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As we enter the 21st century, poor and non-Asian minority students lag considerably behind their 

non-poor, Asian and white counterparts on many dimensions of academic performance.  Although 

scholars have long known that these academic disparities stem from many causes, commentators on both 

sides of the political spectrum often attribute these gaps to disparities in school quality.  Thus, President 

Bush has promoted his “No Child Left Behind” education reform legislation as a crusade against low-

quality schools, “We don't want schools languishing in mediocrity and excuse-making. We want the best 

for every child….And that starts with making sure that every child gets a good education.”(Bush 2002). 

 But just how unequal is the U.S. educational system?  Do schools that serve disadvantaged 

students “languish in mediocrity?”  It is certainly true that dilapidated schools staffed by inexperienced 

teachers haunt journalists’ depictions of schools that serve disadvantaged students (see, e.g., Kozol 1991).  

But to what extent do these portraits accurately describe the typical schools that disadvantaged students 

attend?  This chapter uses national data to examine the prevalence of “savage inequalities” at the turn of 

the 21st century.  We assess not only the extent to which poor and non-white students attend “worse” 

schools than their non-poor and white counterparts, but also whether these inequalities have widened or 

narrowed since the late 1980s.  In addition, we discuss whether reducing disparities in any particular 

dimension of school quality would likely reduce disparities in students’ academic achievement. 

We begin, in Section 1, by describing trends in academic performance among students from 

different ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds.  Section 2 briefly examines the extent of ethnic and 

socioeconomic segregation across schools.  Section 3, the focus of this chapter, describes ethnic and 

socioeconomic disparities in public school quality and, when possible, whether these disparities widened 

or narrowed over the 1990s.  We begin by examining inequities in teacher quality, including differential 

access to well-educated, credentialed, experienced, and academically-skilled teachers.  Then we describe 

disparities in access to instructional attention, as reflected both in the amount of time students spend in 

school and in class sizes.  Next, we highlight inequalities in instructional resources, measured by the 

availability of “gifted” or “advanced placement” programs, instructional materials, computer technology, 

visual and performing arts offerings, and exposure to academically-oriented peers.  We conclude this 
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section by describing disparities in access to school services, comfortable facilities, and a safe school 

environment.  Section 4 briefly discusses whether our focus on public schools understates the extent of 

education inequality in the U.S. and section 5 summarizes our main conclusions and suggestions for 

future research. 

I. Ethnic and Socioeconomic Disparities in Academic Performance 

 Because questions about school inequality often stem from concerns about ethnic and 

socioeconomic “gaps” in academic performance, we begin by reviewing the evidence on disparities in test 

scores and grades.  The best data for describing trends in test scores come from the National Assessment 

of Educational Progress (NAEP).   Since the mid 1970s, NAEP has tested nine, thirteen, and seventeen-

year-olds in reading and math using the same sampling procedures and many of the same test questions.1  

We show trends for thirteen-year-olds because these data are the most complete and consistent over time.2  

We describe disparities in “standard deviations units” because this metric allows readers to compare gaps 

across different types of tests.  For readers who would like a  “benchmark” for understanding the 

magnitude of a standardized gap, a gap of .80 standard deviations, the size of the reading gap between 

African American and white thirteen-year-olds in 1999, indicates that the typical African American 

student scored lower than 75% of white students.  Readers can also think of a .80 standard deviation gap 

as equivalent to an 80 point gap on the verbal section of the SAT. 

Test Score Trends 

Test score gaps among ethnic and socioeconomic groups narrowed during the 1970s and 1980s.  

The gaps then stopped narrowing and, in some instances, widened.  Figures 1 and 2 show reading and 

math trends for white, African American, and Latino thirteen-year-olds.  Between the mid 1970s and late 

1980s, the reading gap between African Americans and whites narrowed by about half and the math gap 

narrowed by over a third.3  Over this same time period, the Latino-white reading gap may have narrowed 

by almost a third and the math gap by almost half.4  During the 1990s, however, the Latino-white math 

and reading gaps stopped narrowing and the black-white reading and math gaps widened.5  
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Compared with changes in the black-white gap over the 1970s and 1980s, changes in the test 

score gap between children from different educational backgrounds were more moderate (see figures 3 

and 4).  Although socioeconomic disparities seem to have narrowed somewhat during the 1970s and 

1980s, by the end of the 1990s, the gap between children whose parents did not graduate from high school 

and those whose parents attended college was as large as it had been in the early 1980s. 

Current Test Score Gaps 

Most studies indicate that moderate to large ethnic and socioeconomic test-score gaps exist by the 

time children enter kindergarten or first grade (Jencks and Phillips 1998; Lee and Burkham 2002; Phillips 

et al. 1998).  These gaps persist through the school years.  The most current test score data for a 

nationally-representative sample of children come from the NAEP.6  Figure 5 shows that the average 

black fourth grader scores about .80 standard deviations below the average white fourth grader in reading 

and over .90 standard deviations below the average white fourth grader in math.  Latino-white gaps are 

slightly smaller than black-white gaps, and, contrary to popular wisdom, are slightly larger in math than 

in reading.  These gaps change little between fourth and eighth or between eighth and twelfth grade.7 

Figure 6 shows math and reading disparities for children from different educational backgrounds.  

Gaps between children of high school dropouts and children of college graduates average around .9 

standard deviations.  Gaps between children of high school graduates and children of college graduates 

average around .6 standard deviations.8    

Test scores become particularly consequential when students apply to selective colleges.  Even 

though college applicants are more academically homogeneous than all twelfth graders, test score gaps 

among college-bound students are as large as those in the general population.  In 2002, black-white gaps 

on the verbal and math sections of the SAT I were .87 and .93 standard deviations, respectively (College 

Board 2002).  The analogous Latino-white gaps were .68 and .65 standard deviations.9  Verbal and math 

gaps between students with family incomes below $30,000 and those with family incomes above 

$100,000 were 1.01 standard deviations and .96 standard deviations, respectively.10 



 4 

Grade Gaps 

Although scholarly descriptions of academic performance tend to focus on test scores, families 

frequently use grades to gauge students’ school performance and colleges rely heavily on students’ grades 

in their admissions decisions.  Although no data source provides consistent evidence on grade gaps over 

the past few decades, evidence from the 1990s suggests that ethnic disparities in grades are somewhat 

smaller than ethnic disparities in test scores (at least among high school students).  For example, in the 

early 1990s, the black-white grade gap was about .6 standard deviations in high school (about half a grade 

point on a 4.0 scale) and about .75 standard deviations in elementary school.11  The Latino-white grade 

gap was .43 standard deviations in high school and .52 standard deviations in elementary school.12  

In contrast, socioeconomic disparities in grades are similar to socioeconomic disparities in test 

scores.  For example, in 1990, the gap between high school students whose mothers did not graduate from 

high school and those whose mothers completed a B.A. was 1.06 standard deviations (or .9 grade points 

on a 4.0 scale).   

Consequences of Disparities in Academic Performance 

Reducing these ethnic and socioeconomic disparities in academic performance would go a long 

way toward reducing ethnic and socioeconomic disparities in adults’ educational attainment and earnings.  

Academic skills have become more strongly associated with economic success over the past few decades 

and black-white differences in test scores currently account for about two-thirds of the black-white wage 

gap among men and the entire black-white wage gap among women (Neal and Johnson 1998).13   

Disparities in academic skills also help explain disparities in educational attainment (Jencks and 

Phillips 1998).  The most recent data on the consequences of academic skills for adult success come from 

the National Education Longitudinal Survey (NELS), which surveyed and tested a nationally-

representative sample of eighth graders in 1988 and surveyed them again in 2000, when they were 

approximately 26 years old.  By 2000, 46 percent of Asian Americans and 34 percent of whites had 

completed at least a B.A., compared to only 17 percent of African Americans and 15 percent of Latinos.  

However, when we compare NELS students who had the same test scores and grades in eighth grade, the 
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black-white B.A.-completion gap shrinks entirely, the Latino-white B.A.-completion gap shrinks by half, 

and the B.A.-completion gap between the children of college graduates and the children of high school 

dropouts shrinks by a third.14   

 Because policymakers and citizens increasingly expect schools to reduce the disparities in grades 

and test scores that contribute to adult inequalities, the remainder of this review examines disparities in 

students’ access to high quality public schools.  We limit our review to public schools both because of 

space constraints and because public schools serve the vast majority of U.S. schoolchildren--48 million 

compared to the approximately 5.5 million served by private schools (Wirt et al. 2002).15   

Although this review focuses on quality differences among schools, we urge readers to remember 

that disparities in children’s academic skills emerge before children enter school and are strongly 

associated with children’s environments outside of school.  Thus, our focus on school quality disparities 

should not be taken to imply that equalizing school inputs would be the most effective or least costly way 

to remedy inequalities in academic performance.  Likewise, readers should note that our review ignores 

quality differences within schools.  Because many schools (especially middle schools and high schools) 

offer different courses to students based on their academic performance, students who attend the same 

school may spend much of their time with different teachers and a different peer group.16  Our description 

of disparities in average school characteristics will understate ethnic and socioeconomic disparities in 

school quality if, within any particular school, poor or minority students disproportionately sit in the 

largest classrooms, learn with the least-motivated peers, or are taught by the least-qualified teachers. 

II. The Ethnic and Socioeconomic Composition of Public Schools 
 

The main purpose of this chapter is to describe how school quality differs among schools 

attended by students from various ethnic and social class backgrounds.  If students from different 

backgrounds were randomly distributed among schools, however, ethnic or socioeconomic disparities in 

school quality would not exist.  Yet almost a half century after the landmark Brown vs. Board of 

Education decision, U.S. schools remain remarkably segregated by ethnicity and social class. 
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During the 2000-2001 school year, the typical white student attended a school that was 80% 

white.  The typical African American student, in contrast, attended a school that was 31% white and the 

typical Latino attended a school that was only 29% white.17  (The typical Asian American student 

attended a school that was 46% white.)  Likewise, in 2000-2001, only 11% of whites attended 

predominantly minority schools, compared to 55% of Asian Americans, 71% of African Americans, and 

76% of Latinos.  And less than one percent of white students attended schools that were over 90% 

minority, whereas over a third of all African American and Latino students attended such schools.18 

Schools are also socio-economically segregated.  The only measure of socioeconomic status 

typically reported by schools is the percentage of students who are eligible for subsidized (either free- or 

reduced-price) meals.19  Throughout this chapter, we refer to students who qualify for subsidized meals as 

“poor.”  During the 2000-2001 school year, the typical non-poor student attended a school in which 25% 

of the students were poor, whereas the typical poor student attended a school in which 58% of the 

students were poor.  Likewise, whereas nearly half (47%) of all non-poor students attended schools in 

which fewer than a fifth of the students were poor, a mere 8% of poor students attended such low-poverty 

schools.20 

 Moreover, because poverty and ethnicity are correlated, African American and Latino students 

are more likely than white and Asian American students to attend poor schools.21  For example, whereas 

only 2% of white students and 10% of Asian American students attended schools that were over 80% 

poor in 2000-2001, over 25% of African American students and 28% of Latino students attended such 

high-poverty schools. 

Defining Ethnic Composition 

Most previous research has measured a school’s ethnic composition using the percentage of non-

white or “minority” students at the school.  For comparability, we do the same in this chapter.  Yet 

schools that have equal percentages of “minority” students often have very different ethnic compositions.  

Some serve mainly African American students, others serve mainly Latino students, and others serve a 

combination.  In fact, “percent minority” correlates only .66 with “percent African American” and only 
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.60 with “percent Latino.”  And the percentage of African American students at a school is uncorrelated 

with the percentage of Latino students (r=-.10).  Yet the one thing that schools with the same percentage 

of “minority” students have in common is, by definition, the percentage of white students.  Thus, readers 

may find it helpful to think of “percent minority” as the opposite of “percent white.”  And, although we 

emphasize the percentage of minority students in our discussion of school quality, we also note when 

analyzing percentages of African American or Latino students separately tells a markedly different story.   

Categorizing Schools by Their Ethnic and Socio-Economic Composition 

Our review of the existing literature on school quality disparities revealed no consensus about 

what constitutes a “low” or “high” poverty (or “low” or “high” minority) school.  Rather than developing 

hypotheses about the thresholds of poor or minority students that might produce differences in school 

quality, researchers have typically taken a purely statistical approach to categorizing schools—dividing 

them into four categories, each of which includes approximately 25% of schools in the nation.  Because 

this “quartile” approach ensures approximately equal sample sizes of schools within categories, it 

facilitates the detection of statistically significant differences among categories.  Other researchers seem 

to have chosen categories that either minimize or exaggerate disparities in school quality.  Yet for 

consistency, we rely on categories used in previous work throughout this review (see table 1).  Because 

many of our tables suggest a non-linear association between school composition and quality, however, 

future research should focus on describing more precisely the association between composition and 

quality, as well as assessing statistical interactions between ethnic and socioeconomic composition. 

