0.8 35.5 
Maine .. 76.4 1.5 6.5 • 
Maryland 13.0 2.5 7.2 2ei.5 1.2 5.0 
Massachusetts ,52.8 

. ­
2.5 11.0 • 28.5 1.0 8.5 

Michigan 18.2 . 2.0 10.2 ' '. 
. . 

Minnesota • " • 
Mississippi 28.6 1.3 48.5 29.1 1.4 39.1 
Missouri 38.0 1.7 11.3 24.9 1.6 5.6 
Montana - , 41.6 2.8 5.2' 
Nebraska 39.4 2.5 6.6 58.5 5.0 

, 
4.0 

Nevada - - -
iNew Hainpshire . . • • 
New Jersey 34.9 1.5 15.5 25.9 1.1 16.2 
New Mexico 39.7. 0.9 22.2 32.0 1.2 26.0 
NewYork 29.9 1.6 19.5 25.5 2.4 23.4 
North Carolina . 43.9 3.4 7.4 43.2 2.9 10.2 
North Dakota 73.1 1.8 9.4 56.5 2.4 5.0 
Ohio 37.2 :1.7 10.7 -
Oklahoma 43.3 1.2 9.5 .," .. 

Oregon - - ,,', 

" ...... .--. 
Pennsylvania 29.8 0.8 12.1 ,. 22.5 0.7 15.5 
Rhode Island· 32.3 1.0 13.3 '37.9 1.1 1,5.8 
South Carolina .. 35.0 1.7 17.5 \9.7· 0.9 20.1'· 

-
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State, 
1992 Standard 

Error 
, 

,. 

Percent of 
schools in ' 

high-poverty 
category 

1994 Standard 
Error' 

Percent of 
schools in 

high-
poverty 
category 

South Dakota - -
Tennessee 36.9 '1.7 ,14.9 3S.0 2.S 12.S 

Texas 38.0 1 2S.l 37.3 2.9 23.6 

Utah • . • ~ 

Vennont - -
Virginia • 27.S 2.2 9.,3 
Washington - • 
West Virginia 46.8 l.s ' 14.5 51.8 2.2 " 12.2 

Wisconsin 27.3 " 5.1 3.9 • 
Wyoming 59.8 3.0 7.6 .. 

• Sample size too small to pennit ~liable estimate 

-Non-participating state 

-",,:,",. 
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UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION· 
 NEWS 

FOR RELEASE: Contact: Julie Green 

September 9, 1998 k:\shared\nddrafts\title.wpd (202) 40}'·3026 
DRAFT 
EDUCATION REPORT SHOWS POVERTY LINKED TO STUDENTACHIEVEMENT 

A new evaluation report from the U.S. Department ofEducation points to a continuing 

gap in student achievement between high and low poverty schools, but shows that students in 

high.poverty schools are making 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-poverty schools, defined in' .the report as places where at least three·fourths 

of students qualify for free or reduced-price lunch, need urgent help. 

"These are the schools that need our most immediate attention," Riley said. I. That's why 

I'm absolutely convinced that we must help the neediest schools and students get the resources 

they need to bridge the gap between rich and poor. Our practical efforts to encourage school 

improvement and provide students with extra help learning basic skills, more classroom 

technology, smaller class sizes in early grades, and safe and modem schools are especially critical. 

All students must reach for high standards and the Clinton Administration's common sense agenda 

will help them do that so that all of our young people are all prepared for the 21 st century. II 

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 math, with a focus on 

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

-MORE. 
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DRAFT 


While student achievement is largely unchanged in reading over the past few years, , 

national assessment scores in math are improving at all income levels with the greatest gains 

coming in the high·poverty schools -- but a significant gap remains between students in high and 

Jow 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 learned and what they 

haven't," Riley said. liThe administration supports the National Assessment Governing Board's 

development ofvoluntary national tests in fourth grade reading and eighth grade math so that 

parents would be able to know how their children perform against high national standards of 

achievement. 

uI'm also counting on Congress to support a strong child literacy bilI to give communities, 

teachers and parents resources they need so that all children can read well and independently by 

the end ofthird grade. This is ajob we can do, and I look forward to working with Congress to 

get it done. n 

The report.was prepared by the department'sPlanrung and Evaluation Service based on 

special tabulations from the Educational Testing Service, which conducts the national assessments 

under a contract with the Natjonal Center for Education Statistics, Copies are available by calling 

'1 ~800-USA-LEARN or on the world·wide web at www.ed.gov.. 

