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Highlights-

States submitted reports on their ESEA Title I programs in local educa-
tional agencies" to the U.S. Department of Education using a common

reporting format for the 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82 school years:

Based,on these reports, we found that:

o Approximately- 5;4 million children were served_ by Titte I_pro-
grams in local educational,agencies_during 1979.430; 5.3 million
were served in 1980,-81, and 4.9 Millioh Were served ih 1981=82.

The majority of Oarticipant5==over two=thirds==were in grades

1 throLigh

443-proximately 3;5 million students (72 percent_of the 4.9_Million
in the program) received reading_ services, 2,1 million (42 per-
cent) received mathematics services, and 850,000 (19 percent)

received language services in 1981=82.

o pproximately 85 percent of the Title I staff members were
reported=to-._be teachers or teacher aides; only 3 percent were
administrators;

' ;?,_

Approximately four percent of the Title I ualents were in non-

public schools; _(Over 180,000 nonlvbli s ho061 students were
served each year.)

-----..

, i .

o Nonpublit school students. were mos likely to receive reading
(84 percent in 1981=82)i mathemati s(40 percent in 1981- 82); --

,.an language arts (21 percent in 19. 1-82).assis'tance. 4,

.\.

-,
J

'
Based on the results annual achiievemeet testing, we found that:

. #

o In reading, the "average" Title I elementary student is -at about
the 24th percentile When selected for the program;

- 4

o In mathematics; the "average" Title =I elementary student is
around the 30th percentile when selected for the pro9ram.-

o In reading; modest achievement gains were found in nearly all
grades each year.

o In mathematicS; modest gains were found in nearly all grades

each year; )

o Students in the higher grades tended to have lower achievement
-gains than did students in the elementary grades.
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Background

ESEA Title_ 14 Which iS now Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation .andi
Imprdvement Act of 1981, is the largest program of federal education aid
to elementary and secondary school students. The program /was designed
to provide financial assistance to local educational, agencies to meet
the special needs of educationally deprived children'. with funds used to.
provide supplemental instructipial and support services.

EValuatian requirements have been,part of the law from i-ts' beginning; but
States_ Were ilDt required to report to the Federal goverriment in a, uniform
way until 1979. Beginning with the 1979 -80 school year; each'State educa-
tion agency-(SEA) compiled reports from each of its schobl districts (or
from a one-third sample of its 6istr1ets) and subMitteda _St rep

to the U. S. Department of 4ducation by February 16 Of the fallow dr.

Information was reported on the nu hers o'f _Ttudentt served an their
achievement gains as well as 0 the .numbers of staff members and parents
involved in the program. Data were rev/lowed and edited by ED staff;

-This report summarizes the State reports -for' the 1979-80.'1980-81. and
1981-82 school years; Only the A5 St.ates with complete -data far all
three years were, included achievement-'summaries. Since a subset
iplif States were used. the 1979-80 and 1980-81 ach .evement data will not

match the data reported previously. FN 1/

Title I Funding

The amount of money 'appropriated by, Congress for ESEA Title -I programs
for each of the three years covered by -this report;,;iS shown in Table 1.
Not that Title_Lis an- "advance funded" prOgraM; so that FA'79,monies are
expended in FY80 (the 1979-80 school year) and so forth.

The-amount of funds available for Title I programs in Total school dis7
tricts declined over the three year period; However; States may carry-
over funds from one fiscal year -to the _next; and in States with a large
amount of earry-over .money. effects of funding reductions may not be

felt immediately.

Table 1. ESEA Title I Funding for Title i Programs in Local
School Districts

-AMOOriation Ba-STc Grants Concentration Total

Yea to DistrActs_; Gran-t -s
;

FY79 2;629;533;157 147;044;344 2;776;577i501
FY80 2.633.326;343 :;98.325.1 21 2.731.651;464'
FY81 2,512,614,124 9'8.772.848 .2;611;386,972



How Many Students Were Served by Title I?

Based on the data submitted by the States;.we found that:

o The number of students served by'Title I in public and non-pub,lic
schools declined nearly 10% from the 1979-80 school year; , when

over 5.4 million students were served; to the 1981-82 school year;
when fewer than 49 million students were served. y

o Approximately 7% of thpr:' Title I students in each of those years
were in pre-kindergarten or kindergarten.

The majority of the participants- -over two-thirds--were in grade
1 through 6.

o Less than 20%,of the participants were in grades 7 through 9.

o Relatively few participants (about 5%) were in grades 9 through 12.

o Approximately 96% of the students in Title I were public:school
students.

Table 2 presentS data for both public and nonpublic school students com-

bined. Data for nonpublic school students are presented on pages 12 and
13

The number of students served in Title I..programs declined_ each year;
witty nearly 2% fewer students served _ia.1980-81 than in 1.979 780 and aboUt

8% fewer served in 1981-82 than in 1980-81. The reduction over two years
is nearly 10%4 which is somewhat greater than the reduction in funds (not
including inflation) to local school districts over this time (a 5.9 par=
cent reduction from FY79.)

Table 2. Number of Students Sofrved in Title I. in Different Grade

Levels FM 2/

Grade Span 1979=80 1980=81 1981=82
Number Cr Number C747--

Pre7K'and K 362,082 ( 7) 365;371'
( 7) 332;355 ( 7)

Grades 1 =, 3 2;031;204 (38) 1;926,915 (36) 1;733;416 (36)

Grades 4 - 6 1;789;199 (33) 1;763;536 (33) 1;632;873 (34)

Grades 7 - 9 939;427 (17) 986,493 (19) 886;111 (18)

Grades 10-12 237,877 ( 4) 259;018 ( 5) 268;429 ( 6)

Total 5,402,341 5;301;488 4;866;108
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The reported reductions in the numbers of students served could be due to
changet in reporting practices in the States, including less complet

, reporting of the numbers of students served. HoWever, these findings on
overill numbers s-erved are consistent With the findings of the Di strict
Practices Study (Advanced Technbl ogy, 1982); Di strict admini strators
reported that the number of children served with Ti tle I funds parallels,
on the average, the overall budget cuts in publ ic schools.