Table 1 shows how students from different ethnic and socioeconomic groups are distributed 

among frequently-used school categories, and thus, in the tables and figures that follow.  This table 

highlights two facts that will help readers understand the kind of students who attend the schools we 

describe in this chapter.  First, nearly two-thirds of white students attend schools with fewer than 20% 

minority students (i.e., schools in the lowest two “minority” categories), yet less than 10% of African 

American and Latino students attend those types of schools.  Second, 50% of poor students attend schools 

that are more than 59% poor, but less than 10% of non-poor students attend such high-poverty schools. 
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III:  Disparities in Public School Quality 

Although policymakers often link disparities in school quality to disparities in academic 

performance, we do not limit this review to inputs that affect children’s academic skills.  We include 

educational and non-educational inputs both because parents and children judge schools based on 

academic quality and atmosphere (Lee, Croninger, & Smith 1996; Peterson, Myers, & Howell 1998; 

Goldring & Hausman 1999) and because we suspect that disparities in school environments cause 

disparities in children’s and teachers’ day-to-day well-being.  As Christopher Jencks put it in 1972:  

Some schools are dull, depressing, even terrifying places, while others are lively, 
comfortable, and reassuring.  If we think of school life as an end in itself rather than a 
means to some other end, such differences are enormously important. Eliminating these 
differences…would do a great deal to make the quality of children’s (and teachers’) lives 
more equal. Since children are in school for a fifth of their lives, this would be a 
significant accomplishment (p. 256). 

 
In addition, while many school characteristics may not affect how much any particular child 

learns during a particular school year, all school inputs and outcomes tend to become inter-related over 

time.  For example, although the presence of high-quality computers probably does not improve 

children’s achievement (nor do falling ceiling tiles likely reduce achievement) the most educationally-

oriented parents and students-- and the most highly-qualified teachers—tend to gravitate towards schools 

with state-of-the-art technology and avoid schools with unsightly infrastructure.  These parents, students, 

and teachers, in turn, help to enhance the academic climate of the school, which in turn likely improves 

students’ skills.  Because so many aspects of a school’s environment may, over the long term, influence a 

school’s academic climate, we define “school quality” broadly and examine disparities in its many 

dimensions. 

Teacher Quality 

The U.S. spends over 347 billion dollars on public elementary and secondary education each year 

(Snyder and Hoffman 2002).  And, as Corcoran et al. show in chapter XX in this volume, state and 

federal revenue streams have largely equalized per-pupil revenues across districts within the same state.  

Although districts with identical revenues can spend their money in different ways, teachers’ salaries and 
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benefits typically constitute the bulk of their expenditures.  And because students spend most of their time 

in classrooms, teachers also represent the aspect of school quality that is most closely linked to gains in 

students’ academic achievement (Goldhaber and Brewer 1997; Rivkin, Hanushek, and Kain 1998).   

Even though scholars agree that good teachers improve students’ achievement, however, 

researchers have yet to figure out what makes a teacher “good” (Goldhaber 2002).22  Simply put, the 

characteristics of teachers that are easiest to measure, such as whether they have a credential or a master’s 

degree, do not account for teachers’ success in the classroom.23  Improving our understanding of teacher 

quality will likely require moving beyond administrative datasets and large-scale surveys to developing 

methods for collecting detailed and reliable observational information about the content of teacher-student 

interaction. 

Degrees and Certification.  Table 2 shows how the percentages of teachers with master’s degrees 

and teaching certificates changed over the 1990s.  It suggests that disparities in the percentage of teachers 

who have master’s degrees increased slightly, with the difference between schools with the fewest 

minority students and those with the most growing to 7.6% by 2000.  The gap in the percentage of 

teachers with full certification also widened between low and high minority elementary schools. 

Table 2 also shows that disparities in teacher education and certification between high and low 

poverty schools remained relatively constant throughout the 1990s, although relatively small certification 

gaps and somewhat larger education gaps (14%) persist between the richest and poorest schools.  

However, because most high-quality studies indicate that students do not perform better on achievement 

tests when their teacher has a master’s degree or a credential, remedying gaps in teacher education is 

unlikely to narrow the achievement gap much (Goldhaber and Brewer 1997; Greenwald, Hedges, and 

Laine 1996; Hanushek et al. 1998). 

Experience and Stability.  Some studies indicate that more experienced teachers are better than 

newer teachers at improving students’ academic skills, while other studies find that the association is non-

linear or nonexistent (see Hanushek 1997 and Greenwald et al. 1996 for reviews).  Evidence from Texas 

suggests that elementary school students learn about .1 standard deviations less per year in math and 
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reading when they are assigned to a first- or second-year teacher (Rivkin et al. 1998).  Meta-analytic 

evidence based on longitudinal studies suggests that students gain around .07 standard deviations in 

achievement for each standard deviation increase in their teacher’s experience (Greenwald et al.1996).   

 Table 3 shows that teachers in predominantly minority schools average about two and a half 

fewer years of experience than teachers in the whitest schools— a gap of about a quarter of a standard 

deviation.  Teachers in predominantly minority schools have also taught at their current school for three 

and a half fewer years than teachers in the whitest schools.  Both of these gaps seem to have widened a 

little since the late 1980s.  Gaps in overall experience and “current school” experience between the richest 

and poorest schools average about two years and did not change significantly over the past decade.   

These gaps in teacher experience imply that disadvantaged schools have greater teacher turnover and a 

higher percentage of novice teachers, implications confirmed in table 4.  If estimates of the negative 

effects of inexperienced teachers are correct, creating incentives for teachers with at least several years of 

teaching experience to remain in schools with high concentrations of minority or poor students could help 

narrow test score gaps. 

Subject Matter Knowledge.  In the late 1980s, scholars began to argue that teachers are more 

effective when they know their subject well.  Some studies have found that middle and high school 

students learn more math from teachers who majored in math in college or graduate school (Goldhaber 

and Brewer 1997, 2001; Monk 1994; Rowan, Chiang, and Miller 1997).  Little research exists on the 

importance of subject matter knowledge in English or social studies, or for elementary school students’ 

achievement.  Nonetheless, several recent reports have emphasized the extent of students’ exposure to 

“out of field” teachers (see, e.g., Darling-Hammond 1997; Ingersoll 1998, 2001). 

Table 5 shows disparities across different types of schools in the percentages of middle and high 

school teachers who majored or minored in their main assignment field.24  These estimates suggest that 

the percentage of “out-of-field” teachers increased slightly over the 1990s.  Gaps among different types of 

schools in “out-of-field” teaching did not change much, however—although the estimates are too 

imprecise to tell for sure.  And the current gap between low minority and high minority schools in the 
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percentage of in-field English or social studies teachers is neither large nor statistically significant.  

However, nearly 80% of math teachers in the whitest schools have majors or minors in math, compared to 

only 71% percent of math teachers in high minority schools.  In-field teaching varies even more by school 

poverty.  Whereas 78% of math teachers in the richest schools have a major or minor in math, only 64% 

in the poorest schools do.  English and science show similar gaps.25 

Math and Verbal Skills.  One of the more consistent findings in the teacher quality literature is 

that children learn more when they have teachers with strong math and verbal skills, either as measured 

by standardized tests, or as proxied by the selectivity of their undergraduate college (Ehrenberg and 

Brewer 1994, 1995; Ferguson 1991, 1998; Ferguson and Ladd 1996; Greenwald et al. 1996; Hanushek 

1972; Rowan et al. 1997; Straus and Sawyer 1986).  Yet college students with strong cognitive skills are 

less likely than students with weaker skills to become teachers and those who do are more likely to leave 

the profession (Murnane, Singer, Willett, Kemple, and Olsen 1991).  In addition, teachers with stronger 

cognitive skills tend to teach in schools with fewer disadvantaged children (Ballou 1996; Ferguson 1998; 

Kain and Singleton 1996; Lankford, Loeb, Wyckoff 2001; Podgursky, Monroe, and Watson 2002).   

Nationally representative data on teachers’ math and verbal skills and the types of schools in 

which they teach are not available.  However, we can use a proxy for teachers’ skills—the average SAT 

or ACT scores of the college from which teachers graduated-- to provide a tentative estimate the extent to 

which teachers’ skills vary across types of schools.26  Table 6 suggests that the average verbal and math 

skills of teachers declined slightly over the 1990s and that the teacher skill gap between advantaged and 

disadvantaged schools may have narrowed somewhat.  Nonetheless, by the turn of the century, the typical 

teacher in a low poverty school had graduated from a more selective college (by nearly 40 SAT points) 

than had the typical teacher in a high poverty school.  The teacher skill gap between white and 

predominantly minority schools is smaller, however.27 

 Given the consistent association between teachers’ and students’ academic skills, policymakers 

would be wise to invest in policies designed to insure the academic competencies of teachers.  However, 

policies that simply require prospective teachers to pass tests will probably not help reduce the 
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achievement gap unless districts provide strong incentives for bright students from selective colleges to 

consider teaching as a career, require potential teachers to pass relatively difficult “teacher exams,” and 

then provide incentives for high-scoring teachers to teach (and, ideally, remain) in high poverty schools.28   

Professional Development.   Because the task of recruiting and retaining “smarter” and more 

“subject-wise” teachers is so daunting, especially in disadvantaged schools, some scholars suggest 

focusing instead on providing first-rate professional development to increase the effectiveness of existing 

teachers (see Ladd and Hansen 1999).  Although scholars have conducted relatively little high-quality 

research on the effectiveness of professional development in raising student achievement, current 

evidence suggests that professional development that is intense, highly structured, and closely aligned 

with curriculum may help raise students’ scores (Angrist and Lavy 2001; Cohen and Hill 2000; Jacob and 

Lefgren 2002; see Kennedy 1999 for a review).   

 Table 7 shows the intensity of teachers’ exposure to “in-depth, subject-specific” professional 

development—the type most likely to be associated with improved student learning.29  This table reveals 

that teachers in high minority and high poverty schools are more likely than teachers in low minority and 

low poverty schools to receive in-depth, subject-specific professional development.  Given that student 

achievement is so much lower in high minority and high poverty schools, it is both fortunate and logical 

that professional development is targeted at teachers in those schools.   

Instructional Attention 

 In additional to teacher quality, the other obvious school-based influence on academic success is 

students’ exposure to learning.  School-based strategies for increasing “time on task” range from 

lengthening the school day and school year to reducing class sizes (for a review of the literature on time 

and learning, see Aronson, Zimmerman, and Carlos 1999).   

Length of School Day and Year.  The typical school day increased by 13.8 minutes over the 

1990s, while the average length of the school year (179 days) stayed virtually the same (see table 8).  This 

implies that the typical student attended school for about 41 more hours per year in 2000 than in 1988.  

While predominantly minority schools averaged about 18 fewer hours of school per year in 1988 than the 
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whitest schools, this gap had disappeared by 2000.  High and low poverty schools did not differ in 

average school day or school year length in 1988 or 2000.   

While students’ time in school hardly varies across different types of schools, it is possible that 

extending the school day or year in disadvantaged schools would narrow the achievement gap.  This 

hypothesis stems, in part, from evidence that disadvantaged children lose more academic ground than 

advantaged children over summer vacation – when they are not in school (Entwisle, Alexander, and 

Olson 1997; Heyns 1978; Phillips and Chin forthcoming).  Extending time in school may, however, be 

too blunt a policy to have a large payoff, since any extended-school policy would only raise achievement 

if students used the extra time for academics.  And considering the likely expense, it would probably be 

more efficient to instead provide after-school and summer tutoring to the neediest or most motivated 

students in a “learning center” setting.  Given the lack of longitudinal or experimental studies on the 

effects of extending school time, however, no one knows how effective such a policy might be--especially 

if the effects were to accumulate over twelve years of schooling. 

Class Size.  Reducing class size is another way to increase the amount of instructional attention 

students receive.  Not only does research indicate that students learn more in smaller classes, at least in 

the early grades, but it also suggests that minority students benefit from smaller classes twice as much as 

white students do, thereby narrowing achievement gaps (see Ferguson 1998 and Ehrenberg, Brewer, 

Gamoran, and Willms 2001 for reviews).  Class size reduction policies became popular in the 1990s and 

average class sizes declined, especially in elementary schools (see table 9).30  Whereas elementary school 

classes had an average of over 25 students in the late 1980s, by the end of the decade they averaged closer 

to 22 students.  Although class size disparities changed little over the decade, predominantly minority 

elementary schools currently average 1.6 more students in their classes than the whitest schools.  Classes 

in predominantly minority secondary schools are especially large, averaging nearly 25 students, compared 

to an average of 22.5 in the whitest secondary schools.  In contrast, however, poorer secondary schools 

tend to have smaller classes than richer schools (23.1 vs. 24.4).  



 14 

Unfortunately, scholars have not yet determined just how small classes need to be in order to 

improve student achievement.  The STAR experiment in Tennessee, which provides the most convincing 

evidence on the benefits of small classes, shrank classes to between 13 and 17 students (Mosteller 1995; 

Finn and Achilles 1999; Krueger 1999).  Given that typical classes, even in the most advantaged schools, 

average over 21 students, classes may need to get much smaller in order to produce notable academic 

benefits.  And, because class size reduction is so expensive (it requires hiring more teachers and building 

additional classrooms), it may less cost effective than hiring better teachers.  Moreover, when class size 

reduction is implemented on a large scale, as it was in California, it can have the unintended 

consequences of reducing teacher quality, especially in poor schools, and increasing class sizes in grades 

not covered by the class size reduction policy (Borhnstedt and Stecher 2002; Jepsen and Rivkin 2002). 

Challenging Coursework 

No matter how “smart” their teachers nor how much instruction time they receive, children still 

need challenging, pertinent curricula in order to achieve academic success.  Several studies have shown 

that students learn more when exposed to more challenging coursework (Jencks and Phillips 1999; Meyer 

1999; Shouse 1996; Phillips 1997).  We found little national data, however, on how schools institutionally 

encourage students to challenge themselves.  Data on ethnic and socioeconomic differences in course 

enrollments exist, but such data are not accurate indicators of inequalities in educational opportunity 

because course enrollments reflect not only course offerings but also differences in students’ course-

taking decisions and prior academic preparation.  The number of courses that schools require students to 

take in order to graduate does, however, provide some indication of how much schools demand of their 

students.   