### 

http:www.ed.gov


/ I\.~v. \~\J"") ,} 
~...;:v ')1J'I- \ ,v}l­

11. \11'\ 
Jt"Jr~ "j ~o~ \ 

'b" 'J'>~ 

,; 
! 
( 


1., 2-3 
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grade achievement gap between students in 
poverty schools, in 4th grade reading and 

high poverty 
math 

2. There have been gains in m'ath performance ove:ti'all, 92";';96, with 
gains in high poverty'schools outpacing nation overall.' 

" , 

3. Reading achievement flat overall (th~u 94), slight 
(nonsignificant) decline in high poverty schools. 

4. state-by-state differences in gains/losses f9r hig:jl poverty 
schools--not much pattern evident, though states with largest 
improvement may have smaller % of high' poverty schools. 

, . K~Y"~,!llessages ,from findings: , . , 
,,',R . . . at: need smaller classes· and, America Reads 

, high'poverty schools need help: l. .... ' ut ­
, ~ ,,;:-response will be that data indicate that Tl.tle 1 ctoesn't 

...; ":wdt-'lc' - ­ our reponse: data don't reflect new Title 1) 
"'M;:-;Ka'tional tests based on these standards are critical-"';we 
")Y~·"'can/t mobilize change if we lack accurate data and 

';'",", ,accountability. Opponents of test are protecting the status. 
j • ';. ,'!2.;q\-}P , • .and, cheating poor kids in particular. 
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. Summary and Major Findings 

In order to realize a system ofpublic education in the U.S. where all children cail reach 

high standards. we must face the challenges ofpoverty.l'articularly concentrated poverty, and its 

effects on learning. Student achievement data reveal a btrge and longstanding 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 pr'~gress through-schooL' Data from the 

long-term trend .assessment ofthe National AsseS$ment.ofEducational Progress (NAEP) show 

that in high-poverty schools (where 7Spercent or more ofthe students come from low-income 

families) achievement is, o~ average, two or three grade levels behind student achievement in 

low-poverty schools (where less than 25 percent ofstudents are fromlow·mcome families). 


, Reducing the achievement gap is a central concem for the U.S. Department ofEducation. 

WhiJe the federal roJe in education is limited -.. accounting for about 7 percent ofelementary and 

s~condary education spendmg2 - federal resources have been targeted primarily on helping to 

provide a bigh-quality education f9r students who live in poverty, are at-risk of school failure, or 

have special needs. 


This report fmds that despite the continuing largi! gap in academic performance between 
students in high· and low-poverty schools, there are some rec"nt signs of improvement, as shown ...by 1996 NAEP data for 9 year~lds and 4th grade studentS: . _ 

.. 	 According to long-term trend data, the achievem,ent gap is nmo·.v:ing - particularly in . 

math. The gap in average math scores between 9 year-oIds in high- and low..;poverty 

schools waS 22 points in 1996'-- down from a 2H point gap in 1992 and a 24 point gap in 

1994. In reading. the achievement gap between stud~nts in high-and low-poverty 

schools is substantially larger. Still, trend data show the gap. in aver.age reading scores 

between 9 year-aIds in high- andlow-poverty schools at 38 points in 1996, down from a 

40 point gap in 1994,3 ' 


.. . In niath, there is an upward trend in student achievement since 1992. Data from the 1996 

NAEP long·term trend assessment show 8 significant rise in the scores of9 year-olds . 

across all levels of school poverty since1992. The percentage of4th grade students in 


, 	 . 

I U.S. Department .;tfEducation, Planning and Evaluation Service. Prospects:' 
Student Outcomes Final Report (April 1997). . 

2 Goveniment Accounting Office (GAO) 1991..1992. 

) Scores are rounded to the nearest whole number. ,Ten points in NAEP scores is 
approximately cquiva)mt to one grade lev~l. . 