The Di stric t' Practices Study al so found that budget changes influenced
the grades served by Title I. Administrators reported that when budget
cuts forced them_ to reduce the number of gradeS Served, they were more
likely to. drop Title I services from preschool and secondary programs
in order to preserve services in the elementary grades. The study did
not indicate what level of reduction of funds triggered reductions in
the number of grades served;

In contrast to this finding, the data in the State reports suggeSt that
the proportion, of students in each of the grade spans (see Table 2) did
not vary much over the three years. While the. number of pre-kindergarten
and kindergarten students declined from 1979-80 to 1981-82 the same
proportion of stOderits LT%) were served' in both years. _Furthermore, the
number of participants in grades 10 through 12 actual ly increased over
the three years; Decreases occurred in- grades 1 through 3; despite
administrators' reports in _the District Practices StudY that they tried,
to trim elsewhere first : - The admini Stratort in that study may have been

- talking about fairly SubStantial budget cuts , however; whereas the
changes in Title I fuiids over the three years were modest;

Z BA 000

a oak ow
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Figure 1. 'Number of Ti le I participants in 1979-8 , 1980-81; and
1981 -82.
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What Services Did Title I Students Receive?'

The numbers Of public and nonpublic school students who received different
types of services are presented in Table 3. We believe that the partici-
pation counts for the _major Service areas- =i.e., reading, mathematics,_
and language arts--are fairly -good estimates of the numbers of students"
served_by these programs.-'However, numbers in other categories--particu-

,larly.the ,"other instructional" and : "other supporting",categortes--mays
be influenced by local variation in how to count students in-th4Se cate.,
Adries. This variation may account for year-to7year than-geS obSerVed

nationally;

WE found that:

The number Of students served in_reading end ma_thethatiCS declined
iiiVer_three yeprs. Over 700)000 fewer students were served in

reading in 1981-82 than were served in 1979-80,.and over 400,000
fewer were served in mathematics.

The numbets of students receiving health and nutrition services
declined over 66500 over the three years, while the number
receivi g attendance and guidance services increased by over

200,00 . 6

o The n mber of students receiving riglish fOr litited=English
profi ient stUdents_increasedJrom fwet. than 375,000 in 1979=80
to ov r 480,000 in 1981=82.

Table 3. Number of. Students Served by Service Area FN 3/

Service Area 198B-81 1981-82

Number Number ( %) NUMber %)

Instructional

,(

Readin _ 4,1917_36 (78) 3,846,228 (73) 3,485,024 (72)

MatheMatiCS 2,483,044 (45) 2,225,264 (42) 2,066,220 (42)

Laquago Arts__ 1,053,144 (19) 832,130 (16) 945,804 (19)

Other InStrUCtiOnal 1,039,651 . (19) - 271i,831* ( 5) 1;0780113 (22)

Limited English 374,590 ( 7) 447,547 ( 8) ., 481,224 (10)

Vocational 5;571 6,565 (--) 11,094 ( 0)

Special for 9;084 (--) 15;704 -(--) 12,587 ( 0)

Handicapped

Sap -9

Healthr, nutrition 1;5180798 (28) 1,112,883 (22) _ 851,479 (17)

Attendance, guidance 792;615 (15) 1,184,701 (21) 1,014,881 (21)

Other45UPPorting 421,070 ( 8) 555,549 (10) 714,409 (15)

Transtpdrtatign 138,148 ( 3) 302,579 ( 6) 343,941' ( 7)

Total Number Served 5,402,311 5,301,488 4;866,1'68

/

The decrease is due largely to California, which did not report the
66mbor of students -e-r-ste--d-1-41-_atiTe_r_i_nstr_u_ction_a_l_ar_e_a_s_ _1980-81;

5
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One apparent _change needing further explanation is the large reduction in
the number of students served in reading and mathematics. She reduction
for reading from 1979-80 to 1981-82 was over 700,000, while the total
number of studtnts served declined only slightly over 535,000. It may A
that fewer students are served in multiple service areas, both
reading and mathematics; than was true in the post; It may also be
related to the increased count students served in programs for limited-
English proficient students; that isii students who formerly would have
been served in reading_ were served in programs for limited-English
proficient students or in other similar programs (which would have been
listed/under "other. instructional".4_ Stbject areas listed under "other
instructional" included preschool, kindergarten, art, music, science
sotial studies and child development. Subject areas listed under "other
supporting" included library, media center; audio-visual, speech and

'hearing therapy and dental.

Figure 2. Number of participants by service:area in 1979-80; 1980-81; and
1981=82.
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How ManyStaff MeMberS Provided Title I Services?

The number of full-tite equivalent staff members employed_in

projects has shown a steady decline over the_three_years. The

proportion of personnel irs'each of the job classifications has

A fairly constant, hOwever.

Title I

relative
remained

From Table 4, One can see that

o Over_200,000 full-time equivalent staff members were employed in

the 1979-80 term as compared to fewer than 173;000 in the 1981.=82

term, a decrease of about 13 percent,.

The 13 percent i.edUttion in number of staff from 1979=80 to

1981-82 is only _Slightly higher than the 10 percent reduction

ih number of students served:

Approximately 86 percent of the personnel were teachers or teacher

aides, staff who generally provide direct services to children

in the program;

o Three percent of the fiAll -time equivalent staff .members are

administrators;

=

Table 4. Number of 'Staff _EWOyed in Title

4 Regular Term in Full-Jite Equivalents

Projects During the

Job'tlassification

Teacher)Aides
Teathers4'

Other
Administrative Staff
Support_ Staff
Curriculum Specialists
Clerical Staff

Total

)

'1979=80 1980-81 1981=82

Number --_(77___7N5r7tii.rT7q. Number 77T

91:457.2
78,494.8
6,607.6
6,312.0
6,303.7
6,241.8
5,076.4

200,493.5

(46)
(39).

