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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Homelessness is a difficult topic to study. Definitions are elusive, populations difficult to
estimate, and effects hard to isolate. Nonetheless, researchers agree that the face of
homelessness in the United States has changed dramatically in the past half century: once
comprised primarily of single men, the homeless population now includes a significant number
of families with children. Though its definitions are contested, the National Law Center on
Homelessness and Poverty (2004) suggests that families with children make up nearly half of the
homeless population; others state that children are its fastest-growing segment (Anooshian, 2005;
Merves, 1992; National Center on Family Homelessness (NCFH), 2009; Popp, 2004; Rubin et
al., 1996). The economic downturn and foreclosure crises of the past three years seem to have
worsened the situation, with public schools across the nation reporting dramatic increases in the
numbers of students that they have enrolled since 2007 who are experiencing homelessness
(National Association for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth (NAEHCY), 2010).

However difficult it is to operationalize and measure, homelessness is believed to affect
children in profound ways, possibly different from the ways they are touched by poverty writ
large. Many studies have found that in addition to logistical and procedural barriers to school
access, homeless children experience physical, developmental, mental health, and educational
problems at much greater rates than national norms. Although research is inconclusive on
whether students experiencing homelessness fare worse than their housed peers from low

socioeconomic status backgrounds (Buckner, 2009), schools need strategies to help support these



vulnerable students. Research has demonstrated repeatedly that the returns to education are high
and increase as more education is attained; the prospects for homeless students and their
similarly disadvantaged housed peers are limited if they do not succeed in school. Lack of
education can have long-term effects on employment and social integration (Janus et al., 1987;
Obradovic et al., 2009; Powers & Jaklitsch, 1993). In short, “the educational deficits that
homeless youth develop are serious economic, social, and health handicaps for their reintegration
into society as they become adults” (Shane, 1996, p. 32).

My dissertation seeks to identify those practices schools use to promote the academic
achievement of homeless students." Although literature exists which recommends ways in which
schools can help these students, it is by and large comprised of advocacy and single case-study
research, lacking evidence to support the efficacy of the promoted practices (Mawhinney-Rhoads
& Stahler, 2006). My work aims to identify strategies supported by empirical evidence, by
looking at schools whose homeless students perform well and comparing their practices to those
at schools whose homeless students test poorly. Though there are limitations to this approach,
which will be discussed in detail later, this work nonetheless stands to contribute knowledge to
the field and uncover topics for future research.

This study addresses the following research questions:

1) Is housing status a predictor of student achievement in a large urban district, even after

controlling for common correlates like income and race?

2) At which schools do homeless students perform better and worse?

3) How do these schools serve their low-SES students?

" Although I prefer to refer to “students experiencing homelessness,” rather than to characterize children by their
housing status the way “homeless children” does, I often rely on the latter term for its conciseness.

2



4) What programs and practices are employed to support homeless student learning by
high- and low-performing schools?
5) Are certain practices unique to schools where homeless children are relatively high-

performing?

Organization of the Dissertation

This dissertation contains five chapters. The present chapter provides an introduction to
the issue of homelessness and achievement test scores. It offers some descriptive data,
acknowledges some of the challenges of defining and measuring homelessness, and gives an
overview of what we know about how homelessness relates to children’s academic outcomes.
The chapter then reviews the issues potentially impacting those outcomes across four broad
domains: logistical and procedural barriers, physical health problems, mental health issues, and
educational readiness deficits. Because homelessness is interrelated with poverty, this chapter
also reviews the literature on how race and class are thought to impact educational outcomes and
offers a context for understanding how this relates to the study of homeless children.

Chapter II provides an in-depth review of the literature on homeless children’s academic
outcomes. The chapter begins with an exploration of research indicating that students
experiencing homelessness have lower grades and test scores, as well as higher rates of grade
retention, than middle-class children and, in some cases, than their housed low-income peers.
The chapter then explores the domains described above: logistical and procedural barriers,
physical health problems, mental health issues, and educational readiness deficits. Again,

homeless children are shown to experience challenges in these areas far exceeding those faced by

* Although there is extensive literature on the academic challenges and needs of unaccompanied homeless
adolescents, this study focuses on younger children who are homeless with their families. The two populations are
so different that to try to study them together would be unwieldy.

3



the average American child; research is inconclusive on how homeless children compare to
housed poor children. Chapter II concludes by reviewing the literature on how schools are
legally required to accommodate homeless students as well as the strategies scholars suggest can
help improve their academic outcomes.