). 
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high.poverty schools scoring at least at the basic level on the NAEP national main 
assessment was 42 percent in 1996, up from 261'ercent in 1992. The percentage of4th 
grade students in hlgh·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. TIle gap ,in performance between students 
in high.. and Jow-poverty schools in reading is dramatically higher than the gap in math 
achievement 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-tenn trend 
assessment show an upward tum in the average 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 of4th grade students in high-poveny schools scoriDg at 
the basic level in reading •• from 33 percent in 1992 to 26 percent in 1994. This 

. downward trend also is not significant. State NAEP results reveal that 4th grade student 
achievement in high-poverty schools in reading 3mproved in about half the states between 
1992 and 1994. . 

,. 


Introduction and Background 


Poverty is a significant problem for America's children. In 1970, the U.S. Bureau oft.he 
Census estimated that 15 percent ofAmerican children 'LU1der the age of 1 g 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:' Particularly in the urban O<'lre, communities are 
faced with dense concentrations ofpoverty that pose forrilidable challenges. OVerall in 
America's cities, one-third ofthe children live in poverty.' In cities such as Detroit, New 
Orleans. Miami, Atlanta., and Cleveland, more than 40 ])ercent;ofthe children are poor·- a 
poverty rate twice the national average and the average poverty rate of the states in which the 
cities are located. . 

Consequently, America's public schools must fnce the challenges ofeducating poor 
children. ,Overall, in 34 percent ofU.S. public schools, half or more of the student population 

4 Current Population Reports, Poverly in the United States (\Vashington I).C.: U.S. 
Bureau ofthe Census, 1996). ' . 

! U.S. Buteau of the Census Current Populaticm RepOrts, cited in Lippman,Laura. 
Urban Schools: The Challenge o/Location and Po'Vel'ty (Washington D.C.: National Center 
for Education Statistics, 1996). . 

2 
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come from low-income families.' In cities such as Baltimore, for example, the conceIitration of 
poor children in the city's schools is great. In over '80 p<:rcent ofschools more t1laD half the 
students fall below the poverty line; in more tban half ofthe city's schools, more than three 
quarters of the students come from low-incomefamjlies? . 

These statistics translate into severe educational disadvantage for many ofour nation's 
children. The effects ofpoverty on learning are profound. On an individua.llevel, poverty has 
numerous correlates that inhibit learning. Children who livein poverty are more likely than 
other children to experience family disruption, abuse, orneglec:t. Poor children' are more likely 
than their nori-poor peers to grow up unhealthy and becclme victims ofcrime.' In economically 
disadvantaged families. parents tend to have limited edlJ,cation .and involvement in their 
children's Jearning. Low-income students are less likely to take challenging coW'ses and more 
likely to drop out ofschool. Their teachers are less likely to have high expectations fot ac.ademic 
achievement 

But the effects ofpOVerty'OD student achievement are not isolated only to individual 
students who are poor. Research shows that the achievement levels ofboth poor and non-poor 
students decline as the poverty levels of schools inereas,~. Low-income students in low-poverty 
schools are found to have higher achievement than low-income students in high-poverty 
schools.9 Thus, the degree to which students are at risk otedw::ationai failure depends not only 
on their own situation; there is a significant poverty effi:cton all students in higher poverty 
schools. . 

In recognition ofthe strong relationship between poverty and student performance, the 
U.S. Department ofEdueation, through Title I cfthe Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 
provides approximately 57.S billion a year in fmancial Wlsistanceto improve learning for 
students. particularly those who are at.risk ofeducational failure in economically disadvantaged 
communities .. Part ofthe purpose ofthe 1994 reauthorization 'of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEAl was to better target resources to address the needs ofpoor children ' 
attending schools with high concentrations ofpoverty, :for whom expectations have often been 
loW. For example, Title I targeting provisions help ensure that, within districts, rescW'ces are 
distributed to schools where needs are greatest by requiriDg dfstricts to rank and fund schools 

6 U.S. Department ofEdw::ation, Fast Response School SurVey: School Reform 1997~ 
98. Students from low-income families isdefmed as families whose children qualify for free 
and reduced price school lunch . 

. 7 Maryland Sta~e Department ofEducation (1996). 