( 3)

( 3)

(

( 3)

( 3)

83,920.7 (44) 71,697.6 (41)

811i022.3 (42)* 75,552.1 (44)
6,405.5.( 3) .) 8,237.1.( 5)
4,367.2 ( 2) 4,824.4 ( 3)

6,566.5 ( 3) 5,740.7 ( 3)

2,073.7 ( 1)* 2,626.4 ( a)

6,682.4 ( 3) 4,766.0 ( 3)

191;038;3 173.,444c3

* The increase -in number of teachers and decrease in number of curriculum

specialists_frOm 1979=.80 to 1980-81 was due to changes in reporting

procedures in two States. Staff who had been reported a5 curriculim

specialists in 1979-20_werz_reported.as _teachers in 198041.

1.0
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The decline in the number of staff members employed in Title I projects
parall-els the changes in the budget. The District Practices Study found
that loc& school districts spend a large proportion of their Title I

funds (bgtween 75 and 80 percent) on instructional services to children;
and that local allocation of funds to instruction will mirror funding
changes;

100.1100
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Figure 3, NUitibet of fUll=tiMe equivalent staff employed in: Title 1.
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How any 5taifNterablerre_ I aJ fled?
-s7

Over 274,000: Title I and non-Titie I staff members received Title

funded training each year _(see Table 5). These counts do not include

staff who received non-Title_ 1=fUnded' training. Also, the figures' are

not directly comparable to the FTE staff figures in_TableA; since in

Table_5;_far example; a half=time staff person would count fs a "1"; not

as a_"0.5".

We found that:

o Approximately half of the staff members who received training
were teachers.

Approximat#ly one-third-of the staff members who received training
were teacher aides.

The State reports do not provide information on the types of training

provideVto staff.

Table 5. -Numberof tale I and Non-Title I Staff 'Members ReceivineTitle

I Furided Training

Job Classification
40 1979-80 1980=81 1014.-a2

NUMber (7fT Number TT"- .IN"..;:1111111;11

Title I Staff

Teathert; 79,096 (43) 72,975 (39) 66;112 (41)

'Feather Aid' 85;836 (46) 88;423 (48) 73;806 (46)

Other / 9,243 ( 5) 10;495 ( 6) (

Administrative Staff .6;893 ( 4) 7,144 ( 4) *6;35 ( 4)

CurriculuM Specialists 4;60r ( 2) 5,929.(.3) .4;223 ( 3)

Total 185;669 184,996 160,375

1.

Non - Title I Staff

Teathert . 85,620 (75) 89,614 (70) 71,289 (73)

Teacher AideS 5;892 ( 5) 14,294; (11) 9,421 (10)

Other 10;764 ( 9) 9';564:( 7) 5,300 (_5)

Administrative Staff 10,387 ( 9) 12,008 ( 9) 9,346 (10)

Curriculum Specialists 1;642 ( 1) 2,461 ( g) 1:;873 ( 2),

Total 114,305 127;94-1 97,229
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Advisory Council and Parent Activity Information

Information on parent advisory council activities and parent activities
is provided ii Table 6; We found that:

o Over 250,000 parents of Title I public_ school children were
elected members of an advisory council each year.

o The number of people receiving training related to advisory
councils declined froM nearly 400;000 in 1979-80 to under 200,000
in 1981-82; (In 1981; ECIA eliminated the4equirement for parent
advisory councils.)---

Over 350,000 parents of Title I children were involved in project
planning; implementation, or evaluation each year.

o The number of parent volunteers in the classroom declined from
1?6,,,000 to 76,000, while the number of volunteers outside of the
-- Classroom increased;

Table 6. Title I Advisory Council and Parent Activities

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82

Advisory Councils

Number of elected members of an advisory council who:
were parents of Title I public school pupils. 272;556 288;029 254;218
were parents of Title I non--,ptshaiAc school pupils:- 19;,390 _25;505 _16;879
received training related to councils 398;952 207,295 199;477

Number of Local Education Agencies that provided
funds for advisory council activities: 6,624 6,216 8,553

Number of parerA of Title I students involved in the following Title I

activities:-

Project planning, implementation, or evaluation 387,235 352,493 351,060
Volunteers in the Title I classroom 126,238 119;253 76;843
Volunteers in Title I activities outside of
the classroom 90,410 122,912 120;960

_NUmber_of other parents involved in the
activities listed 163,322 190,781-172,079
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What Services Were Provided During Summer Term?

Reporting on summer term activities was less complete than was reporting

on regular term activities; therefore, the information provided Should be

considered to be a minimum estimate of activities during the summer.

Based on the reports received, we found that:

o There was a decline of nearly 41 percent for 1979=80 to 1981 -82

in the number of students served in Title I during the summer.

o The number of staff employed showed a 42 percent decline during

the same period;

o Approximately 84 percent of the staff are teachers or teacher

aides; a comparable proportion to the regular school term. How-

ever; a sl ightly higher proportion of staff are teachers than are

aides during the summer than during the regular term.

o The proportion of students. served in mathematics_ is higher during

the summer than during the regular term (63 to 70 percent versus

42 to 46 percent.)

tY

Table 7. Number of Title I Participants During the Summer Term

Pub 1 i c Students.

Nonpublic Students

Total

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82'

301,422 4 263,358 172,552

12,816 7,923 13;219

314,252 FN 5/ 271;,281 185,818

1.4



Table 8. Number of Students Receiving Different Services. During the
Summer Term

Service Area ,1979-80: 1980-81 _ 1981-82 ._

-Number Number ( %) . teber ( %)

Instructional
Reading; 208;768 (66) 207,605 (77) 115,686 (62)

Mathematics 198,934 (63) 189,062 (70) 129,339 (70)

Other 87,932 (28) 45,067 (17) .50;313 (34)

Language ArtS 46,350 (15)- 99;842 (37) 35;009 (19)

Limited English 45;567 (15) 37;618 (14) 39;957 (22)

Vocational 1,102 ( 0) 478 ( 0) 434 ( 0)

Special for Handicapped 397 ( 0) 1;760 ( 1) 413 ( 0)

Supporting

Transportation 95,683 (30) 64;448 (24) _36;468 (20)A

Attendance, Guidance 73;237 (23) 22;421 ( 8) 14,572 (_8)

Other 69;522 (22) 42,371 (16) 41,768 (22)

Health; Nutrition 47,194 (15)' 78,108 (29) 17,498 ( 9)

Total Number Served 314,252 271,281 185,818

4

Table 9. Number bf Staff Employed in Title I Projects During the Summer
Term (in Full=Time Equivalents)

Job Classification 1979-80
NUMber 170-

Teachers
Teacher Ai
Other
Administra

Total

18,612.6 (59)

7,992.4 .(25)

3,738.5 (12)

taff 1,214.5 ( 4)

31,558.0

1980=81 1981=82
Number (-TT Number ci777

15,378.2 (60) 12,144.1 (65)

6,399.3 (25) 3,663.3 (20)

2,737.8 (11) 2,248.8 (12)

997.1 ( 4) 710.6 ( 4)

25,512.4 18,766.8

15
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ParticiOation.,by Students in Non-public Schools

States reported information on Title I students in non-public schools as
well as in public schools. The data are summarized in Tables 10; 11, and

12.

