The Effects Poverty Has on Cognitive Development in Elementary School 
· Short attention span because the mind is always thinking about food 

· Lower academic assistance from teachers or student aides because of location schools not great quality 

· Lower motivation to learn because child’s mind is always somewhere else 

· High number of dropouts because child thinks they aren’t smart enough or need to get a job to earn money 

· Developmental delays because of poor nutrition or not enough support 

· Learning Disabilities 

· No support to help child 

· Grade repeating 

· Illiteracy and low achievement in school 

· Little participation in extra curricular activities 

· The duration of poverty also plays a role on the cognitive development of the child.

http://ddmt.vaniercollege.qc.ca/~s0330431/ece/effects.htm
School Achievement Outcomes 

Educational attainment is well recognized as a powerful predictor of experiences in later life. A comprehensive review of the relationship between parental income and school attainment, published in 1994, concluded that poverty limited school achievement but that the effect of income on the number of school years completed was small.28 In general, the studies suggested that a 10% increase in family income is associated with a 0.2% to 2% increase in the number of school years completed.28 

Several more recent studies using different longitudinal data sets (the PSID, the NLSY, and Children of the NLSY) also find that poverty status has a small negative impact on high school graduation and years of schooling obtained. Much of the observed relationship between income and schooling appears to be related to a number of confounding factors such as parental education, family structure, and neighborhood characteristics.28-30 Some of these studies suggest that the components of income (for example, AFDC) and the way income is measured (number of years in poverty versus annual family income or the ratio of income to the poverty threshold) may lead to somewhat different conclusions. But all the studies suggest that, after controlling for many appropriate confounding variables, the effects of poverty per se on school achievement are likely to be statistically significant, yet small. Based on the results of one study, the authors estimated that, if poverty were eliminated for all children, mean years of schooling for all children would increase by only 0.3% (less than half a month).30 

Why do not the apparently strong effects of parental income on cognitive abilities and school achievement in the early childhood years translate into larger effects on completed schooling? One possible reason is that extra-familial environments (for example, schools and neighborhoods) begin to matter as much or more for children than family conditions once children reach school age. A second possible reason is that school-related achievement depends on both ability and behavior. As is discussed in the Emotional and Behavioral Outcomes section, children's behavioral problems, measured either before or after the transition into school, are not very sensitive to parental income differences.

A third, and potentially crucial, reason concerns the timing of economic deprivation. Few studies measure income from early childhood to adolescence, so there is no way to know whether poverty early in childhood has noteworthy effects on later outcomes such as school completion. Because family income varies over time,31 income measured during adolescence, or even middle childhood, may not reflect income in early childhood. A recent study that attempted to evaluate how the timing of income might affect completed schooling found that family income averaged from birth to age 5 had a much more powerful effect on the number of school years a child completes than does family income measured either between ages 5 and 10 or between ages 11 and 15.7 For low-income children, a $10,000 increase in mean family income between birth and age 5 was associated with nearly a full-year increase in completed schooling. Similar increments to family income later in childhood had no significant impact, suggesting that income may indeed be an important determinant of completed schooling but that only income during the early childhood years matters

http://www.futureofchildren.org/information2827/information_show.htm?doc_id=72167

High-Poverty Schools: A Staggering Challenge 
Because poverty is a very high risk factor for illiteracy (National Research Council, 1998), poor children’s rates of reading failure are staggering. The Promising Results report (U.S. Department of Education, 1999) found that 68 percent of fourth-graders in our poorest urban schools failed to read at the Basic level needed for academic success, compared with 38 percent nationwide. Only one in 10 fourth-graders at these schools can read at the Proficient level. More than half of all fourth-graders receiving a free or reduced-price lunch (a measure of poverty) read below the Basic achievement level in 1998 (NAEP 1998 Reading Report Card). 

Signs of Progress 
Despite huge achievement gaps between poor and more affluent students, positive trends are emerging. The 1996 national reading scores of students in high-poverty schools, while still unacceptably low, have improved significantly since 1992 (1996 NAEP Trend Report). For example, in 1996, 9-year olds attending such schools read nearly a full grade-level better than their counterparts had four years before. 

Gains made by the lowest achievers were mainly responsible for the small increase in the nation’s average reading score between 1994 and 1998. These students improved about half a grade-level in four years. About 80 percent of these low achievers attend Title I high-poverty schools (U.S. Department of Education, Promising Results, 1999). 

A study of three-year achievement trends in 13 large urban school districts with high concentrations of poverty found signs of progress. The number of elementary school students who met district standards for reading proficiency increased in seven districts: Houston, Jefferson County (Louisville), Miami-Dade, New York City, Philadelphia, San Antonio, and San Francisco. The gap between students in the highest- and lowest-poverty schools decreased in four districts: Houston, Miami-Dade, New York City, and San Antonio (U.S. Department of Education, Promising Results, 1999). 

Of six states able to provide three-year trend data on students in high-poverty schools, five reported improvements in reading performance: Connecticut, Maine, Maryland, North Carolina, and Texas (U.S. Department of Education, Promising Results, 1999). In Texas, 82 percent of fourth-grade students in the highest-poverty schools scored at or above the proficient level in the 1998 Texas Assessment of Academic Skills, a 15 percent gain from 1996. 