8 Education Week, Quality Counts '9B (Washington D.C.: Author. January 1998), 

.9 U.S. Department ofEducatio? Prospects (1997). ' 
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ac.cordi,ng to pOVerty levels. Because POVerty affects the entire school environment, bigh-poveTtY 
schools are encouraged to adopt schoolwide programs t<i improve teaching and learning for all , 
children. 

The report that follows focuses on recent trends jn student achlevement in math and 

reading for elementiu'y school students in high-poverty schools. 30 ,The data illustrate that 

poverty has a significant impact OD student achievement. The data also reveal that there have 

'heen some improvements in achievement for,g year-01d and 4th grade srudents'in high-poverty 

schools and some nari'oWing ofthe 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 ruay ,be critical to reading achievement. 


There are some,important qualifications that are critical to note in making policy 

interpretations about the impw:t of Title I based on thesf: data. First, the Department distributes 

Title r grants according to a Congressionally-mandated [onnula that reaches almost all districts 

and about 60 percent ofschools --- not only those.with particularly high levels ofconcentrated· 

. poverty .11 Second! some ofthe NAEP assessment results presented he~e 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 results for both ~ath and rea~lillg will be released in 1999. 


.: 

10 This repprt presents NABP data for 9 year-aIds and 4th grade students as Title.! 

services are provided more often at the elementary school leveL According to 1996 student­

level NAEP data, 22 percentof4th graders, 12 percent ,Qf 8th graders and 2 percent of 12th 

. graders in U.S. public schools participate in Title I proi;rams. Data for 13 and 17 year-olds as 
well as 8th grade are less reliable because ofthe large amount of missing and inaccurate data 
on school poverty (percentages ofstudents receiving free and 'reduced price hmch) as 
students reach middle and high school. See the last section of this report "Data Sources" for 

, a more detailed description ofthe analysis. . 

11 In approximately 30 percent ofschools served 'by Title.I less than 'a third of 
students are poor. Twenty-four percent ofTitle I schools serve student populations where 75 

percent or more o!the children are from low-income families. Forty-five percent of Title I 

scbools are operating schoolwide programs. U.S. Department ofEducation, Fast Re.sponse 

School Survey: School Refonn. 
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,FiDdiDgs 

Mathematics 12 

The NAEP long-term trend assessmentiu math s:hows 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 ;Ul average scale score of217. For high­
poveny schools, this average scale score is a significant improvement over the average score in 
1992, roughly eqttivalentto an increase ofone grade level.13 Since peaking at 28 points in 1992, 
the achievement gap between students in high- and low·poverty schools has narrowed to 22 
points in 1996. The achievement gap in 1996 is approximately the same as it was in 1986. 

, FlgUr61 

Trends In NAEPMath F1erformance 
9 Year-Old Public School Students by Poverty L.eveJ of School (1986.1996) 

2&0 

1ag~----------T-----------~----------~~--------~
USI 1112 1894 . 1818 

Yoar 

Scale ir;or.,.,.. 0·500. 

12 For overali NAEP results in math., see' Reese, Clyde; Karen :Miller; John Mazzeo; 
and lohn Dossey. NAEP J996 Mathematics Report Card/or the Nation and the States 
(Washington D.C.: National Center for Education Sta'tistics, February 1997). 

13 The average scale scores and percentages presented in this report arc rounded to the 
nearest whole point. The change in NAEP math scalE: scores between 1992 and 1996 is 
statistically significant. . 
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Figure 2 
.NAEP National Math Main Assessment· 

Pe~ent of 4th Grade School Students Scoring at or Above Baste l.evel by Poverty Leve! of SchO~1 
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Figure 3 

NAEP National Math Melin Assessment 
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.FIgur.4 
NAEP 4th Grade Mathematics - 1998 

Percentage of Students in High Poverty Scho()ls Performing Ator 
'. Above Basic Level, by Statl' 
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, , 

The NAEP tlational main assessment in math reveals similar, improvements across all 
levels ofschool poverty. While the gap remains large bf:tween 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 stI:ldents in high·pOverty schools scored at or above the. basic 
level, in 1996, 42 percent scored at or above the basic Ie'vel. Students in schools with poverty 
ranging from 26 to 75 percent are close.lD meeting the national average in the percentage of 
students scoring at or above the basic level. As Figure 3, shows. the perceotageof students in 
rugh-poverty schools sCorinS at or above the proficient level in math m.ore than doubled between 
1992 and 1996, a faster increase than in low-poverty schools. J4 . 