From the tables, it can be seen that:

o Approximately 200;000 non-public school students were served each
year in Title I projects.

Non,public school students represent about four percent of all
Title .1 students.

o Three-quarters of the Title I non-public students-are in grades
1 through 6.

Table 10. Number of Nonpublic School Participants by Grade Level

Grade 1979 -80 1980-81 1981-82
um er 7e .ThlumbEr Ffit,

;

Pre=kindergarten 677 ( 0) r 385 ( 0) 378 ( 0)

Kindergarten 6,666 ( 4) _7;180 (_3) 6,078 (_3)

1 20,917 (11) 25,226 (12) 21,203 (12)

2 26,849 (14) 29;886 (14) 26,540 (14)

3 27,439 (14) 30,631 (14) 26,801 (15)

4 25;834' (14) 28,934 (14) 25,285 (14)

5 23,404 (13) 27,070 (13) 23,837 (13)

6 20,675 (11) 24;047 (11) 20,684 (11)

7 13,486 ( 7) -15,127 ( 7) 12,554 1 7)

8 10,585 ( 6) 13:219 ( 6) :9;395 ( 5)

9 6,374 ( 3) 5,078 ( 2) 4,681 (.; 3)

10 3,005 ( 2) 3,369 ( 2) 3,156 ( 2)

11 1,797 ( 1) 1,821 ( 1) 1;959 . ( 1)

12 1;176 ( 1) 1,526 (.1) 1,525 '( 0)

Total- 188,884 213,449 184,076

Total_ 189,654
(including ungraded)

213,449 184,084

Percent of Title I

Students in
Non-public Schools 3.5 4.0 3.8



o Over three-quarters of the non-public Title I students., receive
reading instruction.

o Over one-third of the non- public Title I students receive mathe-
matics instruction;

The District Practices StUdy (Jung; 1982)tfound that 45 percent of Title I
districts_had nonpublic_school_students residing in Title I attendance
areas during_the 1981-82 school year, f"ifty-six percent of these dis-
tricts served nonpublic students in Title I. In 1979-80i approximately
5 percent of the students in private elementary and secondary schools
received_ itle I services; compared to 13 percent of public elementary
and secondary school students;

A

,

Table 11. Number of Non-public School
Area During. the Regular Term

Students in Title I by Seryice

Service Area 1979=80_ 1980-81 1981-82
NUMbet. (7%)-- 46mber %T- Number

Instructional

Reading 148;972 (78). 162;218 (76) 41154;491 (84)

Mathematics 68;875 (36) 75;778 (35) V91'73;034 (40)

Language Arts 16;784 ( 9) 36;943 (17) 38;732 (21)

Limited English 12,440 ( 7) 12,853 6) 12,204 ( 7)-
Other, 16,818 9) 5;637 C3); ' 14,819 ( 8)

Vocational 39 ( 0) ". 42 ( 0) 1,366 ( 0)\

Special for
handicapped

1,320 ( 1) 8 ( 0. 8 ( OP

Supporting

Attendance; guidance 16;755 ( 13,930 ( 7) 91862 ( 5)

Health, nutrition 12,464 ( 7) v, 11,530, ( 5) 12,429 ( 7)

Other 10,186 ( 5) 10,032 ( 5) 7,1'37 4)

Transportation 4;877 ( 3) 3;416 ( 2) 5,908 ( 3)

Total Numberved 189,654 213;499 184;084
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Achievers

States reported Title I achievement information for participantt in
gradeSt'2 through 12. Data were reported separately for studentS teSted

_.''on a fall-to=Sprtng, test cycle agd for those tested on an annual cyct
While the majority. bfkstudents are- teted fall-to-spring, several Studies,
including an ED sponsored review of the Title I evaluation and reporting.
system (Linn, in Reisner, et. aI;; 1981), have indicated that the fall";
to=Spring testing cycle may produce biased re suTts . For that reason.
only annual test data area providedhere. Linn also indicated that the
annual gains have a small positive bias of from 1 to 2 NCE but we
did not implement a correction and have reported observed- ga:ins.

,Furtheritore. in Order to. permitcoMparisons across years, only the 45

)(out of 51) StateS with e e achievement data for all three years
were included in these analyses. For this reason; the data will not be
the same as presented in other reports. For complete 1979-80 data, see
Stonehill and Niderson (1982); for complete 1980-81,.data, See Anderton
(1983); and for complete 1981-82 data; see Lewis (1983).

1-row Needy are Title I Students?

Table 13 and Figure 5 show the pretest standing of Title I students. The

natlonal norm--that point which represents the median achievement of all
students--is the 50th percentile. Title I students are far bAlow this
norm; Flt 6/

Table 13. Reading and.;PMathematics Pretest Standing for Students
Tested on a -to-Fall or Spring-to-Spring Schedule)

Grade Pretest Pe- rcentiles
Reading Mathematics-

-1779=8 19 T9 - 80 19-80-81 1981=82

2 28 29 '27 37 38 31

3 23 .24 22 33 12, 27

4 24 23 23 29 30 28

5 23 24 24 28 30 29

6 23 23 24 26 27 28

7 24 24 24 26 28 26

8 24 23 .23 26 27 27.