Table 10 shows that district graduation requirements increased, on average, in all subjects over 

the 1990s.  For example, while the class of 1988 had to take two science classes in order to graduate, the 

class of 2000 had to take an average of two and a third classes.  The data in table 10 provide no evidence, 

however, that predominantly minority or predominantly poor schools are more likely to be located in 

districts with weaker graduation requirements.  If anything, minority schools tend to be located in districts 
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with heavier graduation requirements, though this pattern varies across regions.31  In fact, these data 

suggest that the whitest and least poor schools have raised their requirements over the past decade, 

narrowing the gap in graduation requirements between them and their more disadvantaged counterparts. 

Of course, graduation requirements provide only minimum requirements for the lowest achieving 

students and do not reflect the extent to which schools challenge their high-achieving students.  Many 

schools do, however, offer Gifted and Talented (GATE) programs (in elementary school) and Advanced 

Placement (AP) programs (in high school) to provide more rigorous curricula to high-achieving students.  

Recently, an ACLU lawsuit brought media and policy attention to the problem of disparities in access to 

AP courses, arguing that California students who attend poor, minority schools have access to far fewer 

AP courses than students who attend richer, whiter schools (ACLU 1999; Hill 2000).  Although we lack 

national data on the number of AP courses schools offer, table 11 displays data on whether schools offer 

an AP (or GATE) program at all.32  Almost 72% of all high schools offer an AP program but this 

percentage varies across types of schools.  Surprisingly, the whitest schools (61%) are least likely to offer 

an AP program.  In contrast, 76% of predominantly minority schools offer an AP program.  Eighty-two 

percent of non-poor schools offer an AP program, compared to 62% of the poorest schools.  Among 

predominantly minority schools, schools with larger percentages of African American students are less 

likely to have AP programs than schools with larger percentages of Latino students (results not shown).   

The availability of gifted programs follows a more predictable pattern.  Poor schools are less 

likely to have gifted programs (63%) than non-poor schools (76%).  High minority schools are less likely 

to have gifted programs (65%) than white schools (73%).  Because gifted programs range considerably in 

content and quality, however, we suspect that simply requiring poor and minority schools to offer “some 

kind of gifted program,” would do little to improve the achievement of these schools’ best students.   

Instructional Resources 

 Journalists’ portraits of school inequality often focus on some schools’ severe lack of 

instructional resources, such as textbooks.  Although we could not find national data on textbook 

availability per se, we did find statistics on teachers’ perceptions of the availability of instructional 
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resources (including text books), the number of books in school libraries, school administrators’ 

perceptions of the adequacy of their libraries and science labs, schools’ access to computer and Internet 

technology, as well as schools’ investment in arts education. 

Teaching Materials.  In the late 1980s and again in 2000, the Schools and Staffing Survey asked 

teachers how much they agreed or disagreed with the statement “Necessary materials (e.g., textbooks, 

supplies, copy machine) are available as needed by the staff.”  When teachers disagreed or strongly 

disagreed with that statement, we characterize them as having inadequate materials, and show those 

percentages in the first and third columns of table 12.  The second and fourth columns show just the 

percentage who strongly disagreed, whom we characterize as having grossly inadequate materials.   

Readers can, perhaps, take comfort in the fact that only 9% of teachers feel that their materials are 

grossly inadequate.  Yet this percentage varies in the expected direction with the demographic 

composition of schools.  More than a third of the teachers in predominantly minority or predominantly 

poor schools feel that their teaching materials are inadequate, compared to 20% of teachers in the whitest 

and least poor schools.  And nearly 15% of teachers in predominantly minority schools feel that their 

teaching materials are grossly inadequate, compared with only 5% of teachers in mostly white schools.  

Moreover, these gaps have widened a little over time, with perceived inadequacy increasing in 

predominantly minority and poor schools but remaining constant in the whitest and least poor schools.  

Libraries and Science Labs.  A well-stocked library probably affects academic achievement only 

to the extent that teachers and librarians succeed at convincing students to use it.  However, high-quality 

libraries do serve as symbols that likely attract educationally-involved parents and convey the importance 

of reading to children.  Table 13 shows disparities in the total number of books in school libraries and the 

number of books per student.  Neither measure is ideal.  The first is not adjusted for school size and the 

second ignores thresholds below which students no longer have access to a diverse selection of books.  

And, obviously, neither measure accounts for the age of the collection nor its distribution across topics or 

genres (much less whether libraries have “comfy” beanbags for children to sit on while they read!).   
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These two measures tell quite different stories about library inequality, however.  In terms of 

overall volumes, the whitest elementary schools and predominantly minority elementary schools average 

about the same number of books, while the whitest high schools average nearly 5,000 fewer books than 

their predominantly minority counterparts.33  But, because whiter schools also tend to be smaller, 

disparities in the number of books per student follow the opposite pattern.  White elementary schools 

have nearly twice as many books per student as their predominantly minority counterparts. 

The association between library quality and socioeconomic composition follows a different 

pattern.  High poverty elementary schools have an average of 1,600 fewer books in their school libraries 

than low poverty elementary schools, and that the gap is even larger—over 3,500 books—among high 

schools.  Yet, when considered in terms of books per student, the richest and poorest elementary schools 

do not differ at all, and rich high schools have fewer books per student than their poorer counterparts. 

 Over the past decade, libraries have evolved to provide electronic references as well and are now 

called “Library/Media Centers.”  In the mid-1990s, the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) (1995) 

asked schools how well their library/media centers met their school’s functional requirements.  About 

15% of poor schools reported that their library/media center met their functional requirements “not at all 

well,” compared to 10% of the least poor schools (see table 14).  Disparities were even smaller between 

white and minority schools.  Yet when the GAO asked schools the same question about their science labs, 

a very large percentage of schools reported that their science labs did not meet functional requirements “at 

all well.” Indeed, a third of the lowest poverty schools—and half of the highest poverty schools-- reported 

that their labs did not meet functional requirements.  We do not know how these percentages have 

changed over the past eight years, but they suggest that many schools, and especially schools that serve 

minority and poor children, are poorly equipped to teach laboratory science. 

 Computer Technology.  Schools’ access to wired computer technology increased dramatically 

over the past decade (Kleiner and Farris 2002).  Figures 7 and 8 show that by 2001 nearly all U.S. schools 

had Internet access, compared to around only 35% of schools just seven years earlier.  Moreover, while 



 18 

the richest schools were twice as likely as the poorest schools to have Internet access in the mid-1990s, 

these disparities had disappeared by 2001. 

Connecting every instructional classroom to the Internet has proved more challenging than simply 

connecting each school.  In 1995, over 60% of schools reported not having adequate technology 

infrastructure to support computers and computer technology (e.g., phone and cable lines, and electrical 

power and outlets) – and these problems were more pronounced in older, poorer, and central city schools 

(GAO 1995).34  Despite these obstacles, gains in classroom Internet access have been substantial.  In 

1994, fewer than 5% of instructional classrooms had Internet access, compared with around 85% by 2001. 

And although disparities in classroom connections remain, these disparities are not egregious—

approximately 80% of the instructional classrooms in predominantly minority and predominantly poor 

schools are connected, compared with about 90% in the whitest and richest schools (see figures 7 and 8). 

Even when classrooms are connected, schools may not have enough computers for students to 

use.  Yet the ratio of students to computers has improved considerably, even in the poorest schools.  In 

1998, predominantly poor or minority schools averaged one computer for every 16 to 17 students, while 

the whitest or least poor schools averaged one computer for every 10 students (see figures 9 and 10).  By 

2001, however, predominantly poor or minority schools averaged just over 6 students per computer while 

the whitest and least poor schools averaged around 5.35   

 Because disparities in students’ access to Internet-connected computers have declined so rapidly 

in recent years, journalists and scholars now argue that the newest “digital divide” reflects disparities in 

students’ and teachers’ use of technology (Edweek 2001).  Evidence from 1997 suggests that African 

American, Latino, and Asian students are less likely than white students to use computers and the Internet 

at school (Krueger 2000).  But, given the speed at which disparities in computer access shrank over time, 

usage gaps are likely much smaller now than in the late 1990s.  Nonetheless, we suspect that disparities in 

teachers’ and students’ computer savvy and skills persist, which likely create disparities in any academic 

payoff that might result from increased computer usage at school.  (For a review of the existing literature 

on the effectiveness of computer-assisted instruction, see Krueger 2000). 
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 Visual and Performing Arts.  In this era of test-based “basic skills” accountability, educators and 

parents worry that art and music instruction may be getting short shrift.  Moreover, because lower-

performing schools (which also tend to be poorer) are under the greatest pressure to raise achievement, it 

seems likely that such schools might forgo art and music in favor of “academic” instruction.   

Table 15 shows the percentage of schools that offer visual and performing arts, have specific 

rooms for that instruction, and have a music or art teacher.  Predominantly minority schools and white 

schools are equally likely to offer music instruction, but white elementary schools are more likely than 

minority elementary schools to have a music room (71% compared to 53%).  Predominantly minority 

elementary schools are less likely than white elementary schools to offer art instruction (81% vs. 92%) 

and may also be less likely to have an equipped art room and an art teacher, though those differences are 

not statistically significant.  In contrast, however, predominantly minority elementary schools are more 

likely than white schools to offer dance and drama.  

School poverty composition is more strongly associated with disparities in the visual and 

performing arts than minority composition is.  Whereas nearly all low poverty elementary schools offer 

music instruction, 88% of high poverty elementary schools do.  Moreover, only about half of high poverty 

elementary schools have a room equipped for music, compared to 70% of low poverty schools.  This 

problem persists at the secondary level, where about a quarter of high poverty high schools lack a music 

room compared to only 5% of low poverty schools.  Similar gaps exist for art rooms and drama offerings. 

Academically-Oriented Peers.   Because students interact with one another throughout the school 

day, both in and out of class, the academic achievement and ambitions of a school’s student body may 

influence students’ academic performance as much as the other instructional resources described in this 

chapter.  Yet it is very difficult to estimate how much peers influence other students because students 

typically choose their peers from among their school-mates (for recent attempts, see, Hanushek, Kain, 

Markman, and Rivkin 2001; Hoxby 2000).  Moreover, the academic quality of a school’s student body 

also influences other aspects of school quality.  For example, schools with stronger students tend to attract 
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higher-quality teachers and offer more challenging courses.  Consequently, many school quality 

disparities result, at least in part, from differences among schools in the types of students they attract.   

Because student achievement differs so dramatically by ethnicity and socioeconomic status, and 

because students from different ethnic and socioeconomic backgrounds often attend different schools, 

schools differ considerably in their average levels of academic achievement.  To take just one example, 

the average reading performance of fourth-graders in low poverty schools is over a standard deviation 

higher than the average reading performance of fourth-graders in high poverty schools.36  Likewise, as 

table 16 shows, only 33% of twelfth graders from high poverty high schools go on to four-year colleges, 

compared to 51% of twelfth graders from low poverty high schools. 

Comfort and Safety 

 While current educational policymaking focuses on raising students’ achievement, many non-

instructional aspects of schools, such as the availability of support staff, the upkeep of the physical plant, 

and school safety affect students’ and teachers’ well-being.  Students turn to non-teaching staff for 

medical attention when they feel ill at school, for assistance with social problems, and for advice on 

courses and colleges.  The effectiveness of these adults depends heavily on how many students they are 

supposed to serve.  Well-kept buildings and yards not only improve students’ aesthetic experiences but 

also provide a positive signal about academic quality to prospective parents.  And while most parents 

hope for a strong academic program, they seem more concerned about overcrowding, discipline, and 

safety (Digest of Education Statistics 2001).  Some evidence even suggests that reducing serious violence 

at school might improve high school graduation and college attendance rates (Grogger 1997). 

Support Staff.  Unreasonably high student-counselor ratios – often over 500 students per 

counselor--garner fairly regular media attention in urban newspapers (e.g., Speikvogel 2002).  Table 17, 

which describes the number of full-time support staff per 100 students, shows that these numbers are only 

somewhat exaggerated -- the average high school student shares a counselor with over 250 other students.  

And, while most U.S. students get little attention from school support staff, students who attend 

predominantly minority schools have even less access to counselors, nurses, psychologists, and speech 
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therapists than do students in white schools.  While many of these disparities do not seem large at first 

glance, they can translate into large gaps.  For example, while the whitest elementary schools have one 

full-time speech therapist for every 333 children, predominantly minority elementary schools have one for 

every 526 children.  Likewise, the whitest high schools have a full-time psychologist for every 833 

children, while predominantly minority high schools have one for every 1,667 children.  These disparities 

are surprising given the greater prevalence of speech and learning disabilities in predominantly minority 

schools. 

 In contrast, poor and non-poor elementary schools have similar support staff-to-student ratios.  

And poor high schools have more counselors, nurses, psychologists, social workers, and speech therapists 

per capita than their richer counterparts.  Note, however, that our data do not allow us to distinguish 

among college counselors, grief counselors, therapists, or disciplinarians.  And because social and 

psychological problems tend to be more prevalent in poor schools, higher support staff-to-student ratios 

need not imply that children in poor schools receive sufficient attention relative to their needs.   