The state main assessment in math (Figure 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 
indjcates, there is significant variation inhow Well studmits 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 na:tionaI average of64 per,:ent at or above the basic level. 15 

f , ; .. " 

The percentage of high-poverty schools in each ofthese states, of coUrse, varies 
. dramatically. In the state with the highest ranked overall achlevement of students in high­
poverty schools, Maine. only 11 percent ofstudent att(md schools in the highest poverty 
category (with 7S percent or more students receiving free or reduced price lUnch). In the 
lowest ranked for achievement, Washington D.C., 62 percent ofstudents attend high-poverty 
schools. Still, almost every state has registered improvement in math achievement for 4th 
grade students since 1992.16 

14 NAEP defines achievement at the Basic level as partial mastery ofprerequisite 
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficielit work at each grade. The Projicient level 
is defined as solid academic perfonnance. . ' , 

IS Not all states panicipated in the 1996 NAEP s,tate main assessment. ' In addition, in 
'the case ofDelaware, 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. ' 

16 See Appendix. 
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. Figure 5 ,. 
State NAEPMath Pei1ormance, Change in the Percentage of 4th 

Grade Students Scoring At or Above the Basic Level. 1992 to 1996 

State 
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1 .' 
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Percentage Chan!1e from 1992 to 1996 
States shown In the above chart had a changs frcf!11992 to 1996 that was statistically 
significant. . 
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ReadiA& 11 , 

, Student achlevemeot data in reading~pa.rticularly for high-poverty schools, show less 
improvement over time. ' Students in high-povertyscho,c,ls trail their peers in low-poverty schools 
by a larger margin in reading than in math. ' In 1996, the gap in the average rc'ading , 
scale score between 9 year-old students in high and low·poverty schools was 38 points. 
Although down from an even larger gap of40 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 sebool 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 avemge score was 188, up from 180 in 1992.18 

Figure 8 
Trends.i" NAEP Reading ll'erformance 

9 Year..Old Public School Students by Poverty Lavel of School (1988.1996) 
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The most recent NAEP national main assessme:o.t data available in reading is from 1994t 

prior to the reauthorization ofTitle I. . The data from this assessment show little change in ' 
reading achlevement for low-poverty schools overall, but a decline in ,the percentage ofstudents 
in schools with more .than SO, percentpoveny that scor(}d at or a.bove the basic level betW'een 

n For overall NAEP results in reading. see NAEP J994 Reading Report Card .from the 
National Assessment ofEducaiional Progress (NCES: Washingtc:m D.C., March 1996). 

IS The standard errors on these scores indicate that this is not 8 significant
improvement. . ' . 
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1992 and 1994. In 1992, 33 percent of'4th grade students in high-poverty schools scored at or 

above the basic level; in. 1994,26 percent scored at or above the basic level. ' 
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Figure 7 
NAEP National Reading Main Assessment . 

Percent of 4th Grade School Students Scoring at or Above Basic Level by Poverty Level of 
.. School 
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Figur~9 
, . 


NAEP 4th Gride .ReadlnSI - 1994 
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The percentage of 4th grade students achieving 2,t or above the proficient level in reading 
in 1994 (Figure 8) was slightly higher than 1992 across all but the highest poverty schools. The 
percentage ofstudents in schools with 75 percent or moi'e .low-income children scoring at or 
above the proficient level actually declined ~tween 1992 and 1994, although the decline was not 
Statistically significant. . 

