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Borman and D’Agostino (1996) present a meta-analysis of
studies of the test score impacts of student participation in nominallydesignated Title I programs. Van der Klaauw (2008) and Matsudaira,
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I. The Title I Program
[Insert Figure 1 Here]
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See Cascio, et al. (2010) and Cascio, Gordon, and Reber (2012)
for more details on the Title I formula and implementation in the
1960s.
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pre-ESEA level,6 but the analogous regression
yields a slope that is half as steep as it was in
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[Insert Figure 2 Here]

introduction of Title I might have affected the
[Insert Figure 3 Here]

gap in overall school spending across richer
and poorer states.3 To this end, we obtained
state-by-school-year level data on current
spending per pupil in average daily attendance
for all states in the continental U.S. from

3
We use the 1960 child poverty rate implicit in the initial Title I
formula, but our conclusions are substantively similar if we use the
overall poverty rate or measure poverty (child or overall) in later
years.
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Fall Statistics of Public Schools (U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare (HEW), various years) provided data on a
biennial basis from 1953-54 through 1979-80. Thereafter, we drew
data from all available academic years from the Digest of Education
Statistics (U.S. Department of Education, various years).
5
Our analysis gives each state equal weight, though our findings
are similar if we weight by enrollment or school-aged population.
6
In 1963-64, the standard deviation of log per-pupil spending was
0.226; in 2006-07, it was 0.217.
7
The figure also shows that while Southern states (which we
define as those in the former Confederacy) were significantly lowerspending on average, their lower spending was in line with their
significantly higher poverty rates. This suggests no “South effect.”
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8

In level terms, a 10 percentage point increase in the 1960 child
poverty rate was associated with a reduction in spending of $625 per

pupil in 1963-64 (based on a version of Figure 2 with per-pupil
spending in levels), but only a $91 increase in per-pupil Title I
funding in 1969.
9
See Boustan, et al. (forthcoming) and Corcoran and Evans
(2010) for more on the effects of income inequality on spending.

[Insert Figure 4 Here]

recently, under the No Child Left Behind Act
of 2001, receipt of Title I funds has been tied

III. Conclusion

to adoption of state school accountability

School spending has long been negatively

systems – a policy which appears to have

correlated with poverty at the state level, but

reduced achievement gaps (Dee and Jacob

this relationship has weakened in the 50 years

2011). Whether and how federal money might

since passage of the ESEA. We have

buy progress in the future remains to be seen.
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FIGURE 2. HAS THE POVERTY GAP ACROSS STATES IN SCHOOL
SPENDING DIMINISHED? THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHILD POVERTY
AND PER-PUPIL SCHOOL SPENDING IN 1963-64 AND 2006-07
Note: Per-pupil school spending is expressed in real 2009 dollars and
is drawn from HEW (various years) and Department of Education
(various years). See Figure 1 note for description of the 1960 child
poverty rate. Hollow markers represent 1963-64, and solid markers
represent 1969-70. Square markers represent states in former
Confederacy, and circle markers represent all other states in the
continental U.S.
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Note: The figure plots slope coefficients from year-by-year
regressions of log per-pupil school spending on the 1960 child
poverty rate. Regressions give each state equal weight. The dashed
vertical line is placed at 1965, the year that Title I was introduced.
For sources, see Figure 2 note.

ln Per-pupil School Spending, 2006-07 (2009 dollars)

Note: Per-pupil federal revenue is expressed in real 2009 dollars and
is drawn from HEW (various years). The 1960 child poverty rate is
the number of Title I eligible children in the state in 1965 (from U.S.
Senate (1965)) to the number of 5-17 year olds in the state in 1960
(from Minnesota Population Center (2011)). Hollow markers
represent 1963-64, and solid markers represent 1969-70. Square
markers represent states in former Confederacy, and circle markers
represent all other states in the continental U.S. Regressions give each
state equal weight.
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FIGURE 3. DID TITLE I PLAY A ROLE IN CLOSING THE POVERTY GAP IN
SCHOOL SPENDING? HOW THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHILD POVERTY
AND PER-PUPIL SCHOOL SPENDING CHANGED OVER TIME

ln Per-pupil School Spending, 1963-64 (2009 dollars)

FIGURE 1. THE BEGINNINGS OF COMPENSATORY FEDERAL EDUCATION
AID: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHILD POVERTY AND PER-PUPIL
FEDERAL REVENUE BEFORE AND AFTER THE INTRODUCTION OF TITLE I
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FIGURE 4. DID TITLE I REDUCE THE POWER OF POVERTY AND INCOME IN
EXPLAINING CROSS-STATE SPENDING INEQUALITY?
Note: The figure plots R-squares from year-by-year regressions of log
per-pupil school spending on the 1960 child poverty rate (solid
circles), current per-capita income (hollow circles), and both variables
together (x’s). Regressions give each state equal weight. The dashed
vertical line is placed at 1965, the year that Title I was introduced.
For sources, see note for Figure 2.