 Facilities.  Journalists’ portraits of dilapidated schools have justifiably garnered public sympathy 

(e.g., Kozol 1991).  Even seemingly mundane problems such as poorly-maintained bathrooms have 

embarrassed school districts and prompted repairs (Associated Press 2003; Niesse 2002).  Well-

maintained school facilities certainly make teaching and learning more pleasant for teachers and students 

and may help attract qualified teachers and involved parents (Murnane 1981).  Yet because schools tend 

to devote few resources to capital improvement, almost three fifths of U.S. schools need structural 

maintenance (GAO 1995).  Tables 18 and 19 show the percentage of public schools that rate their 

buildings and facilities as inadequate.  Regardless of their poverty or minority concentration, around 20% 

of schools report that their original buildings are in less than adequate condition.  However, high minority 

and poor schools are almost twice as likely as white and non-poor schools to report that their non-original 

buildings need maintenance.  Predominantly minority schools report more problems with their interior 

finishes and electric power than do their white counterparts and poor schools report more problems with 

their roofs, electric power, and life safety features than their rich counterparts.   
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 When the GAO (2002) compared suburban and inner-city schools in the same metropolitan areas, 

they found that the inner-city schools tended to have smaller playgrounds and less playground equipment 

than their suburban counterparts.  Inner-city schools were also more likely than the suburban schools to 

have all-asphalt yards instead of grass fields. 

Overcrowding.  From Westchester County to inner-city Los Angeles, overcrowding, brought on 

by the so-called baby boom-let, has forced some schools to raise class sizes and others to convert storage 

closets to classrooms (Rubenstein 2003; Helfand and Tounson 2003).  More often, schools have built 

portable classrooms on what used to be “playground.”  Table 20 shows the distribution of overcrowding 

nationally.  In 1999, about 15% of all schools were somewhat over-crowded (over capacity by 6 to 25 

percent).  Another 15% of predominantly minority schools and 12% of the poorest schools were 

extremely over-crowded (over 25% over capacity), compared with only 4% of the whitest and 6% of the 

richest schools.  

Crime and Safety.  Concern about violence at schools-- and the bullying that may have provoked 

it --surged in the wake of the shootings at Columbine High in 1999.  Yet over the 1990s, the incidence of 

serious violent crime at schools remained relatively constant (or even declined slightly), and the incidence 

of less serious crime—such as theft—declined considerably (see figures 11 and 12).  Ethnic and 

socioeconomic gaps in less serious crime shrank over the 1990s, mainly because white children and 

children from more affluent families reported fewer crime incidents as the decade progressed.   

Figure 13 shows that African American and Latino students are also twice as likely as white 

students to fear being attacked at, or going to and from, school, and are more likely than white students to 

say that they avoid places at school.  In contrast, white students are the most likely to report being bullied 

at school.  These data also reveal, however, that the vast majority of students from all ethnic groups (well 

over 90%) say that they are not afraid at school.   

Because students’ decisions about what counts as a crime, as well as whether or not to report it, 

likely influence the data shown thus far, we also present data on the percentage of schools that reported at 

least one incident to the police during the 1996-1997 school year (figure 14).  These data reinforce the 
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pattern in figures 11 and 12 showing that serious crime is far less common than theft.  These data also 

reveal that predominantly minority schools were more likely to report at least one incident of theft or 

larceny to the police (41%) than the whitest schools (24%).  And 15% of predominantly minority schools 

reported at least one serious violent incident to the police, compared to only 6% of the whitest schools.   

Associations between crime and school poverty are weaker.  Reports of theft, fights, or violent 

crime differ only slightly between high and low poverty schools.  However, about 25% of schools from 

every socioeconomic bracket considered at least one attack or fight serious enough to merit a police 

report. 

Of course, students are not the only victims of school violence.  Table 21 reveals that 18% of 

teachers have been threatened by a student and 8% have been attacked.  And teachers at predominantly 

minority and predominantly poor schools are the most likely to have been threatened or attacked.  

Although most teachers have neither been threatened nor attacked, the fact that teachers at the poorest 

schools are twice as likely as those at the richest schools to have been attacked reinforces the notion that 

policy makers must provide especially strong incentives to attract good teachers to poor schools (Ladd 

and Hansen 1999). 

In response to crime, many schools implement safety measures.  As table 22 shows, about 12% of 

predominantly minority high schools and 10% of poor high schools have metal detectors, compared to 

less than 1% of white or rich high schools. About a third of predominantly minority and poor high schools 

use random metal detector checks of students, compared to less than 10% of white and rich high schools.  

Predominantly minority high schools are also much more likely (79%) than white high schools (25%) to 

have a daily police presence, although poor and non-poor high schools are equally likely to have police.  

Although metal detectors and police probably help students feel less afraid, these same safety measures 

also signal to students (and prospective parents and teachers) that crime must be a problem.  
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IV. Private and “Choice” School Enrollment Trends 
 

Our description of public school quality begs the question of whether we have understated ethnic 

and socioeconomic inequalities in children’s access to high quality schools by ignoring private schools.  

Inequality increases at the margin every time a high-achieving student, a very-involved parent, or a 

highly-qualified teacher moves from a poor or predominantly minority school into a whiter or richer 

school (whether public or private).  One might presume that pro-choice advocates’ growing push for 

private school vouchers may have forced states and school districts to increase the public school choices 

available to their constituents and that this might have led to greater “creaming” off of good students and 

parents (and, subsequently, good teachers) from disadvantaged schools.  Likewise, one might suspect that 

growing income inequality has allowed more affluent parents to choose private schools. 

However, the aggregate trends we describe in this review include public schools of choice—

namely, charter schools and magnet schools--so any systematic movement of affluent or white children 

into those types of schools would appear in our tables as an increase in the quality of richer or whiter 

schools over the decade.  And, although the length of this chapter precludes us from presenting details 

about private school quality, the percentage of children enrolled in private schools (about 10%) is about 

the same as it was in 1970 (Reardon and Yun 2002) and changed little over the 1990s.   

Student enrollment in public “choice” schools did, however, increase over the 1990s (see table 

23).  By 1999, 12% of white students, 18% of Latino students, and 23% of African American students 

attended public schools that were not their assigned schools.  Given that many parents exercise school 

choice before they even move into a home, these relatively high rates of attendance at public schools of 

choice suggest that a large fraction of parents, particularly African American and Latino parents, are 

exercising school choice within the public school system. 

V.  Conclusion 

Because non-white and poor students often attend different schools than their white and non-poor 

counterparts, and lag behind them academically, the purpose of this chapter was to review what we know 

about the extent of school inequality nationwide and how it changed in recent decades.   



 25 

Some aspects of school quality grew more unequal between the late 1980s and the late 1990s, 

especially between white and predominantly minority schools.  Gaps in teachers’ education and 

experience widened somewhat.  And teachers in predominantly minority and very poor schools became 

even more likely than their counterparts in whiter and richer schools to feel that their teaching materials 

were inadequate.  Other aspects of school quality seem to have declined in general.  Teachers became 

slightly more likely to teach subjects outside their main assignment field, and the selectivity of the 

colleges from which teachers graduated may have declined as well. 

Yet, over the same time period, other aspects of school quality became more equal.  In particular, 

school Internet access became ubiquitous, gaps in classroom Internet access decreased, and gaps in 

computer availability shrank considerably.  And other aspects of school quality improved across the 

board.  The school day got longer, graduation requirements increased, class sizes shrank, and the 

incidence of non-serious crime at school—such as theft—declined. 

Nonetheless, at the beginning of the 21st century, disparities in teachers’ education, credentials, 

experience, subject matter knowledge, and cognitive skills favor white and non-poor schools.  Poor 

schools also offer less music and visual arts instruction than their non-poor counterparts, and have more 

buildings in need of repair.  Minority schools have fewer support staff, such as counselors, than whiter 

schools, and are more likely to be extremely over-crowded.  And African American and Latino students 

are more likely than white students to avoid places at school and fear being attacked.  

Our tabulations of these disparities in school quality help to bring up-to-date James Coleman’s 

(1966) tabulations in his famous Equality of Educational Opportunity report, which described the extent 

of school inequality in 1965.  And although our chapter covers much less ground, it merits the same wise 

caveats Coleman raised years ago.   

 First, we present only averages in this chapter, which necessarily obscure considerable variation 

within each “type” of school.  Thus, when tables show apparent ethnic and socioeconomic equality in 

school characteristics, these similarities should not be taken to imply that all schools are equal.  Indeed, 
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even when school quality is not associated with ethnic or socioeconomic composition, it often varies quite 

substantially among schools.   

 Second, this chapter uses what social scientists refer to as a “variable-based” analytic approach to 

describe school inequality.  Each table examines a separate aspect of school quality and asks whether it 

differs between poor and non-poor schools or between predominantly minority and white schools.  And, 

while most tables show disparities that favor whiter and richer schools, many of these disparities, as 

Coleman found nearly forty years ago, are not that large.  

But children do not experience variables in isolation.  To the extent that the inequalities shown in 

separate tables are correlated with one another, some students likely experience considerably “worse” 

schools than others.  Children who attend “bad schools” sit in classrooms that lack enough materials to go 

around and that are too crowded for the teacher to walk in between desks or move a “problem” child 

away from the group.  These children’s teachers lack experience, classroom management skills, and the 

knowledge and talent needed to communicate their subject matter accurately and joyfully.  These same 

students attend schools that offer neither gifted programs nor art instruction.  As these disparities add-up, 

the effects of slightly larger classes, slightly less knowledgeable teachers, and slightly fewer perks begin 

to accumulate.  And since many students attend middle schools and high schools that are similar to their 

elementary schools, some will experience a long string—maybe even twelve consecutive years-- of “bad 

schools,” while others may get a long, consecutive string of “good schools.”  We suspect that future 

research using a “case-based” approach to understanding school inequality will be better able to identify 

the sets or clusters of “bad schools” for which policy intervention could have the largest payoff. 
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Data Appendix 

The data we analyze in this chapter come from two main sources, the Common Core of Data 

(CCD), 2000-01, and the Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), 1987-88 and 1999-00.  

We restrict the SASS samples to make them comparable with the Fast Response Survey System 

(FRSS) samples to which we compare them in some tables.  Our SASS samples include charter and 

magnet schools but exclude special education, vocational/technical, alternative schools, and schools that 

do not offer any grades between 1 and 12.  Our sample sizes of elementary and secondary schools, taken 

together, range from 7,325 to 8,368.  Our teacher samples include only full-time teachers of grades 1 

through 12 who taught general elementary, math, science, English/language arts, social studies, or foreign 

languages.  Our sample sizes of elementary and secondary teachers, taken together, range from 18,790 to 

22,150.  We weight all SASS estimates with the appropriate school or teacher weights and use the SASS-

provided replicate weights and the BRR replication method in WesVar 4.0 to correct the standard errors 

for stratification and clustering.  We show these standard errors in parentheses.  See Broene and Rust 

(2000) for a comparison of variance estimation in the SASS using different types of software packages.   

For comparability with the FRSS, we define elementary teachers as those who teach self-

contained classes (95% of teachers of self-contained classes teach in elementary schools).  We define 

secondary teachers as those who teach in departmentalized settings.  Certification refers to a "regular or 

standard state certificate, or advanced professional certificate" (as opposed to a provisional, probationary, 

temporary, or emergency certificate, or no certificate).  We define elementary schools as schools in which 

the lowest grade is any of grades PK-4 and the highest grade is any of grades 1-8.  High schools are 

schools in which the lowest grade is any of grades 7-12 and the highest grade is any of grades 9-12. 

 When tables show the SASS and FRSS data side-by-side, the standard errors are larger for the 

FRSS because its samples are smaller.  Moreover, estimates from the SASS (’93-’94) and FRSS (’98) 

have fewer decimal places because these numbers come from published reports (Lewis et al. 1999). 
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1 NAEP reported reading scores by parental education beginning in 1971 but did not provide separate data 

for Latinos until 1975.  Math scores are available by ethnicity and parental education beginning in 1973, 

but we excluded the 1973 assessment because it had very few items in common with later assessments. 

2 Thirteen-year-olds’ reports of their parents’ education are more complete, and likely more reliable, than 

those of nine-year-olds.  In 1999, for example, 11% of thirteen-year-olds in the reading sample reported 

that they didn’t know their parents’ education, compared to 34% of nine-year-olds (Campbell, Mazzeo, 

and Hombo 2000).  Trends for thirteen-year-olds are also less likely than those for seventeen-year-olds to 

have been influenced by changing ethnic or socioeconomic differentials in high school dropout rates. 

3 Many researchers have shown that black-white gaps narrowed during this period (e.g., Jaynes and 

Williams 1989, Grissmer, Flanagan, and Williamson 1998, Hauser and Huang 1996, Hedges and Nowell 

1998, Phillips, Crouse, and Ralph 1998).  See Cook and Evans (2000), Grissmer et al. (1998), and Hedges 

and Nowell (1998) for evidence on why the gaps narrowed. 

4 Small Latino samples in NAEP produce large standard errors.  Thus, while the decline in the Latino-

white math gap is statistically significant, the decline in the Latino-white reading gap is not statistically 

significant at the .05 level (see standard errors in the appendices of Campbell et al. (2000)). 

5 Phillips et al. (1998a) found that the reading gap widened but that the math gap did not widen.  Phillips 

et al.’s analyses did not include post-1996 data, however.  Campbell et al. (2000) show that the 1999 

black-white math gap was statistically significantly larger than the 1986 math gap. 

6 NAEP administers two different achievement tests to two samples of U.S. students.  Trend data come 

from students in the “trend sample,” who take tests that contain many of the same items year after year.  

The NAEP “main sample” takes tests that are aligned to changing curricular standards and are not 

comparable over time (nor are they comparable to data from trend samples displayed in earlier figures). 

7 Phillips et al. (1998a) argue, however, that although cross-sectional test score gaps remain constant over 

the school years, this need not imply that gaps among similarly-prepared students do not widen with age. 
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8 Many people assume that ethnic differences in test scores simply reflect socioeconomic differences.  