As Figure 9 demonstrates, ifone compares the state·by-state NAEP achievement results . 
in reading and math, it is also clear that reading achievement is Dot as strong as math 
achievement in 1henation'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 Dot reacb the national average 
(60 ~rcent at or above basic level) in any state. Comparing 4th grade reading achievement 
between 1992 and 1994, only about halfthe states show increases in the percentage of students in . 
high poverty schools scoring at the basic level,I9 

19 See Appendix. Notall states participated in the 1994 NAEP state main reading 
assessment. In addition. DE, lA, ME, l\!N, NH. UT. WA. and WY had sample sizes that 
were insufficient to make reliable estimates about achievement in high povertY schools. 
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Figure 10 

State NAEP Reading Performance, Charlge In the Percentage of 4th 

Grade Students Scoring At or Above the: Basic Level, 1992 to 1994 
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Conclusion • 

. These findings point to the importance ofpoverty as an important 'variable in explaining 

'dispouitles in stUdent achievement. Not only do poverty and other disadvantages associated with 

poverty impact individual Snident"le8mins, but the cWDlllative effects ofconcentrated poverty 

have profoWld consequences for the performance ofentire schools. While there is some positive 

news ... there have been some gains and improvements in stUdent achievement in the nation's 

bighest poverty schools .... the gap in perfonnance betwflen students in high· and low·poverty , 

schools remains a great cballepge for educators and policy makers committed to improving 

teaching and learning so that all students c~ reach high standards ofachievement. 


Data Sources 

The NAEP data presented in this report were analyzed for the Plan:ri.ing and Evaluation " 

Service of the U.S. Department ofEducation by tbeEdllcational Testing Service (ETS), in ' 

conjunction with the National Center for Education Sta'tistics. NAEP is a natio'nally 

representative and continuing assessment ofAmerican students that aims to measure stUdents' 


,progress towardhigber achieveme1'lt. For thisrepori. dllta was analyzed from·three NAEP 

assessments: 

, , 


(1) Long·term trend aSsessment ... This assessm.cnt traCks stud~t achievement of 9, 13. 
and i 7 year·olds over time by ad.ministCring thel 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 
liniitatlon is that the assessment does not reflect cunent educational content. This report 
focuses on the achievement of9 year.old studel.lts in high aridlow-poverty public scbools 
on the long-term trend assessment. Perfonnance is reported as,an average scale .~core, 
which ranges from 0 to 500. The trend data in ·this report track back to' 1986 in math 
(except for1988, when no data was released Oil. this NAEP assessment) and back to 1988 
in reading. 

(2) National main Qssessment - This assessme:nt presents national and regional results On 
NAEP. This reportexammes achievement levc:ls for 4th grade students in 1992 and 1996 
in high and low-poverty schools by levels ofpl'oficieocy (percent ofstudents scoring at or 
above the basic andprcificient levels). The assf:sment h~ diff"erent questions and tasks 
from the long-:term assessment, reflecting cum:nt educational content and assessment 
methodology.· . ' 

(2) Slate main assessment -:- nus assessment NpoI'tS student achievement in schools 
across the United States. state by state.. In 1995, samples,ofstudents from 44 states and . 
the District ofColumbia participated in the state math main assessment. The NAEP state 

reading main assessment was last administered in 1994; a sampieof students in 39 states . 
and the District of Columbia participatedin th,: assessm¢nt. This report focuses on the 

16 



~UG-07-1998 12:50 OFC OF THE DEP SECY 202 401 9027 P.19/23 

. pcrcClltages 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 ofprerequisite knowledge 
and skillS that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade, and the Projicieni level, 
defined as solid academic performance.20 

ETS aruilyzcd NAEP results for each ofthese assessm.ents by level ofschool poverty (in 
quartiles 0-25,26-50, 51-7S, 76-100 percent poverty). The variabJe used to measure school 
poverty is the percent ofstudents in schools who receivle free and reduced price lunch (FRPL). 
The item used in this report is a.school·level variabJe taken from a NAEP questionnaire 
answered by school principais: J::or.the: purpose ofthis report, hlgh'"']Joverty schools are those in 
which more than 75 percent of students receive free and. reduced price lunch. Low-poverty 
schools are those in which 2S percent or fewer students receive free and reduced price lunch. 

A caution about lhe. trend data on achievement and school poverty is needed, as NAEP 
items measuring poverty have varied over time. The cb.arts in this report use Upercentage of 
students receiving free and reduced price lunches" as a proxy to measure 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 199:!, schools were asked two open.ended 
questions as part ofthe NAEP school questionnaire that were used to·coompute a school poverty 
indicator. Schools were asked how many students wer(~ 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 ~hoice question with 8 categories~ asking what percentage of 
students in the school is enrolled in the school lunch program. 