9 22 21 22 26 27 26

10 22 18 19 27 22 26

11 19 18 19 27 22 27

12 18 1,7 17 , 26 23 24,



We found that:
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o In.reading;the "average" Title I elementary school student'is at
about the 24th percentile when selected for the program;

o In mathematics, the '!average", elementary school Title I students
is around the 30th percentile -- higher than was found for_reading--
despite the smaller proportion.of student& served in mathematics,
which might have suggested that the students served would have
been needier;

'

o High school students who are selected for Title I tend: to be
needier compared, to their_ _peers -than are students selected at
the elementary grades. (A. smaller proportion of high school
students are served by Title I.)

In general, the three years' worth of students in Title I tended
to be_at about the same level of achievement;

a4

EAADE

11'

READING
1981-82

MON
MATH

1981.82

FigUre 5; Pretest standing of Title I participants in reading and
'-mathematics in 1981-82;

19
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What Were the Title I Students' Achievement _Gains in Reading?r
The reading achievement results of Title__I students in grades 2 thrOUgh 12

are presented in Table 14. and Figure 6. -We found that:

o Gains were found An all grades for all three years with the

exception of grade 10 in 1979-80.

o In all three years; Title I students in grades 3 through 9 started

in roughly -the IOW to Middle 20th percentile range and ended in

the upper -20th percentile area. Grade 2 students started a little
higher and ended roughly the same; while students in grades 10-12

started lOwer and ended roughly the same;

Unlike the ,Sustaining Effects Study, higher Aains were_ found in

_grades 5 and 6 than were found in grades 2 and 3. The differences

between the gains found in these grades were very small --, hOWever,

o At the high school level; there was a tendency for -the gains to
be Smaller than in the elementary grades.

Table 14. Reading AthieVetent Results
Fall or Spring-to-Spring Schedule

for Students
FN 7/

Tested on a Fall-t

Grade Weighted Number Tested_ Posttest Percentile _ NCE Gain Score

-7-9-780 79-80 80-81 81-82 79-80 80-81 81=82

2 72,618 79,678 87,998 30 31 3b 1.1 1.2 . 1.4

3 97,245 96,291 104,727 27 . 29 26 2.5 3.3' 2.2

4 96,278 101,778 103,729 27 28 27 i 2.1 3.2 2.7

5 100,534 99,649 109,501 26 29 29 2.4 3.4 3.4

6 93,192 82,295 90,244 28 30 30 3.1 4.1 3.3

7 57,463 54,577 61,745 27 27 28 2.1 2.1 2.5

8 49,796 49,816 56,473 27 27 28 2.3 3.1 3.3

9 23,961 29,110 30,386 25 24 26 2.1 2.1 2.5

10 9,183 12,854 10,884 21 20 21 -0.4 1.5 1.1

11 4,791 . 10,105 9,346 19 22 20 0.2 2.6 1.1

12 ,3,198 5,377 '6,441 20. 18 19 1.6 0.4 1.6
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What_ Were_ t o Title I Students' Achievement Gains- in-Mathematics?

The mathematics achievement result_S of Title I Students in grades 2 through

12 are presented in Table 15 and Figure 7. We foundthat:

Gains'were fPund r Students in grades 2 through 8 for-011 years;

o Gains were highest in ;grade 6 and were lowest in grades

12;.

o Matheiriatics gains re not uniformly higher than ,eadirn gains--

- in fact; the mathematics gains were as likely to be lower than

,reading gains as to-be higher when corliaring any grade/year

±comiti tion (in contract to the findings' ofotheSpstaining Effects
.

Table 15. Mathematics Achievement Results for Students\ested on a 1 -

to-Fall or Springzto-Spring Schedule .

Grade Weighted Number Tested Posttest Percentile W.F. Gain Score

79-80 80=81 81-82- 79-80 80 -81 81-82, 79-80 80-81 81=82 ,

2

3
4
5
6
7

8 -.

9
10
11
12

43,274 40;558 48,744
58,470 50,831 63,320
63,762 55,877 60

401164,330 59,488 66 '
60;867 .56,617 .A590
30,691 33,4141 1,029
24;837 31,774745,642
13495,-17,392~ 20,945
5,558 7,544,' 6,891
3,597 6,031 6,194
2,982 3,842 3,824

38
33,
32
32
32
29
30
28
24
27
27

k

42
36
35,---

35
35 ',

31
32
28
23
24
23

36
32
34
35
35
31
32
28
26
28
24

.

0.4
0.0
1.8
2.4

. 3.8
2.1
2.8
148

-1.8
0.3
0.7

2.1
2.2
3.3
3.0
4.8
1.8
3.1-
0.8
0.6
1.2

-0.2

3.0
3.2
3.1
3.7
4.3
3.0
3.3
1.2
0.0
0.4
0.0

)
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Footnotes

1. For the most part; data were accepted from States on an "as Ts"
-. basis; In some cases, particUlarly Where data- fell:: out, of a

reasonable; range; States were asked- to check the date; and data-.,--. -

were changed as necessary. It should be noted that.quality control
procedures differ markedly arribhg the States.

The folloWing States had fewer than three. dears of' complete achieve-
ment data:

Dittritt of Columbia. (missing 1980,81)__
fttebraska (no posttest scares for ?981 -82)
New- Hampshire (missing a separate 1980-81 report)
Pennsylva ia (missing 1980 -81),_
South Ca aline (missing 1981-82); and
West V ginia (missing some posttest scores).

The insular areas and_the Biireau--of Indian Affairs also submitted/
achievement' result Thete datA were .not-'''0cluded in the summaries

because of:diffeferi et in testing procedure' (such as testing in
different langbaget an English) or using different metrics (With
a .k3cally-deVelOped test in -a language other than English; it would
be diffitUlt to Obtain' NCE_stores.) We do not mean to imply that the
results of the testing were .not valid; but rather that the data were
not comparable to the 'data reported by other SEAS.

Some States reported serving studentt in ungraded settings. . There-
fOre the toiel number served is not-equal to the sum of the grades,.

3. The number of student4 Served in the two "other" categories may in-
, clude students who Were "double-counted." That is; a student who

was served in two "other" instructional areas was counted twice;
rather than once.: In any case where a State reported. serving more
students in any service area category than they reported serving in
total , the service area number was reduced to,the totalkipumber served.