However, the test score gap between African American and white students whose parents have the same 

income and education is nearly as large as the overall gap (Jencks and Phillips 1998).  Studies that have 

tried to equate the “family environment” of ethnic groups, by considering traditional measures of 

socioeconomic status as well as parenting practices, have explained between half and all of the gap, 

depending on the data set and the size of the gap (see, e.g., Phillips, et al. 1998b; Fryer and Levitt 2002). 

9 The College Board (2002) reports separate scores for students of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and other 

Latino origin.  We report a weighted average that combines scores for these groups.  The denominator for 

the gaps is the verbal or math standard deviation for all SAT I test takers in 2002. 

10 These income cut-offs correspond roughly to the bottom and top quintiles of the income distribution of 

students who took the SAT I in 2002.  The average score for the bottom quintile represents the weighted 

average of scores for the lowest three income categories. 

11 Estimates in this paragraph come from the authors’ analyses of NELS high school transcript data and 

Prospects school records data for third graders.  For NELS, we averaged transcript reports of math, 

science, English, and social studies grades and recoded the average to reflect a 4.0 scale. We weighted our 

estimates with the transcript panel weight for grades 8-12 because our estimates of mother’s education 

come from students’ and parents’ reports beginning in 8th grade. For Prospects, we used the methods 

reported in Phillips (2000) but our estimates differ slightly because we do not hold gender constant. 

12 In high school, Asian Americans’ grades are .3 grade points higher than those of whites. Thus, if Asians 

are the comparison group, grade disparities among ethnic groups are much larger (.94 standard deviations 

for the Asian-black gap and .77 standard deviations for the Asian-Latino gap). 

13 See Grogger and Eide (1995) and Murnane, Willett, and Levy (1995) for evidence on increasing returns 

to cognitive skills.  See Jencks and Phillips (1998) for suggestive evidence that the economic returns to 

cognitive skills rose more for African Americans than for whites between the 1960s and 1990s. 
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14 The adjusted difference between the B.A.-completion rates of African Americans and whites is 1.52 

percent, which is not statistically significant.  Also, Asian Americans complete college at a higher rate 

than any other ethnic group, even conditioning on eighth grade test scores and grades.  Our estimates are 

based on logit models that include NELS respondents with scores on all eighth-grade tests and self-

reported eighth-grade grades (N=10,693 in the ethnicity model; N=10,636 in the parents’ education 

model).  Adjusted models include math, reading, science, social studies test scores (and their squares), 

self-reported grades (and its square), and are weighted with the f4bypnwt; standard errors are adjusted for 

clustering.  The predicted probability calculations hold test scores and grades at their mean. 

15 These enrollment statistics come from Supplemental Tables 2-1 and 2-3 of the Condition of Education 

2002 (Wirt et al. 2002).  Bielick, Chandler, and Broughman (1999) estimate that another 850,000 U.S. 

students are home schooled.  We compare the quality of public and private schools overall, as well as 

those located in similar neighborhoods, in a separate paper. 

16 In fact, Cook and Evans’s (2000) analysis of why the black-white test score gap narrowed during the 

1970s and 1980s found that 75% of the convergence could be attributed to narrowing within schools, 

whereas only 25% of the reduction resulted from changes in parental background and changes in quality 

differences among schools.  See Lucas (1998) for evidence on the effects of tracking on inequality.  See 

Ferguson (1998) for an excellent review of the tracking and ability-grouping literature. 

17 These tabulations differ slightly (at the tenth place) from those reported in Frankenberg, Lee, and 

Orfield (2003) because we do not impute missing ethnic enrollment data in the Common Core (CCD) for 

Tennessee but they do. 

18 For more information on trends in school segregation, see Frankenberg et al. (2003).  They show that 

the percentage of black students attending predominantly minority schools fell during the late 1960s and 

early 1970s, held constant during the 1980s, and then increased.  In contrast, the percentage of Latino 

students attending predominantly minority schools increased between the late 1960s and the early 1980s.  

We do not show those trends here, however, because we do not trust the comparability of the data over 
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time.  Prior to 1987, data on schools’ ethnic enrollments were gathered by the U.S. Department of 

Education’s Office of Civil Rights.  Because the data were collected explicitly for civil rights enforcement 

purposes, the Office of Civil Rights often did not gather data from suburbs, particularly suburbs with few 

minority students.  According to Orfield (1983:37) “the data are particularly inadequate for metropolitan 

areas with highly fragmented educational systems that include many small suburban districts.  This 

pattern characterizes the older urban centers of the East and Midwest – areas that are often the centers of 

segregation in what are now the nation’s most segregated states.” Also, surveys before 1980 rarely 

collected separate data for Latinos, and although we cannot find any specific documentation about the 

definitions used in pre-1980 data, we suspect that the definitions changed over time.  Frankenberg et al. 

(2003) also use data from the earliest CCDs to examine segregation trends.  However, CCD data from the 

late 1980s and early 1990s are incomplete.  For example, the first year that the CCD collected data on 

ethnic enrollments (1987-88), 17 states (enrolling 27.8% of U.S. students) did not report these numbers.   

19 Children qualify for free (reduced) meals if their family income falls below 130% (185%) of the 

poverty line (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2002). 

20 The latest CCD (2000-01), from which we tabulated these percentages, lacks subsidized meal data from 

AZ, CN, IL, TN, and WA.  We do not report historical trends for subsidized meal eligibility because 

different states report lunch data on the CCD from one year to the next. 

21 The correlation between the percentage minority and percentage poor was .62 in 2000-2001. 

22 Teachers also influence children’s social and psychological development, but scholars know even less 

about what makes a teacher “good” in those domains. 

23 For reviews on teacher quality, especially certification, see Darling-Hammond (2002), Darling-

Hammond, Berry, and Thoreson (2001), Goldhaber and Brewer (2000, 2001), and Walsh (2001a,b).  

24 Researchers have developed several measures of “out-of-field” teaching (Ingersoll 1998, 2001; 

Seastrom et al. 2002).  Although the “percentage of teachers with majors or minors in their main 

assignment field” underestimates the extent of the “out-of-field” teaching problem, we report this measure 
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because our teacher sample is limited to teachers with main assignments in regular subjects. 

Consequently, our sample would severely understate “out-of-field” teaching if we used measures based 

on the percentages of courses or students taught by teachers lacking a degree in a particular subject.  We 

defined teachers as having a major or minor in a field if they majored or minored in that field during 

either undergraduate, graduate, or professional training.  Although we restricted our sample more than 

Seastrom et al. (2002) did, we used their procedures for matching teachers’ degrees with school subjects.  

For simplicity, we used the broadest fields for “science” and “social studies.”  For instance, we 

considered biology, physics, and chemistry teachers to be science teachers and called them “in-field” if 

they had a degree in any of the sciences (thus, a physics teacher was in-field if he or she majored in 

biology, chemistry, or physics).  Obviously, estimates of “out-of-field” teaching would be much larger if 

fields were more narrowly defined. 

25 The percentages in table 5 overstate the extent of out-of-field teaching in high schools because they 

include middle schools.  Out-of-field teaching tends to be more common in middle schools (Seastrom et 

al. 2002), possibly because some middle schools use “block classes,” in which the same teacher teaches 

both math and science or both English and social studies, thus forcing teachers to be “out-of-field” for 

half of their classes.  We have not yet seen evidence on whether subject-specific expertise is less 

important for student learning in middle school than in high school.  

26 The estimates we report are approximate.  The college selectivity data come from the Higher Education 

Research Institute (HERI) selectivity file, which is based on public reports of institutions’ mean SAT 

and/or ACT scores.  Because we lacked selectivity data for the precise year in which many teachers 

entered college (the HERI file contains data for 1973, 1977, 1982, and 1999), we used the closest year for 

which we had data.  Fortunately, college selectivity is highly correlated from year to year— estimates 

from ’73, ’77, and ’82 correlate over .9; the ‘99 estimate correlates between .78 and .82 with the other 

estimates.  However, we choose to exclude the ‘99 selectivity data.  Because the ‘99 scores reflect 

recentering of the SAT in 1995, and because only teachers in the 1999-2000 sample could have entered 
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college closer to 1999 than to 1982, using the ‘99 selectivity scores would have reduced the comparability 

of the two time periods.  Note, however, that analyses using the ‘99 selectivity scores showed overall 

averages in 1999-2000 that were about 10 points higher than in 1987-88, a smaller gap (7 points) between 

high and low minority schools and a larger gap (46 points) between high and low poverty schools. 

27 Note, though, that when we categorize schools according to their percentages of African American 

students, the selectivity gap between the bottom and top quartile is 46 points.  The gap between quartiles 

of schools defined based on the percentage of Latino students is 31 points. 

28 Most schools are already located in districts that require teacher applicants to pass a basic skills or 

professional knowledge test—although the content and difficulty of these tests vary widely across 

districts and states-- and disadvantaged schools are, if anything, more likely than other types of schools to 

be located in districts that require such tests (table available from the authors).  

29 We intended to examine changes in participation in professional development--hypothesizing that 

participation may have increased, and inequality decreased, due to the pressures of accountability reform. 

However, questions on previous SASS questionnaires refer to a different time frame (“since the end of the 

last school year” instead of “in the last 12 months”), making the data incomparable over time. 

30 Boozer, Krueger, and Wolkon (1992) show that pupil-teacher ratios (a proxy for class size), and 

inequalities between African American and white students, declined dramatically over the 20th century. 

31 In the Midwest, predominantly minority and poor schools are more likely than other schools to be 

located in districts with heavier graduation requirements, and this pattern drives the results in table 10.  In 

other regions, however, predominantly minority and predominantly poor schools tend to be located in 

districts that have neither much higher nor much lower graduation requirements than other schools.  

32 In California, Betts, Rueben, and Danenberg (2000) found that 2.0 percent of courses at the median 

school in the bottom SES quintile were AP, compared to 3.2 percent of courses at the median school in 

the top SES quintile.  Betts et al. also showed large within-quintile variance in AP offerings: 7.1 percent 

of the courses offered by schools at the 90th percentile of the top SES quintile are AP, compared to .6 
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percent of courses at schools at the 10th percentile of the bottom SES quintile.  According to the ACLU 

(1999), California is at the “forefront nationally” in offering AP courses – the exemplar schools they 

compared in their lawsuit were Beverly Hills High School, which offers 45 AP classes, and Arvin High 

School, which offers 2. 

33 Some of this difference is driven by schools with very large collections.  Nonetheless, when we 

compare the holdings of the median white school and the median predominantly minority school, the 

white school still has 3,900 fewer books than its predominantly minority counterpart. 

34  Schools often had more instructional computers than they could use efficiently given their structural 

deficiencies.  In the GAO (1995) survey, 61.2% reported inadequate phone lines for instructional use, 

60.6% reported inadequate conduits/raceways/computer network cables, 57.5% reported inadequate 

modems, 46.1% reported inadequate electrical wiring, and 34.6% reported inadequate electrical power. 

Only 25.2% reported inadequate instructional computers.  In site visits, GAO observers found brand-new 

computers still in boxes because schools did not have enough electrical power to use them.  

35 A major cause of the rapid reduction in technology disparities seems to be the E-Rate program, which 

subsidized low-income schools’ acquisition of Internet access (see Goolsbee and Guryan 2002). 

36 Wirt et al. (2002) report NAEP reading scores in 2000 by the percentage of students eligible for 

subsidized meals.  Based on Wirt et al.’s categories, in “low poverty” schools fewer than 11% of students 

are eligible for subsidized meals and the mean NAEP score is 236.  In “high poverty” schools, over 75% 

of students are eligible for subsidized meals and the mean NAEP score for this group is 191.  The student-

level fourth-grade standard deviation for reading scores is 40 points. 



% of All 
Schools

% of All 
Students

% of White 
Students

% of African-
Am. Students

% of Latino 
Students

% of Asian- 
Am. Students

% of Poor 
Students

% of Non-
Poor Students

School Minority Enrollment 
≤5% 25.3 18.4 29.5 0.9 0.9 2.9 11.4 23.9
6-20% 23.4 23.5 33.9 6.0 5.8 14.7 12.3 28.9
21-50% 22.0 24.1 26.1 22.1 17.4 28.3 20.5 26.2
>50% 29.3 34.0 10.6 71.1 75.9 54.2 55.9 21.2
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment (Categories used for teacher quality measures)
<15% 21.5 24.0 32.9 7.4 8.6 28.5 4.3 36.3
15-32% 23.9 25.1 31.2 15.4 13.6 24.0 15.1 31.4
33-59% 28.5 26.2 26.1 27.6 25.5 23.9 30.4 23.5
>59% 26.1 24.7 9.9 49.6 52.4 23.5 50.2 8.7
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment (Categories used for technology, arts instruction, and some safety measures)
<35% 48.0 51.5 66.9 24.8 23.9 54.5 21.5 70.4
35-49% 16.7 15.5 16.1 15.1 13.8 14.0 16.7 14.7
50-74% 20.3 18.5 13.4 27.9 27.1 17.9 29.3 11.7
≥75% 15.0 14.5 3.6 32.3 35.3 13.5 32.5 3.2
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment (Categories used for school facilities measures)
<20% 28.7 32.1 43.5 11.2 12.2 36.7 8.0 47.3
20-39% 25.9 25.6 30.1 19.1 16.6 23.3 19.5 29.4
40-69% 27.5 25.1 21.3 32.8 30.6 23.8 35.0 18.9
≥70% 18.0 17.2 5.0 37.0 40.6 16.2 37.5 4.4

Table 1: Distribution of Schools and Students in Minority and Poverty Enrollment Categories Used in This Chapter, by Student 
Ethnicity and Poverty

Source: Authors' tabulations of the Common Core Dataset (CCD) school level file for 2000-01.