20 National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). 
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AppeDdix 

State NAEP Reading Petfonnance 

Percentage·of 4U1 Otade Students in High Poverty Schools SC9ring at ()f Above Basic: 


1991 I.e. percent of 1994 s.e. perceat of 
/State .chool.la· ld!ool.1a 

hill! pOw4ll1Y hlBh poverty 
c:ategOI)' eatl:1:or), 

~abamll 20.5 2.1 19.2 28.4 U 19.6 

lA1~fca - .- . 

Arizona 21.3 1.5 12.1 28.7 1.5 25.1 

IAlicWllS 38.S· t4 10.3· .29.1 l.6 13.8 

California 12.7 2.1 16.5 14.8 1.5 ·15.6 

lColorado 38.0 2.2 5.9 30.2 0.1 6.] 

Connecti,ut . 20.6 ].8 . 8.9 21.S 1.S 12.9 
Delaware • II 

District of 18.1 O.S 55.9 13.9 0.7 61.9 
ColLlmbia 

Florida 24.2 2,] 1$.3 2'.6 1.9 18.1 
Georgia 34.2 J.7 18.2 29.0 1.0 22.3 
Hawaii 36.1 1.9 42 23.2 Z.4 . 6.S 
Idaho 66.5 . 2.8 5.2 -
Illinois - -
lndialla 49.4 '< LS 9.5 45.9· ·3.6 . 6.7 
Iowa 6S.8 0.8 !.j . .. 
Kansas - -
Kentucky 49.6 2.2 10.E; 44.6 .. 1.2 11.2 
Louisiana 30.8 I.S 3l.~ 21.7 0.1 35.S 
Maine 76.4 1.' 6.S • 
Maryland J3.0 .. ·2.5. 7.2 20.S 1.2 5.0 
MftSsac:.husc:tts 52.1 2.S 1J.u . 2B.S 1.0 a.s 
'Michigan 18.2 2.0 IO.:! 
Minnesota • • 
MillSisslppi 2B.6 1.3 48.:; 29.1 1.4 39.1 

Missouri 38.0 1.1 11,] 24.9 1.6. 5.6 
Montana - 41.6 2.8 . 3.2 
Nebraska 39.4 2.S 6.6 S8.5 ' S.O 4.0 
~t'liad& .. -
il'lew H::impshirr • • 
INcw](;'f$eY 34.9 1.5 155 25.9 1.1 16.2 
'New Mexic:.o 39.7 0.9 22.2 32.0 1.2 26.0 
lNellol York 29.9 1.6 19.5 25.5 . 2.4 23.4 
North Carolina 41.9 3.4 M 43.2 . %.9 10.2 

. 'NOM Dakota 73.1 I.8 9.4 56.S ··2.4 5.0 
Ohio 37.2 1.7 107 -
Oklahoma 43.] 1.2 9.S -
Oregon - -
Pennsylvania. 29.8 ·0.8 12.1 22.S· 0.7 U.S 
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'. ' 

. 


Scate 
1992 , I.e.'· perunt uf 

Jchoolsln. 
hlgb poyerty 

"t!:lory 

1994 '.r.. percent of 
.chaols In 

. blgh poveny 
cateaory 

Rhode Island 32.3 1.0 13.3 31.9 1.1 15.8 

South Carolina 35.0 1.7 11.5 . 19.7 0.9 20.1 
South Dakota - -
rrenncsKc 36.9 t1 14.' 3$.0 . 2.S ·12.5 

TelC.85 38.0 1 25.1 37.3 2,9 23.6. 
Utah • • 
Vennont - -
Virginia. • 21.S 2.2 ·9.3 
Washington, ' - • 
West. Virginia 46.8 1.$ 14.5 51.8 2.2 12.2 
Wisconsin 27.3 S.l 3.9 0 

WyominJ;t .59.8 3.0 7.6 • 

•. Sample size toosrnall to permit reliable estimate 

- Non-participating state 
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State NAEP Math Perfbrmaru:e 

Percentage of4'" Ora.de Students in High Poverty Schools Scoring at or Above B~ic 