.4

. The total includes staff whose Title I/nbri-Title I'designation Was
not 'known..

S. The' total' numbtit includeS Students whose public/nonpublic status was
not known;

6 The,i figuret used in Table 13 were calculated by findi-ng the weighted
'average normal curve equivalent scores for each grade and Subject and
converting them to percentiles.

7. The Normal Curve- quivalent is a standard score metric wi tj 3 mean of
50;0 and a sta ard deviation of 21.06.
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1979,80i 198 - 81; and 1981-82 Achievement Test Results.
fd Students Tested Fall=toSpring





A -1

States reported Title I achievement information using either a_fall-to-
spring or an annual (usually spring-to-spring) testing cycle. The

majorityof students - -over twice as _many in most elementary grades in

reading--were tested on_ a fall-to-spring: sChedule. Howeveri several
studiesi including an ED- sponsored review -of the -Title I -evaluation_ and

reporting system (Linni_in Reivieri et. _1981)-.: have indicated .that

the fall-to-spring testing cycle may yield biased results. Districts
which_evaluate 'on .a fall-to-spring-cycle should pay particular attention
to using correct procedure to implement the model and in addition may
want'to follow7up evaluations which look at student growth over a

longer Period of time.-

The data presented here are based on 45 States which submitted complete
achievement data for the 1979 -80, 1980-81; and .198182 sChool years.

Pretest_Standing

table A-_1_ shows the pretest_ standing of Title I students who were tested
on_vfall-to-sori.ng schedule. The percentiles were calculated by
taining_a 'weighted average NCE score for each grade and subject and

converting that score to a percentile. The national norm - -that point

which represents the median achievement of all students--is the 50th
percentile. Title I,stuidents are far below this-norm.

Table A-1. Reading and Mathematics Pretest Standing (for Students Tested
on a Fall-to-Spring Schedule)

Grade Pretest Percentiles
Reading Mathematics

:i : -:
2 18 19 19 20 20 20

3 15 18 19 19 20 20
4 16 18 19 18 19 19

5 16 18 ,19 18 21 21

6 17 19 20 18 21 21

7 16 18 19 18 22 22

8 16 17 19 18 23 23

9 15 16 19- 17 21 21

10 16 16 18 20 22 22

14 15 16 21 19 19

12 12 13 13 19 20 20
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Reading _Achievement

The reading achievement results for students tested on a fall=tospring
schedule are presented in Table A.=2; The number of students tested
varies greatly across the grades; (In 1981-82; nearly 30 times as many
grade 2 students as grade 12 students were tested;)

We found that:

o Gains were found in all grades for all three years.

o Gains for elementary students tended to be higher than the

gains for older students; particularly students at the high

schgol level;

Table A=2. Reading Achievement Results for Students Tested on a
Fall-to-Spring Schedule

Grade Weighted Number Tested Posttest Percentile NCE Gain Score
79-80 80-81 81=82 79=80 80=81 81=82 79=80 80=81 8182

2 282,471 252,003 230,458 32 32 31 9.4 8.9 8.4

3 272,722 248,618 221,252 25 28 29 7.3 7.1 6.7

4 253,058 243;469 215,621 25 27 28 6.9 6.9 6.2

5 228,456 221,722 201,673 .24 27 28 6.0 6.2 6.3

6 192,951 184,340 167,002 25 27 28 5.8 5.8 5.6'

7 140,136 144,651 123,351 23 24 26 5.4 4.6 4.6

8 112,413 116,284 95,151 22 23 25 4.8 4.4 4.5

9 61,305 60,674 51,124 22 23 25 5.1 5.1 4.4

10 33,224 30,935 26,783 21 21 23 4.1 4.6 3:8

11 16,373 15,875 14,164 18 20 20 3.0 4.1 3.6

12 7,423' 8,814 7,387 17 19 18 4.2 4.4 4.8
fe

28



A=3

Mathematics Achievement

The mathematics achievement results for students tested on a fall-to-

spring schedule are presehted in Table A-3.

We found that:

Gains were found in all grades for all' three:years.

o Gains for element.ary students tended to be higher than the gains

for students in junior high and high school.

Gains for mathematics tended to bie somewhat higher than the

gains for reading.

Table A-3 -.Mathematics Achievement Results.

Fall=to-Spring Schedule
for Students Tested on a

Grade Wei hted Number Percentile
. _

__ NCE Gain Score'
I LPRITIPMER1 :1 -: 79-80 80=81 81=82

2 116,947 97,743 88,303 36 36 40 10.4 11.0 12.1

3 129,872 118,630 100,749 32 33 34 8.6 9.1 9.2

4 140,343 131,604 111,097 31 33 35 8.9 9.3 9.9

5 129,626 127,055 111,027 30 32 34 8.1 8.5 .8.3

6 111,604 107,059, 94,126 29 31 33 7.6 7.2 7.8

7 69,656 77,635 68,215 27 29 31 6.2 5.9 5.6

8-.. 56,951 65,067 .51,964 26 28 31 6.1 5.6 5.5

9 26,628 31,740 25,355 26 28 32 6.1 6.5 7.3

10 11,539 14,7 10,898 28 28 31 5.3 5.5 5.9'

11 5,059 , 5;859 5,850 29 27 27 5.6 5.1 5.7

r2 2;013 3,014 3,106 28 27 27 6.6 3.8. 5.1



APPENDIX R

Tables for the 1981 -R2 Title I Data

-4

4



B-1

Table 1. Number Of Regular Term Title I Participants by grade LeVel

and PubliC/NOn0Uhlic Ilesignationanuring 1981-82

Grade Public Nonpublid Total

Number Number ( %)

Prekindergarten 43;399 ( 1) 378 ( Q) _43,777 ( 0)

Kindergarten 282;420 (6) .6;078 ( 3) 288,578 ( 6)

539;059 (11) 21;203 (12) 560,269 (12)

2 559;396 (12) 26,540 (14) 585;953 (12)

3 560;375 (12) 26,801 (151 587;194 (12)

4 554;722 (12) 25,285 .(14) 580;143 (12)