M.A. Cert (Elem.) Cert. (Sec.) M.A. Cert (Elem.) Cert. (Sec.) M.A. Cert (Elem.) Cert. (Sec.) M.A. Cert (Elem.) Cert. (Sec.)
Minority Enrollment
≤5% 45.3 90.5 91.6 47 95 91 49 96 92 47.9 92.9 86.5

(0.7) (0.7) (0.4) (1.0) (0.8) (0.5) (1.9) (0.8) (1.4) (1.0) (0.8) (0.8)
6-20% 47.0 90.4 91.1 48 95 90 51 95 94 48.8 92.8 88.8

(1.0) (0.8) (0.6) (1.1) (0.8) (0.8) (2.1) (1.1) (0.9) (1.1) (0.7) (0.7)
21-50% 45.1 90.2 90.5 44 94 91 43 93 93 42.7 93.4 86.6

(0.8) (1.2) (0.8) (1.0) (0.9) (0.7) (2.1) (1.6) (1.0) (1.0) (0.9) (1.1)
>50% 43.7 87.6 86.7 43 90 87 38 88 87 40.3 85.6 82.1

(0.9) (1.3) (0.9) (1.3) (1.5) (1.1) (2.2) (1.7) (1.2) (1.1) (1.4) (1.0)

<15% 51.6 90.4 91.5 53 93 91 57 94 92 53.1 92.2 87.6
(0.8) (0.8) (0.5) (1.0) (0.7) (0.6) (1.8) (1.3) (1.2) (1.0) (1.0) (0.7)

15-32% 43.8 90.5 91.4 46 96 91 46 95 93 45.0 93.9 86.4
(0.7) (0.8) (0.6) (0.9) (0.7) (0.6) (2.0) (1.5) (1.0) (1.1) (0.8) (0.8)

33-59% 40.5 90.5 88.5 41 93 89 41 95 94 41.0 91.6 84.2
(1.1) (0.9) (0.9) (1.0) (0.8) (0.7) (2.4) (0.9) (1.0) (1.1) (0.9) (0.9)

>59% 41.3 87.0 85.7 41 91 86 37 90 87 39.5 87.0 83.3
(1.1) (1.3) (1.5) (1.2) (1.3) (1.5) (2.3) (1.3) (1.5) (1.3) (1.3) (1.5)

Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment

1999-00

Table 2: Percent of Public School Teachersa Who Have a Master's Degree and Full Certification, by Minority Enrollment and Poverty 
Enrollment: 1987-88 to 1999-2000

1987-88 1993-94 1998

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1987-88 (authors' calculations), 1993-94 (as reported in 
Lewis et al. 1999), 1999-00 (authors' calculations) and Fast Response Survey (FRSS) 1998 (as reported in Lewis et al. 1999).  
a  See data appendix for description of school and teacher sample.



Teaching Current School Teaching Current School Teaching Current School Teaching Current School
Minority Enrollment
≤5% 15.34 10.66 16 12 17 13 15.95 11.68

(0.08) (0.09) (0.2) (0.2) (0.4) (0.3) (0.18) (0.20)
6-20% 15.34 9.59 16 10 16 10 15.57 9.86

(0.11) (0.13) (0.2) (0.2) (0.4) (0.3) (0.25) (0.21)
21-50% 15.04 8.94 16 9 15 9 14.62 8.83

(0.19) (0.15) (0.2) (0.2) (0.4) (0.3) (0.22) (0.19)
>50% 14.98 8.53 14 9 13 8 13.42 8.17

(0.19) (0.15) (0.2) (0.2) (0.5) (0.3) (0.23) (0.18)

<15% 15.86 10.35 17 11 16 11 15.54 10.27
(0.10) (0.11) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.19) (0.17)

15-32% 15.02 9.66 16 10 17 11 15.26 9.90
(0.16) (0.13) (0.2) (0.2) (0.4) (0.4) (0.21) (0.21)

33-59% 14.88 9.23 15 10 16 10 14.88 9.68
(0.14) (0.11) (0.2) (0.2) (0.4) (0.4) (0.20) (0.21)

>59% 14.58 8.71 14 9 13 8 13.55 8.36
(0.21) (0.18) (0.2) (0.2) (0.4) (0.3) (0.25) (0.19)

Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment

Table 3: Public School Teachers' Years of Experience and Years at Current School, by Minority Enrollment and Poverty Enrollment: 1987-
88 to 1999-2000

1987-88 1993-94 1998 1999-00

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1987-88 (authors' calculations), 1993-94 (as 
reported in Lewis et al. 1999), 1999-00 (authors' calculations) and Fast Response Survey (FRSS) 1998 (as reported in Lewis et al. 1999).  



% Teachers in Same 
School

% Teachers with 0-1 Yrs. 
Experience

Minority Enrollment
≤5% 89.2 4.4

(0.53) (0.30)
6-20% 87.0 5.2

(0.68) (0.39)
21-50% 85.5 5.2

(0.75) (0.41)
>50% 83.8 7.8

(0.73) (0.59)
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<15% 88.3 5.5

(0.53) (0.38)
15-32% 87.4 4.9

(0.70) (0.43)
33-59% 86.2 5.2

(0.63) (0.39)
>59% 83.1 7.5

(0.92) (0.62)

Table 4: Percentage of Teachers Who Remained in the Same 
School Between Spring 1999 and Fall 2000 and Percentage of 
New Teachers, by Minority and Poverty Enrollment: 1999-2000

Sources: Authors' calculations using U.S. Department of 
Education, NCES, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1999-00 
(which includes some data from 2001 Teacher Follow-up Survey 
(TFS)).



Minority Enrollment
English Math Science Soc. Sci. English Math Science Soc. Sci. English Math Science Soc. Sci. English Math Science Soc. Sci.

≤5% 82.6 82.1 79.4 90.6 78 79 82 88 87 85 93 88 77.8 79.7 84.7 84.2
(1.6) (1.6) (1.7) (1.3) (1.6) (1.6) (1.8) (1.3) (3.0) (4.4) (2.2) (3.8) (1.8) (1.9) (2.2) (2.0)

6-20% 84.6 81.8 83.2 88.1 78 79 89 87 89 81 89 88 81.5 77.8 85.4 86.1
(1.7) (1.9) (1.8) (1.7) (1.6) (2.7) (1.4) (1.9) (2.6) (3.7) (3.1) (3.6) (1.7) (2.4) (2.0) (2.1)

21-50% 78.0 78.8 74.8 87.4 81 77 79 85 86 87 88 93 73.5 78.7 75.3 85.8
(1.7) (2.0) (2.7) (1.6) (1.6) (2.6) (2.2) (2.3) (2.6) (3.9) (3.4) (2.7) (2.4) (2.2) (2.8) (2.0)

>50% 76.8 73.0 83.7 89.3 74 71 77 88 83 76 81 86 74.3 70.7 78.3 88.1
(1.8) (2.7) (2.7) (1.8) (2.6) (2.8) (2.8) (1.8) (3.7) (5.6) (4.7) (3.6) (2.2) (2.8) (2.7) (1.7)

Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<15% 86.0 85.5 85.7 90.7 84 81 86 89 90 87 93 91 81.2 78.4 88.9 88.6

(1.1) (1.4) (1.3) (1.2) (1.3) (1.9) (1.4) (1.4) (2.0) (3.4) (2.1) (2.6) (1.6) (2.2) (1.4) (1.6)
15-32% 81.4 78.7 79.0 89.8 78 79 84 89 89 89 92 87 80.8 85.8 81.3 83.4

(1.5) (1.7) (2.1) (1.5) (1.6) (2.2) (1.2) (1.5) (2.7) (3.1) (2.8) (3.6) (1.8) (1.4) (2.0) (2.4)
33-59% 78.0 76.6 71.1 85.1 73 70 76 84 86 81 81 89 71.5 72.3 72.0 85.1

(2.0) (2.6) (3.1) (2.1) (2.1) (2.6) (2.6) (2.6) (3.1) (4.1) (4.9) (3.2) (2.2) (2.3) (3.1) (1.9)
>59% 64.0 61.6 73.5 87.5 70 70 75 81 76 69 83 86 67.9 63.7 76.4 85.2

(3.2) (5.2) (4.6) (3.1) (2.9) (3.8) (3.9) (3.2) (5.0) (6.4) (6.0) (4.4) (3.1) (3.9) (3.3) (3.1)

Table 5: Percent of Secondary School (Grades 7-12) Teachers Who Have a Major or Minor in Their Main Teaching Field, by Minority 
Enrollment and Poverty Enrollment: 1987-88 to 1999-2000

1987-88 1993-94 1998 1999-00

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1987-88 (authors' calculations), 1993-94 (as reported in 
Lewis et al. 1999), 1999-00 (authors' calculations) and Fast Response Survey (FRSS) 1998 (as reported in Lewis et al. 1999).  



None 1-8 9-15 16-32 33 or more
Overall Minority Enrollment

≤5% 45.6 10.8 16.0 12.0 15.7
Minority Enrollment (0.85) (0.62) (0.76) (0.62) (0.63)
≤5% 6-20% 41.2 11.3 15.1 13.6 18.9

(1.03) (0.61) (0.69) (0.61) (0.90)
6-20% 21-50% 39.7 10.9 14.7 14.6 20.2

(0.94) (0.70) (0.69) (0.91) (0.87)
21-50% >50% 33.0 12.0 17.6 15.4 21.9

(1.01) (0.65) (0.76) (0.76) (0.88)
>50% Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment

<15% 44.0 12.3 15.6 12.1 16.0
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment (0.94) (0.64) (0.69) (0.60) (0.65)
<15% 15-32% 41.4 10.1 15.4 13.0 20.0

(1.11) (0.57) (0.65) (0.71) (0.94)
15-32% 33-59% 39.6 11.0 15.9 14.8 18.7

(0.96) (0.56) (0.61) (0.73) (0.94)
33-59% >59% 33.0 11.3 17.0 16.0 22.7

(1.23) (0.83) (0.87) (0.83) (0.93)
>59%

(3.4)

(1.4)
930.5
(3.3)
920.9

(2.9)

959.6

(3.0)
921.9

(1.8)
937.8
(2.6)
936.0

(1.0)

947.2
(1.9)
952.7

933.8
(2.2)
926.1
(3.6)

981.5
(1.5)
954.4
(1.8)

944.3
(2.2)
944.5
(3.3)

Table 7: Hours of In-Depth, Subject-Specific Professional 
Development Received by Public School Teachers Within the Past 
12 Months, by Minority and Poverty Enrollment: 1999-2000

Table 6: Average SAT Score of Students Admitted to 
Teachers' Alma Mater, by Minority and Poverty 
Enrollment: 1987-88 and 1999-2000

1987-88
955.7

1999-00
943.4

(2.4)

(1.1)

962.2
(1.4)
961.7

Source: Authors' calculations using teachers' reports of 
college attended and year graduated from SASS 1987-88 
and 1999-2000 and HERI selectivity file.

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and 
Staffing Survey (SASS) 1999-00 (authors' calculations).  



Hours/Day Days/Year Hours/Day Days/Year Elem. Sec. Elem. Sec. Elem. Sec. Elem. Sec.
Total 6.41 179.02 6.64 179.01 Overall 25.3 24.1 24 24 23 24 22.1 23.9

(0.01) (0.05) (0.01) (0.12) (0.12) (0.12) (0.1) (0.1) (0.2) (0.1) (0.11) (0.10)
Minority Enrollment Minority Enrollment
≤5% 6.46 178.83 6.67 178.78 ≤5% 24.8 22.9 23 23 22 23 21.2 22.5

(0.01) (0.06) (0.01) (0.09) (0.24) (0.21) (0.2) (0.1) (0.4) (0.2) (0.16) (0.17)
6-20% 6.37 179.02 6.62 178.46 6-20% 25.8 24.1 24 24 23 24 22.0 24.4

(0.02) (0.07) (0.01) (0.47) (0.36) (0.22) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.2) (0.17) (0.20)
21-50% 6.42 179.08 6.63 178.97 21-50% 25.5 24.9 24 25 23 24 22.0 24.2

(0.02) (0.19) (0.02) (0.11) (0.33) (0.36) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.21) (0.19)
>50% 6.34 179.39 6.62 179.76 >50% 25.7 25.7 24 25 23 25 22.8 24.7

(0.02) (0.22) (0.02) (0.08) (0.25) (0.34) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.3) (0.26) (0.21)
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<15% 6.41 179.40 6.61 178.93 <15% 26.3 24.2 24 24 23 24 22.6 24.4

(0.01) (0.09) (0.01) (0.54) (0.31) (0.17) (0.2) (0.1) (0.3) (0.3) (0.20) (0.17)
15-32% 6.42 178.76 6.64 179.10 15-32% 25.2 23.9 24 23 22 24 22.0 24.1

(0.01) (0.14) (0.01) (0.10) (0.24) (0.21) (0.2) (0.1) (0.4) (0.3) (0.18) (0.16)
33-59% 6.44 178.98 6.66 178.84 33-59% 24.7 23.8 24 24 22 24 21.9 23.6

(0.02) (0.14) (0.02) (0.12) (0.23) (0.31) (0.2) (0.2) (0.2) (0.3) (0.19) (0.25)
>59% 6.38 178.86 6.63 179.24 >59% 24.8 24.7 24 24 23 24 22.0 23.1

(0.02) (0.29) (0.02) (0.10) (0.27) (0.48) (0.2) (0.3) (0.3) (0.4) (0.26) (0.27)

Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment

Table 8: Average Hours in the School Day and Days in 
the School Year, by Minority and Poverty Enrollment: 
1987-88 and 1999-2000

1987-88 1999-00

Table 9: Average Class Sizes in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, by 
School Type, Minority Enrollment, and Poverty Enrollment: 1987-88 to 1999-
2000

1987-88 1993-94 1998 1999-00

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools 
and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1987-88 and 1999-00 
(authors' calculations).