1992 u- p.rel,at ' 1996 '.e. pcreent 
Stlte ' IohcbDOIJ oflchools 

In blgh In blgh 
poverty povert)' 
catelor)' caueol")' 

Alabama 11.9 1.1 ' 19.0 30.0 1.0 34.1 

~IMka - 36.S 1.1 12.4 

Arizona :Z1.4 1.6 12.2 38.2, I. t 30.0 

~rka.nsas 32.0 1.4 U,S 39.1 1.1 2!.S 

Cllifomia 17.4 ' 1.3 18.0 25.2 0.8 22.9 

Colorado, ' ,36.1 '1.8 6.2 ~.2 1.9 , , J1.6 

Connecticut 12.6 1.2 U .40.7 2.4 12..1 ' 

Delaware • • 
IDistric:t ofColumbia 15.0 0.8 54.7 11.2 0.7 62.3 . 

Florida 23.0 1.1 14.1 41.8 1.2 31.3 

Georgia 30.8 30.8 17.2 43.6 t.S )8.4 

IHawaii 42.1 ,2:8 4.0 48.2 0.9 33.S 

fdah,o 63.1 2.B 4.8 -
Illinois, - - " 

Indiana 36.0 1.1 9.4 62.7 2.4 16.7 

Iowa, 61.4 2.5 5.4 60.5 2.5 23.4 

Kansas - .. 
~enNck.y 39.1 1.6 tu.3 S2.0 1.1 27.9 

Louisiana, 22.9 1.0 311..0 36.1 0.6 51.3 

!Maine 10.4 4.9 7.7 80.4 0.8 11.1 
Maryland 13.4 0.7 ' ?8 33.8 0.7 17.5" 
lMassachusetts 37.S 1.1 1'1.4 50.9 2.8, , 

8.9 
Michisan 14.7 1.8 10.3 S6.0 2.0 )8.2, 

Minnesota • 7!j.1 . 1.2 25.4 
tMiliSissippi 23.9 0.'7 49.4 29.4 . 0.9 43.7 

~issouri 35.3 ),0 ' 11.2 48.2 ):3' , 19.' 
Montana - 65.3 ,2.0 25.0, 

!Nebraska 41.1 3.0 :1.3 65,) 1.2 23,3 
!Nevada - 52.9 1.1 26.4 
lNew Hampshire '. -
NcwJcr1q 35.1 1.1 15.3 24.8 2.6 , ]3.7 

tNewMalco 34.4 2.0 21.9 37.1 0.1 39.1 
[New York, 24.7 1.6 19.1 30.J 1.9 26.1, 
~orth C&rolina ' 26.3 1.5, '7.3 46.0 l.4 18.3 
North DaJeota 69.1 2.8 9.4 68.7 1.7 36.2 
Ohio 2S.8 1.1 11.1 -
Oklahoma 41.2 1.8 11.0 . -
OtC&OO - 47.7 1.7 14.1 
lPennsyJvania 2.8.9 2.0 )2.3 28.1 0.8 ,15.6 
lRhode Island 24.6, 1.7 :14.2­ 29.7 1.6 )6.7 

South Carolina 25.2 0.8 18.0 37.0 1.3 31.7 
South Dakota - -. " 
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State 
1992 Le. pererllt 

"(ICh.,oll 
In b~.11 
p .... el'tY 
categf)ry 

1'96 IA. percent 
olachools 
. III hiell 
poverty 
cllteiO!i 

Tennessee 2.5.8 1.6 1M 43.4 . 1.4 26.S 
T~a.s . 35.1 J.O 24.3 42.1 2.0 22.1 

Utah 8 ".3 0.6 30.4 

Vermont - 59.8 U 7.S 
Virginia • 45.9 1.1 17.3 

Wa.shin~an - 55.9 2.4 10.2 
West Virginia 38.9 .1.6 IU. 60.6 1.8 29.7 

WiscoDsin 31.5 2.S 4.1, 64.5 1.3 18.' 
Wy.!'ming 52.6 0.8 7.1 64.6 . 2.1 . 18.4 

• Sample size toO small to permit reliable estimate 

- Non-participating state 
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TOTAL P.23 . 