These victories offer solid hope that reading achievement can be raised for all students. 

Schools That Beat the Odds 
What can schools do to help poor children become better readers? Surveys were taken at schools receiving funds through Title I, the federal program that aims to raise poor students’ achievement, especially in reading and math. The surveys reveal certain strategies that are common in high-poverty, high-performing schools. 

First, they use standards to design the curriculum, assess student work, and evaluate teachers. Second, they lengthen instructional time in reading. Third, they spend more on professional development. Fourth, they engage parents in their children’s education. Fifth, they monitor student progress and get extra help for those who need it. Finally, school staff often are held accountable for their success by the state or district (Education Trust, 1998). 

What can teachers do to help poor children become better readers? 

Students scored better on reading tests when their teachers felt able to use a variety of assessment tools and to teach diverse groups (U.S. Department of Education, LESCP, 1998). Fourth-graders made better progress in reading when teachers gave them more total exposure to reading and opportunities to talk in small groups about what they read (U.S. Department of Education, LESCP, 1998). 

The poorest readers in fourth grade gained in both vocabulary and comprehension skills when teachers gave them reading material of one paragraph or more; reading materials in core subject areas; and opportunities to work on computers, workbooks, and skill sheets. More able readers seemed to benefit from reading aloud (U.S. Department of Education, LESCP, 1998). 

http://www.ed.gov/pubs/startearly/ch_3.html
TEACHING READING TO CHILDREN LIVING IN POVERTY 

As noted in Chapter 4, social class differences, especially measured in the aggregate, have long been recognized as creating conditions that lead to reading difficulties (Stubbs, 1980), although there is considerable variability within social strata. The conditions causing the reading difficulties are complex, however, and do not rest solely on home experiences (Baker et al., 1995; Delgado-Gaitan, 1990; Goldenberg et al., 1992). Low income level can be accompanied by other factors that place children at risk, for instance, attending a school that has chronic low academic achievement. 

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was the first major federal aid specifically for children from low-income neighborhoods. There were great expectations that Title I would not only help disadvantaged children but indeed also close the large achievement gap between poor children and others. However, the original Title I was actually a funding mechanism rather than a specific program or policy for assisting students at risk; in fact, Congress mandated that all school districts should be eligible for at least some of the Title I funds. Furthermore, because little was known about which compensatory practices or interventions were effective, these federal funds were not used to fundamentally alter the educational opportunities provided to children in poverty (Mosher and Bailey, 1970). 

The results of initial evaluations of Title I were quite discouraging, and national studies suggested that there was little evidence that the program had any impact on eligible children, although state and local evaluations provided some evidence of a significant positive impact (Wargo et al., 1972). There were charges that Title I funds were being misspent. Threatened with the loss of funds, states responded by separating further the education of students eligible for these funds by pulling them from their regular classes and putting them into small group settings, with little coordination between the general and remedial educators. 

The most rigorous evaluation of Title I in the 1970s, carried out by the System Development Corporation, followed a cohort of 120,000 students for three years. The study determined that, although Title I recipients did better than matched non-Title I students, the children who were most disadvantaged, and therefore the particular focus of Title I funds, were not helped much (Carter, 1984). Despite persistent and pervasive problems with Title I, it was not until 1988 that any major legislative revision occurred that affected the program. When Title I (reauthorized as Chapter I in 1981) was reauthorized as part of the Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary School Improvement Act, the legislation mandated that the services be linked to the regular school curriculum; that schools in high-poverty areas develop school-wide programs, rather than focusing on individual students; and that curriculum reform efforts stress higher-order thinking skills. 

The results of a large-scale national, longitudinal study entitled "Prospects: The Congressionally Mandated Study of Educational Growth and Opportunity" (Puma et al., 1997) again provided discouraging evidence regarding the effectiveness of Title I in addressing the considerable gap between children in high- and low-poverty schools. However, there was an important caveat offered (Puma et al., 1997:vi): "Our inability to discern a compensatory effect of Chapter I is not necessarily an indication of program failure. Limitations of the Prospects study prevented us from observing directly whether Chapter I students would have been worse off (i.e., whether the gap would have widened over time) in the absence of the services they received; in fact, we might expect the gap to grow over time, absent a special intervention. Chapter I may have helped but [it] was too weak an intervention to bring the participating students up to par with their classmates." 

Once again, in 1994, Title I was targeted for reform as part of the Improving America's School Act. The current restructured Title I calls for disadvantaged students to learn to the same challenging state standards as all other students through systemic reform consistent with Goals 2000 (McDonnell et al., 1997). The new standards-based Title I programs are just now being developed and implemented. 

The rocky history of Title I efforts highlights the challenges associated with the design, implementation, and evaluation of supplementary intervention efforts. From this history we learn the importance of determining the extent to which interventions lead to different educational experiences for children--in terms of their opportunity to learn--and whether these interventions are indeed making an educational difference in the lives of children.

http://www.nap.edu/readingroom/books/prdyc/ch7.html