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and Staffing Survey 
(SASS) 1987-88 (authors' calculations), 1993-94 (as reported in Lewis et al. 
1999), 1999-00 (authors' calculations) and Fast Response Survey (FRSS) 
1998 (as reported in Lewis et al. 1999).  



English
Math/ 

Computer 
Scienceb

Science Social 
Studies English Math Science Social 

Studies

Overall 3.79 2.37 2.02 2.78 3.86 2.60 2.32 3.00
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Minority Enrollment
≤5% 3.69 2.30 1.98 2.71 3.79 2.50 2.23 2.94

(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.02)
6-20% 3.87 2.35 2.00 2.81 3.85 2.61 2.30 3.06

(0.02) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
21-50% 3.84 2.44 2.08 2.79 3.98 2.71 2.47 3.11

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.01) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
>50% 3.92 2.50 2.07 2.92 3.90 2.63 2.33 2.93

(0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<15% 3.76 2.31 1.95 2.75 3.85 2.58 2.31 3.09

(0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)
15-32 3.83 2.39 2.02 2.79 3.83 2.59 2.31 2.95

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
33-59% 3.77 2.42 2.13 2.79 3.91 2.67 2.36 2.98

(0.08) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04) (0.03)
>59% 3.98 2.58 2.22 2.86 3.88 2.58 2.32 2.94

(0.02) (0.07) (0.09) (0.09) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)

Table 10: Number of Classes Public High Schoolsa Require for Graduation, by Subject and 
Minority and Poverty Enrollment, 1987-88 and 1999-2000

1987-88 1999-00

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1987-88 and 
1999-00 (authors' calculations).
a Sample limited to "regular" (i.e., not special education or vocational) schools that have grades 9-
12 and report based on a 4-year high school program. 
bIn 1987-88, districts reported math and computer science together.  In 1999-2000, they reported 
math and computer science requirements separately.  We chose to report the math scores alone for 
1999-2000.  If anything, increases from the "math/computer science" category in 1987-88 to the 
"math" category in 1999-2000 underestimate increases in math requirements since both math and 
computer science requirements rose during that time period.



Elementary Schools High Schools

Gifted Program AP Program Grossly Grossly
Minority Enrollment Inadequate Inadequate
≤5% 72.81 61.45 Overall 23.0 7.4 25.5 8.9

(1.21) (1.42) (0.4) (0.2) (0.5) (0.3)
6-20% 72.02 76.32

(1.90) (1.55) ≤5% 20.3 6.0 19.4 5.0
21-50% 73.70 81.23 (0.7) (0.4) (0.8) (0.4)

(1.94) (1.83) 6-20% 21.6 6.3 20.1 6.1
>50% 64.81 75.68 (0.7) (0.4) (0.9) (0.5)

(1.95) (2.01) 21-50% 21.5 7.0 23.9 8.7
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment (0.8) (0.5) (0.9) (0.6)
<15% 76.37 82.35 >50% 31.7 12.2 36.5 14.6

(1.84) (1.53) (1.0) (0.8) (1.1) (0.8)
15-32% 75.37 71.25 Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment

(1.66) (1.72) <15% 20.2 6.4 19.7 6.1
33-59% 71.73 64.24 (0.7) (0.4) (0.7) (0.5)

(1.65) (1.70) 15-32% 22.2 6.7 22.7 7.3
>59% 62.97 61.56 (0.7) (0.4) (0.8) (0.5)

(1.60) (2.42) 33-59% 23.3 7.2 26.1 8.8
(0.7) (0.5) (1.1) (0.6)

>59% 31.0 11.7 34.4 13.8
(1.1) (0.8) (1.2) (0.9)

Minority Enrollment

InadequateInadequate

Table 11: Percent of Public Elementary and High Schools 
Offering Gifted or AP Programs, by Minority and Poverty 
Enrollment: 1999-2000

Table 12: Percent of Public School Teachers Who Report That They 
Lack Sufficient Materials to Teach, by Minority and Poverty 
Enrollment:  1987-88 and 1999-2000

1987-88 1999-00

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools 
and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1999-00 (authors' 
calculations).

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and 
Staffing Survey (SASS) 1987-88 (authors' calculations) and 1999-
00 (authors' calculations).  



Library/Media Centers Science Laboratories
Total Per Student Total Per Student Minority Enrollment

Minority Enrollment <5.5% 13.6 39.3
≤5% 9,084 34.5 11,268 33.6 5.5- <20.4% 11.0 38.9

(374) (1.7) (370) (1.0) 20.4- <50.4% 12.7 42.8
6-20% 9,634 24.1 14,534 23.8 ≥50.5% 15.5 49.1

(325) (0.7) (588) (1.7) Poverty Enrollment
21-50% 9,460 21.9 15,101 18.1 <20% 9.7 33.0

(236) (0.6) (450) (0.8) 20- <40% 10.7 38.0
>50% 8,533 17.9 16,247 21.8 40- <70% 15.2 48.5

(327) (0.6) (842) (1.6) ≥70% 15.0 50.3
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<15% 9,826 22.1 15,675 19.2

(209) (0.6) (505) (0.9)
15-32% 2,614 28.0 13,119 26.7

(235) (1.2) (449) (1.3)
33-59% 9,323 24.0 12,552 31.6

(429) (0.9) (652) (1.5)
>59% 8,224 21.6 12,154 29.9

(307) (0.9) (488) (1.7)

Table 13: Number of Books in Public Elementary and High School 
Libraries (Total and Per Student), by Minority and Poverty 
Enrollment: 1999-2000

Elementary Schools High Schools

Table 14: Percentage of Schools Reporting that Their 
Library/Media Centers and Science Laboratories Meet Functional 
Requirements "Not at all Well," by Minority and Poverty 
Enrollment: 1995

Source: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and 
Staffing Survey (SASS) 1999-00 (authors' calculations).

Source: "School Facilities: America's Schools Not Designed or 
Equipped for 21st Century," U.S. General Accounting Office 
(1995), tables IV.6 and IV.8.



Elem. Sec. Elem. Sec.

% 
Offer

% Have 
Equipped 

Room

% No 
Special 
Teacher

% 
Offer

% Have 
Equipped 

Room

% 
Offer

% Have 
Equipped 

Room

% No 
Special 
Teacher

% 
Offer

% Have 
Equipped 

Room
% Offer % Offer % Offer % Offer

Minority Enrollment
≤5% 95 71 8 90 93 92 58 23 94 89 17 9 15 39

(1.7) (4.2) (2.6) (2.7) (1.9) (2.2) (4.9) (4.2) (2.0) (2.4) (3.2) (2.1) (2.8) (3.6)
6-20% 97 70 11 93 95 89 59 20 92 89 18 13 18 57

(1.5) (4.5) (3.3) (2.5) (1.9) (2.8) (4.9) (3.8) (2.7) (3.0) (2.7) (2.7) (3.0) (4.5)
21-50% 94 72 11 92 86 86 57 31 97 86 17 17 18 56

(2.0) (3.5) (2.9) (2.7) (3.5) (3.6) (5.1) (4.6) (1.6) (3.8) (3.0) (2.7) (3.5) (4.1)
>50% 91 53 13 87 87 81 48 32 88 82 27 21 27 46

(3.0) (4.4) (2.5) (3.4) (3.5) (2.9) (4.5) (4.2) (3.6) (4.1) (3.6) (2.4) (3.6) (4.8)
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Students
<35% 97 70 9 92 95 94 65 18 96 92 20 16 20 53

(1.0) (3.6) (2.4) (1.7) (1.1) (1.5) (3.7) (2.4) (1.4) (1.7) (2.4) (1.5) (2.7) (2.7)
35-49% 98 69 11 92 88 74 51 27 93 87 17 11 16 48

(1.3) (5.3) (3.7) (3.2) (3.4) (4.6) (6.9) (6.1) (3.9) (4.6) (4.0) (3.1) (3.6) (6.3)
50-74% 94 70 15 89 85 89 48 36 85 79 25 12 21 38

(2.0) (4.8) (3.5) (3.3) (4.1) (2.8) (4.8) (3.9) (4.1) (4.6) (4.0) (2.8) (3.9) (4.5)
>75% 88 51 11 89 76 79 42 35 85 65 20 13 20 36

(3.5) (5.3) (2.4) (5.3) (8.1) (3.6) (4.5) (4.2) (6.8) (8.6) (3.0) (4.4) (3.2) (8.9)

Table 15: Percentage of Public Elementary and High Schools Offering Instruction in the Arts, Providing Specialized Rooms for Arts 
Instruction, and Lacking Arts Teachers, by Minority and Poverty Enrollment of Schools: 1999

Elementary
Music

Elementary
Drama/TheaterDanceVisual Arts

Secondary Secondary

Source: Arts Education in Public Elementary and Secondary Schools: 1999-2000 (Carey, Kleiner, Porch, Farris 2002), tables 1, B-1,10, B-10, 
11, B-11, 20, B-20, 23, B-23, 27, and B-27. They use data from U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS) 
"Elementary School Arts Education Survey: Fall 1999" and "Secondary School Arts Education Survey: Fall 1999."



1987-88
2- or 4-yr College 2- or 4-yr Collegea 4-yr College

Minority Enrollment
≤5% 53.35 65.91 44.68

(0.62) (0.62) (0.61)
6-20% 56.85 66.82 43.87

(0.85) (0.77) (0.90)
21-50% 52.45 65.49 41.29

(1.16) (0.93) (0.93)
>50% 48.26 62.05 37.84

(1.24) (1.02) (1.07)
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<15% 57.91 72.00 50.81

(0.74) (0.67) (0.71)
15-32% 50.67 64.83 41.52

(0.86) (0.67) (0.63)
33-59% 48.58 62.39 38.02

(1.17) (0.74) (0.78)
>59% 43.22 55.73 33.29

(2.34) (1.21) (1.07)

1999-00

Table 16: Percent of 12th Graders Who Went to Two- or Four-Year 
Colleges, by School Minority Enrollment and Poverty Enrollment: 1987-
88 and 1999-2000

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and Staffing 
Survey (SASS) 1987-88 and 1999-00 (authors' calculations).
a In 1987-88, the question about college asked the percent of students 
who "applied" to two- or four-year colleges.  In 1999-2000 the same 
question asked the percent of students who "went to."  In the 1987-88 
questionnaire, a single question asked about 2- and 4- year college 
going.  In 1999-00, two separate questions were asked. For 
comparability, we created a "2 or 4 year" variable for 1999-00, which 
we report above but also show 4-year college going separately. 



 

Nurses Psychologists Social   
Workers

Speech 
Therapists Counselors Nurses Psychologists Social   

Workers
Speech 

Therapists
Minority Enrollment
≤5% 0.21 0.17 0.07 0.30 0.39 0.17 0.12 0.07 0.17

(0.014) (0.017) (0.004) (0.018) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006)
6-20% 0.16 0.13 0.08 0.22 0.35 0.11 0.08 0.05 0.10

(0.006) (0.009) (0.005) (0.008) (0.010) (0.006) (0.006) (0.003) (0.007)
21-50% 0.15 0.12 0.08 0.21 0.33 0.11 0.06 0.04 0.08

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.008) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.003) (0.005)
>50% 0.16 0.12 0.08 0.19 0.35 0.11 0.06 0.07 0.12

(0.013) (0.013) (0.004) (0.012) (0.011) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.009)
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<15% 0.15 0.14 0.08 0.20 0.34 0.10 0.08 0.05 0.07

(0.006) (0.010) (0.004) (0.010) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
15-32% 0.17 0.13 0.08 0.22 0.35 0.13 0.09 0.06 0.12

(0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.007)
33-59% 0.16 0.16 0.07 0.24 0.39 0.14 0.10 0.06 0.17

(0.005) (0.010) (0.004) (0.012) (0.011) (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.010)
>59% 0.18 0.12 0.08 0.22 0.40 0.18 0.10 0.07 0.19

(0.013) (0.013) (0.004) (0.012) (0.015) (0.014) (0.009) (0.009) (0.013)

Table 17: Average Staff-Member-to-100-Pupils Ratios, for Different Types of Staff Members, by Minority and Povery Enrollment, 1999-2000
Elementary Schools High Schools

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1999-00 (authors' calculations).