5 538ins4 '01) 23,837 (13) 561;964 (11)

6 470;016 (10) 20,684 (11) 490;766 (10)

7 352,210 ( 8) 12;554 ( 364;933 ( 9)

8 292,650 ( 6) 9;395 ( 5) 302;348 ( 6)

9 21_3,679 ( 5) 4;681 ( 3) 218;830 -( 6)

10 129;849 ( 3) 3;156 ( 2) ;133;479 ( 3)

11 75;382 ( 2) 1;959 ( 1) 77,706 ( 2)

12 55;528 ( 1) 1;525 (
57,244 ( 1)

.Total 4;666;769 184476 ;.853084

Total 1/ 4,668;585 184,084' 4;866;108

1. InClUdeS pupils fn ungraded classes or for whom_grade information

as hOt available. In addition; the grand totAl contains students

for whom public/nonpublic information-was not available;_therefore
the grand total is larger than the sum of the publit and nonpublic

totals

-

31
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Table 2, Number of Students SerVed in Title I by Service Area During
.
Regular Term of 1981=82

k
Service Area Type of P rticipant Total,

,Public Nonpublic -Local N_or_O
_umb_er Nikbetrat7,

Instructional

Reading 3,292,850 (71) 15M91 (84) 41,968 (89) :3;485;024 (71)

Mathematics_ 1,961,805 (42) 73,034 (40) 14;299 (70) 2;066;22-0 (42)

Language Arts 893,345 (19) 38;732 (21) 14,062 (29) 945i804 (19)

Limited English 468;648 (10) 12;204 ( 7) 1,541 ( 3) 481,224 (10)

Othe'r 1;059,758 (29) 14,819 ( 8) 5,102 (in) 1i0T,113 (22)

Vocational 3,864 ( 0) 1,366 ( n) 7,167 (15) 11,094 ( 0).

Special:for 12,406 (.0) 8 ( 0) 181 ( 0) 12,587 ( 0)

Handicapped

Supporting

Attendance ;001;398 (22) 9,862 ( 5) . 5,210 (11) 1,014,881' (21)

Health; Nutrition; 838;717 (18) 12,429 ( 7) 1,876 ( 4) 851,479 (17)

Other 705,988 (15) 7,137 ( 4) 1,353 ( 3) 714,409 (15)

Transportation 337,833 ( 7) 5,908 (.3) 200 ( 0) 343,941 ( 7)

Total Number
Served 2/ 4,618;,793. 184;084.--; 49,792 4;866,108

2. The public number. is an estimate obtained OY subtracting all local Neglected
or Delinquent pa-rtjcipants from the total number of Public_participants,
Since some local Negletted or Delinquent- participants may tT in Nonpublic
institutions,_ the number underestimates the number of Public participants.
not in Neglected or Delinquent programs For the same reason; the number
of Nonpublic participants is an overestimate;
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Table 3. Tttle I Parent Activity Information for 1981-82

Advisory Councils.

Number of elected tiers of a school advisory council who:

Wirre4arents_'of Tit e I public school studentS:
were parentsof Title I nonpublic school *tudentt:__
recetvedtraint9 related to scrhool adVitOry council activities:

,activities -

Number'of._,local education agencies that provided Title I funds

for advtsory council ictqities:

Parent AcOvities.

Nunhe'rofsparents of Title
Title I activities:

students involved the folloWing

project planning, implementation, and/or'evalUatiOn:
volunteers in the Tit1p I classi-oom:
.volunteers in Title I activities outside the classroom:

Number of other-parents involved in the activities listed::

Average number of people who attended school advisory
council meetings: Range ,4;7

254,218
15_87.9

199,477

8,551

351,960
76,843

120:950

172,079 -
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Number of StaffEMplOied in Title -I Projects During Ehe 1981-82

Regular School Terkin Full-Time Equivalents
-

Job Classification Full-time Equivalents

"'Teacher-Aides - 71,697.6

Teachers,: 75,552.1

)Clerical _Staff 4.;.766;0

Support Staff 5;740;7

Other 8;237.1\
Administrative Stiff 4,824.4

Curriculum Specialists. 2,626.4

Total 173,444.,3

Table 5; Number of Staff Receiving-Title I Funded Training Between
July 1, 198.1'and June 30;1982

JOb CfattifitatiOn Title Non-Title I _ Total
_N II Number (-7)

Teachers - 66;112 (41) 71,289 (73) 137i401 (53)

Teachers Aides 73,806 (46) 9,421 (10 -) 83,227 (32)

Other 9,799: '( 6) 5,300 (.5) 15,099 ( 6) .,

_Administrative :Staff 6,435 ( 4) 9;346 _(1o) 15,781 ( 6)

CurritOlUM Spetialittt 4,223 ( 3) 1;873 2) 6,096 ( 3)

Total '160;375 -97;229 257;604

34



Table 6. Number of Title I Participants During the Summer Term,in 1981-82
by Grade Level and Public/Nonpublic Designation

Grazie __Public 4onpublic Total

Number Number- CITT- Number

Prekindergarten 5,207 ( 3)

Kindergarten 7,264 ( 4)
1 18,960 (11)

2 18,813 (11)

3 17,718 (10)

4 _ 24,277. (14)

5 14,438 ( 8)

6 22,016 (13)

7 19,558 (11)

8 12,906 ( 7)

9 6,191 ( 5)

10

11

2,382
1,370

( 1),-
( 1)

12 585 ( 0)

Total 171:685

Total 1/ 172,552

42 ( 0) 5,249
136 ( 3) 7,400
602 (11) 19,561
612 (11) 19,425
630 (12) 18,346
563 (10k 24,836.

556 (10) 15;001
434 ( 8) 22,455
242 ( 5) 19,800
220 ( 4) 13,126
316 ( 6) 6,607
351 ( 7) 2,733

% 328 ( 6) 1,698
342 ( 6) ,927

1

5,374 177,1164

13,219 185,81k

I; Includes students in ungraded classes and fOr Whbiti grade information
was not avai'lable.
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'Table 7.. Title
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-Participation by Service Area for the 1981-82 Sur merJerm

Service Area.