School 
has

Less than 
Adequate 
Condition

School 
has

Less than 
Adequate 
Condition

School 
has

Less than 
Adequate 
Condition

Minority Enrollment
≤5% 99 19 68 11 25 12

(0.5) (3.2) (3.0) (3.4) (3.1) (4.3)
6-20% 100 18 70 14 39 22

(0.2) (3.5) (3.5) (3.2) (4.0) (5.3)
21-50% 100 16 62 16 44 14

N/A (2.7) (3.8) (4.6) (3.8) (3.7)
>50% 100 23 67 24 51 24

N/A (3.0) (3.4) (3.5) (4.2) (4.1)
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<20% 99 20 63 8 35 17

(0.6) (3.1) (3.3) (2.3) (3.3) (4.4)
20-39% 100 18 64 13 36 16

N/A (2.4) (3.7) (3.3) (3.0) (3.9)
40-69% 100 16 74 16 42 19

N/A (2.5) (3.5) (3.2) (2.7) (3.3)
≥70% 100 25 65 30 43 25

N/A (4.2) (4.4) (5.1) (4.6) (5.3)

Original Buildings Permanent Additions Temporary Buildings

Table 18: Percent of Public Schools Rating Building Features as Less Than Adequate,a 

by Minority and Poverty Enrollment: 1999

Source: Condition of America's Public School Facilities: 1999 (Lewis, Snow, Farris, 
Smerdon, Cronen, Kaplan, Greene 2000), tables 2 and 2a. They use data from the U.S. 
Department of Education, NCES, Fast Response Survey System (FRSS), Survey of the 
Condition of Public School Facilities, 1999. 
a "Less than adequate" includes ratings of "fair," "poor," and "needs to be replaced."



At least one 
feature Roofs

Framing, 
doors, 

foundations

Ext. walls, 
finishes, 

windows, doors

Interior 
finishes, trim Plumbing

Heat, 
ventilation, air 
conditioning

Electric 
power

Electrical 
lighting

Life safety 
features

Minority Enrollment
≤5% 48 21 15 26 14 22 28 18 16 18

(3.3) (2.8) (2.9) (3.2) (2.4) (2.8) (2.9) (2.6) (2.1) (2.8)
6-20% 49 25 15 23 17 26 29 18 16 22

(4.1) (3.8) (3.0) (3.4) (2.7) (3.8) (3.5) (2.9) (2.8) (3.5)
21-50% 46 17 12 17 14 23 25 19 15 18

(3.9) (3.0) (2.4) (2.7) (3.0) (3.7) (3.7) (3.3) (3.3) (3.5)
>50% 59 28 14 29 24 29 34 32 23 24

(3.4) (3.7) (2.5) (3.2) (3.2) (3.3) (3.4) (3.8) (4.0) (2.9)
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<20% 45 18 14 21 17 23 28 18 14 16

(3.4) (2.9) (2.4) (2.6) (2.5) (3.1) (3.0) (2.5) (2.1) (2.6)
20-39% 45 21 11 21 14 23 26 20 15 18

(3.7) (2.8) (2.3) (2.8) (2.4) (2.8) (2.7) (2.4) (2.3) (2.1)
40-69% 53 22 16 25 14 23 29 21 18 22

(3.3) (2.9) (2.3) (2.6) (2.6) (3.4) (2.8) (2.6) (2.7) (3.3)
≥70% 63 32 17 30 26 32 35 30 24 27

(4.5) (4.6) (3.9) (4.4) (4.2) (4.3) (4.2) (4.6) (5.2) (3.5)

Table 19: Percent of Public Schools Rating Building Features as Less Than Adequate, by Minority and Poverty Enrollment: 1999

Source: Condition of America's Public School Facilities: 1999 (Lewis et al. 2000), tables 4 and 4a. 



6-25% Over Capacity More than 25% Over Capacity
Minority Enrollment
≤5% 12 4

(3.0) (1.2)
6-20% 16 8

(3.1) (2.1)
21-50% 18 6

(2.4) (1.5)
>50% 13 15

(2.4) (2.7)
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment
<20% 16 6

(2.8) (1.6)
20-39% 13 8

(2.4) (1.8)
40-69% 16 7

(2.6) (2.0)
≥70% 12 12

(2.6) (2.9)

Table 20: Extent of Overcrowdinga in Schools, by Minority and Poverty 
Enrollment: 1999

Source: Condition of America's Public School Facilities: 1999 (Lewis et 
al. 2000), tables 19 and 19a. 
a Respondents reported how many students the school was designed to 
serve (permanent buildings only, not including portables or other 
temporary space) and how many students were currently enrolled in the 
school. Extent of overcrowding was estimated by subtracting total 
enrollment from the capacity of the schools' permanent buildings and 
dividing the difference by the capacity of the permanent buildings.



Never Threatened Never Attacked Metal Detectors at 
Entrances

Random Metal Detector 
Checks of Students

Daily Police 
Presence

Overall 82.1 92.2 Minority Enrollment
(0.38) (0.26) ≤5% 0.3 4.0 25.2

Minority Enrollment (0.1) (0.6) (1.3)
≤5% 84.8 94.3 6-20% 0.5 7.7 53.5

(0.60) (0.38) (0.3) (0.9) (1.8)
6-20% 85.9 94.1 21-50% 0.8 18.8 66.8

(0.71) (0.45) (0.3) (1.5) (2.0)
21-50% 81.8 91.9 >50% 12.0 35.7 79.4

(0.76) (0.58) (1.2) (2.1) (1.5)
>50% 76.8 89.0 Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment

(1.10) (0.63) <15% 0.1 6.9 57.3
Free/Reduced Lunch Eligible Enrollment (0.1) (0.9) (1.8)
<15% 86.0 95.5 15-32% 1.1 11.1 45.6

(0.61) (0.39) (0.2) (1.0) (1.6)
15-32% 83.2 92.0 33-59% 4.4 17.7 46.6

(0.75) (0.54) (0.8) (1.4) (1.9)
33-59% 81.0 92.2 >59% 9.5 29.0 54.2

(0.80) (0.51) (1.2) (2.0) (2.5)
>59% 77.6 88.5

(0.98) (0.66)

Table 21: Percentage of Teachers Who Have Never Been 
Attacked or Threatened by a Student, by Minority and 
Poverty Enrollment:  1999-2000

Table 22: Percentage of Public High Schools (including Charter Schools) 
Employing Safety Measures, by Minority and Poverty Enrollment: 1999-
2000

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools 
and Staffing Survey (SASS) 1999-00 (authors' 
calculations).

Sources: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, Schools and Staffing 
Survey (SASS) 1999-00 (authors' calculations).



Public, 
assigned

Public, 
chosen

Private, 
religious

Private, 
secular

Public, 
assigned

Public, 
chosen

Private, 
religious

Private, 
secular

Public, 
assigned

Public, 
chosen

Private, 
religious

Private, 
secular

Race/Ethnicity
White 81.0 8.6 8.6 1.8 77.1 11.1 9.2 2.7 77.1 11.5 8.7 2.7

(0.5) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.6) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2) (0.5) (0.4) (0.4) (0.2)
African-American 77.2 18.6 3.4 0.8 72.9 21.5 4.2 1.4 71.5 22.6 4.4 1.6

(1.0) (0.8) (0.4) (0.2) (1.4) (1.3) (0.4) (0.3) (1.2) (1.2) (0.5) (0.3)
Latino 79.2 13.7 6.4 0.7 76.4 16.1 6.3 1.3 77.0 18.0 3.9 1.1

(1.1) (1.0) (0.5) (0.2) (1.1) (0.9) (0.7) (0.3) (1.0) (1.0) (0.4) (0.2)

$10,000 or less 82.5 14.3 2.8 0.4 76.5 19.4 2.5 1.7 73.9 21.9 2.7 1.4
(1.1) (0.9) (0.5) (0.2) (1.5) (1.4) (0.5) (0.5) (1.6) (1.5) (0.6) (0.4)

$10,001-20,000 82.4 13.7 3.4 0.5 78.8 16.3 3.6 1.3 78.1 17.4 3.2 1.4
(1.6) (1.7) (0.4) (0.2) (1.1) (1.1) (0.6) (0.3) (1.1) (1.0) (0.5) (0.4)

$20,001-35,000 81.6 10.6 6.9 0.9 78.3 13.9 6.4 1.4 78.4 15.7 4.4 1.5
(0.6) (0.6) (0.6) (0.1) (0.9) (0.8) (0.5) (0.2) (0.8) (0.7) (0.4) (0.2)

$35,001-50,000 79.7 10.0 8.9 1.5 77.2 12.4 8.8 1.7 76.6 13.6 8.0 1.9
(1.0) (0.6) (0.7) (0.2) (0.9) (0.8) (0.6) (0.2) (0.9) (0.7) (0.6) (0.3)

$50,001-75,000 77.1 9.1 11.4 2.4 76.0 9.9 11.8 2.4 78.3 11.0 8.7 2.1
(0.9) (0.6) (0.7) (0.3) (0.9) (0.6) (0.8) (0.3) (0.9) (0.6) (0.7) (0.3)

More than $75,000 72.2 7.6 14.4 5.8 67.7 11.2 15.1 6.0 70.3 10.4 14.2 5.1
(1.4) (0.6) (0.1) (0.9) (1.1) (0.7) (0.9) (0.5) (0.9) (0.6) (0.7) (0.5)

Table 23: Percent of Students Who Attend Assigned Public Schools and Public and Private Schools of Choice, by Ethnicity and 
Family Income: 1993, 1996, 1999

1993 1996 1999

Source: U.S. Department of Education, NCES, The Condition of Education Indicator 29: Parental Choice of Schools, tables 29-2 
and S29-2.  The data for those tables come from the National Household Education Survey Program (NHES), "School Readiness" 
survey, 1993; "School Safety and Discipline" survey, 1993; "Parent and Family Involvement" survey, 1996; and "Parent Interview" 
survey, 1999. 



Figure 1: NAEP Reading Trends for 13-Year-
Olds, by Ethnicity: 1975-1999
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Figure 2: NAEP Math Trends for 13-Year-Olds, 
by Ethnicity: 1978-1999
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Figure 3: NAEP Reading Trends for 13-Year-
Olds, by Parents' Education: 1971-1999
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Figure 4: NAEP Math Trends for 13-Year-Olds, 
by Parents' Education: 1978-1999
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Source: Overall and subgroup means, SDs, and SEs were obtained from "percentile tables" in "Results Over Time: NAEP 1999 Long Term Trend 
Summary Tables" at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/tables/Ltt1999/ (February 10, 2003).  Means and SEs are also reported in Campbell et al. 
(2000).  National Assessment of Academic Progress (NAEP) data were gathered by the U.S. Department of Education for reading in 1971, 1975, 
1980, 1984, 1988, 1990, 1992, 1994, 1996, 1999 and for math in 1978, 1982, 1986, 1990, 1992, 1994, 1996, 1999.
a Standardized means were calculated by subtracting the overall mean in 1999 from the mean for each group for each year and dividing the 
difference by the overall standard deviation in 1999.  Math tests ask if students' parents graduated college, but reading tests only ask if parents 
attended school beyond high school.  See text for more details.



Figure 5: Recent NAEP Reading and Math Scores, by 
Grade Level and Ethnicity
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Figure 6: Recent NAEP Reading and Math Scores for 8th 
and 12th Graders, by Parents' Education
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 Source: U.S. Dept.of Education, NAEP main sample data for reading (1998, 2000) and math (2000), 
retrieved through Datatool: http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/search.asp.  Means and 
standard errors also available in Donahue, Voelkl, Campbell, and Mazzeo (1999).
aStandardized means were calculated by subtracting the overall mean from the mean for each group 
and dividing the difference by the overall standard deviation.  We do not show 4th graders' scores by 
parent education because 34% of fourth graders do not know their parents' education.
bIn 2000, there were too few Asian fourth graders in the sample to estimate an average math score.



Figure 7: Percent of Schools and Instructional Classrooms with Internet Access, by School's Minority 
Enrollment: 1994-2001
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Figure 8: Percent of Schools and Instructional Classrooms with Internet Access, by School's Poverty 
Enrollment: 1994-2001
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Source: Digest of Education Statistics, 2001 (Snyder and Hoffman 2002), table 421.  Data from U.S. Department of 
Education, NCES, FRSS, Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools and Classrooms: 1994-2000; and unpublished data.
a Estimates for school-level connectivity include computers for instructional or administrative use.  
b Instructional rooms include all classrooms, computer labs, and library/media centers.



Figure 9: Ratio of Students to Instructional Computers with 
Internet Access, by School Minority Enrollment: 1998-2001
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Figure 10: Ratio of Students to Instructional Computers with 
Internet Access, by School Poverty Enrollment: 1998-2001
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Source: Internet Access in US Public Schools and Classrooms: 1994-2001 (Kleiner 
and Farris 2002) which uses data from U.S. Department of Education, National 
Center for Education Statistics, FRSS, Internet Access in U.S. Public Schools and 
Classrooms: 1994-2001; and unpublished data.



Figure 11: Crime Incidents At, To, or From School per 1,000 
Students, by Type of Crime and Student Ethnicity: 1992-2000
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Figure 12: Crime Incidents At, To, or From School, by Type of Crime 
and Students' Family Income: 1992-2000
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Source: Indicators of School Crime and Safety: 2002 (DeVoe et al. 2002), tables 2.2 and S2.2.  They 
use data from the U.S. Deptartment of Justice, BJS, National Crime Vicitimization Study, 1992-00.



Figure 14: Percent of Schools Reporting Crimes to the Police, by 
Type of Crime and Minority and Poverty Enrollment: 1996-97
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Figure 13: Percent of Students Ages 12-18 Who Report Fear, 
Avoidance, or Being Bullied at School, by Student Ethnicity: 2001
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Source: Indicators of School Crime and Safety: 2002 (DeVoe, et al. 2002), tables 6.1, S6.1, 12.1, 
S12.1, 13.1, and S13.1.  They use data from the U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, National Crime Vicitimization Study, School Crime Supplement 2001.

Source: Indicators of School Crime and Safety: 2002 (DeVoe, et al. 2002), tables 7.1, S7.1, 8.2 and 
S8.2. They use U.S. Department of Education, NCES, FRSS, School Principal/Disciplinarian 
Survey on School Violence, 1997.