Type of ParticipatiOn total

['Wit Nonpublic
(TT-

Local N or _D

_,Number Tio-- Number Number (-57- Numb-en

Instruct-tonal_
ki

Reading 106,448 (53) 3,415 (26) 2,256 (64) 115,686 (64)

MatWatics 125,931 (74) 3,007 (23) 1,864 (53) 129,339 (72)

Languagb Arts 26,964 (33) 8,016 (61) 380 (11) 35,009 (36)

Other 49,484 (29) 544 ( 4) 705 (20) 50,313 (12)

Limited English 39,852 (23) 105 ( 0) 0 ( 0). 39;957 (22)

Vocational 411( 0) 15 ( 0) 8 ( 0) 434 ( 0)

Special for Handica pped 337 ( 0) 0 ( 0) 76 ( 2) 413 ( 0)

Supporting

17,086 (10) 403 ( 3) 9 ( 0) 17,498 (10)ealth, nutrition
Transportation 35;859 (21) 591 ( 5) 18 ( 0) 36;468 (20)
Other _41,248 (24) 236 ( 2) 396 (11) 4'1;768 (12)

Attendance; etc; 14;231 ( 8) 333 ( 3) 8 ( 0) 14,572 8)

Total Number
Served 1/ 172,552 13,219 3,548 185,818

This number is an estimate obtained by subtracting all iocal Neglected
or Delinquent 'participants.from the total .number of Public partici,
pants; Since some .local Neglected_or Delinquent participants may_be'
in Nonpublic institutions, the number is an_ underestimate. For the ___

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

Table 8; Number of Si ffEmployed in Title I Projects During the
Summer Term If 1981-82 in Full-Time Equivalents

JOb Classification Full=Time,
Equivalents

Teachers
Teacher Aides
Other_
Administrative Staff

12,144.1
3,663.3
2,248.8

710.6

Total 18,766.8

(65)

(19)
(12)
( 4)
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Tahle 9

1981=82 Ti_tle I Reading Achievement Results
fOr Students Tested on a Full-Year Schedule

Grade weighted
Number
Tested-Piet'est_Pn_s_t_test

Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile

Gain Pretest Potttett
ib

2 93 ,081 37;8 . 39.1 1',.3 28 30 ..

.3 109;962 34;1 364 2.2 23 26-'
4 110,191 34.7 , 37.4 2.6 23 28I.

5 115;054 34.9 38.2 ,3.3 :24 19'

6 96,264 35.4 38.7
q3-1. -_,.

24 30

7 64;641 34.9 370. 2.9 24 28

8 58;424 34,.5 37.7 3.2 . '23 28

9 31,82.7 31 4 35.8 2;4 22 25

10 . 12,611 31.2 32;0 0.9 19 20

11_ 10,642 30. =6 : 31;2 0.6 18 19

12 7.,44.5 29;1 ,30.8 1.:.7 16 , 18

South Carolina did riot report any achievement data 4hd Nebraska

and West Virginia did not report posttest Stbret for71981-1982.

Table 10 _-
1981=82 Title I Reading. Achievement Results .

fOr Studentsrested on a Fall-to-Spring Schedule

% .:,.

Gra:de Weighted _Normal Carve Equivalent Percentile

Number ' ,

Tested pretest Posttest Gain Pretest: Posttest--
. .

2 -292,4114 _31.3 39.8 8.5,.. _ 19 32

3 . 238,607 . 31.6 38.4 6.8 19 29

4 22907nn 31.5 - 37.8 6.3 19 28

.5 210;766 31.5 37;8 6.3 19-. 28

6 1A0,989 '31.8 -37;6 J 5.7 19 28

7 132,655 31;4. 36;1 4.8 19 26

8 101,807 ,31.2 35;8 '4.6 , 19 25

9 55,431 31.3 39;9 4.6 19 25

10 '28;891 30.7 34.7 .4.0 18 23

11 15;250 28;5 32.2 ;3.7 15 2n

12 , 8;148 26.3 31.1 4.;.8, 13 -19

South Carolina did not report any achievement data and Nebraska,

and West Virginia did not report posttest, scores for 1981 -1082;
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Table 11

1981=82 Title Mathematics Achievement Results
for StOentsgested on a Full Year Sch'edule

Grade Weighted
Number
'Tested

Normal Curve Equivalent Percentile

Pretest Posttest Gatti Pretest Posttest

2 :

1N

51,477
65,936

39.7
: 37.3

42;7
40;6

3;0

3;3

31.

27

36

33

4 64;582 :238;2 40;8 2;6 29 33

5 69;025 380 41;8 3.8 28 35

6 64;468 37.5 41. 4.3 4 28 35

7 42;041 36.1' '39. 3.0 26 30

8 36;852 36.6 39 fi 3;2 '' 26 i 31

9 21,499 36.4 .37-;6 1;2 26 i 28

10 7,890 34;6 3 ;8'.: n 0;2 23 I 24

11 6,812 35;8 3.;4: 0.6 25 / 26

12 4;525' _13;3 ;9 0.6 21 22

South Carolina did not report _y, achievement data_and NeEraika

and West Virginia did not repo t posttest scores for 1981-1982;

Table 12'
1

1981-82 Title I athematics Achievement Results
for Students Tested on a Fall-to-Spring Schedule

Grade --Weighted,,,...--____
Number
Tested

No mal durve Equivalent Percentile L
.

Pret st Posttest Gain Pretest Posttest

2 91,569 3'.7 44;5 11:9: 20 40

3 106,286 2;4 41.4 9.0 . 20 34'

4 115,586 1;7 41;6 9.9 19 35

5 116,045 2;9 41,3 8.3 21 34

6 98,710 32.9 40.9 8.o 21 33

7 70;787. 33.7 39.5' 5.8 22 31 :

8 54,156 33.8 39.6 5.7 22 11.

9 26,247 32.7 40.0 7;2 19 31-

In 11;136 33.8 39;8 6;0 22 31

11 5,941 31.3 37;0 5;8 19 = 27

12 3,155 32.1 37;2 5.2 20 27

t

South Carolina d d not report any achieVeMent.data and Nebraska

and West Virginia did not, report posttest scores for 1981-1982%