In Chapter 111, I explain in detail the data and methods used in the study. I describe the
population studied and the variables used, as well as the quantitative and qualitative methods I
employed. Basic descriptive statistics are presented in this chapter as well.

Chapter IV provides an in-depth exploration of the results of my analyses. It proceeds
through each of the five research questions, detailing quantitative findings as well as providing a
synthesis of qualitative interview data collected from principals, teachers, and other personnel at
low- and high-performing schools.

The final chapter describes the significance of my study. Although all can agree that
children experiencing homelessness are a vulnerable population in need of support, there are
some who contend that because we cannot be sure that homelessness has greater effects on
children’s schooling than the already well-known effects of poverty and high mobility, studying
homeless children as a group may deflect attention from the pressing needs of all low-income
students. On the other hand, there are those who believe that the comparison is irrelevant:
homeless children are worthy of attention in and of themselves. Taking a position that borrows
from both stances, I explain how studying homeless children’s academic needs stands to benefit
both the homeless subgroup and low-income children as a whole. I also explain how my

findings provide a direction for future policy, practice, and research.



Defining and Measuring Homelessness

Homelessness is difficult to quantify because of its dynamic nature. At both the societal
and individual levels, homelessness is a fluid state that can take many forms. Homeless families
and individuals vary in where they reside, the length of time they go without homes, how often
they experience homelessness, the quality of temporary housing they encounter, and the
qualitative aspects of life without shelter. Other family characteristics — parental age, family size
and composition, mental health and substance abuse issues, previous involvement with child
protective services — vary widely within the population as well (Culhane, Metraux, Park,
Schretzman, and Valente, 2007). Despite this variation among homeless families, researchers
have tried to explore and describe some common experiences. Family homelessness has been
called “a composite of many conditions and events, such as poverty, changes in residence,
schools, and services, loss of possessions, disruption in social networks, and exposure to extreme
hardships” (Rafferty & Shinn, 1991, p. 1170).

In order to determine eligibility for programs, laws and agencies that serve the homeless
need specific definitions, though these can be difficult to come by (Cordray & Pion, 2003). Is a
person or family homeless after going without a home for a day, a week, a year? Is someone
homeless after losing a home and moving in with another family? Are children awaiting foster
care placement homeless? Answers to such definitional questions are needed to determine
demographics. There are also different ways to count the homeless: point in time counts look at
how many people are homeless on a single night, while period prevalence counts estimate how
many people experience an episode of homelessness within a year or even a lifetime (National
Coalition for the Homeless, 2007b). Although definitions can be contested and numbers are

difficult to determine, it is nonetheless instructive to examine common working definitions and



varying population estimates from the last two decades.

The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has
traditionally defined as homeless “an individual who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate
nighttime residence” who resides in a “supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed
to provide temporary living accommodations” or “a public or private place not designed for, or
ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings” (HUD, 2010b). The
Department of Education’s definition, as expressed in the McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act, is broader, including HUD’s definition plus “children and youth who are sharing
the housing of other persons due to loss of housing, economic hardship, or a similar
reason...abandoned in hospitals; or awaiting foster care placement” (National Center for
Homeless Education [NCHE], 2010). The primary distinction between the two definitions is
consideration of those who have no home but double up with friends or other family members —
these individuals are labeled homeless by the Department of Education, but not by HUD. The
Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing (HEARTH) Act, passed in
2009, potentially expands HUD’s definition to include those who are doubled up, but the
specifics have not yet been settled (HUD, 2010b). Further complicating the process of counting
the homeless is the fact that most counts are shelter-based and are likely underestimates
(National Coalition for the Homeless, 2007b). The United States Conference of Mayors (2006)
reported that more than a quarter of all families were turned away from shelters due to lack of
space, forcing them to reside in places unsuitable for human habitation such as sidewalks and
cars, and also placing them outside the view of researchers using shelter-based counting
approaches. Likewise, counts also often miss those who are doubled up with other families.

In its most recent annual report, HUD reports that 344,495 children resided in homeless



shelters at some point during 2009 (HUD, 2010a). However, many homelessness researchers
and advocates assert that government counts are low: “on any given day, at least 800,000 people
are homeless in the United States, including about 200,000 children” (Burt, 2001, p. 1). Some
research indicates that as many as 3.5 million people, 1.35 million of them children, will
experience homelessness in a given year (National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty,
2007). The National Center for Homeless Education estimates that 794,600 school-aged children
were homeless, according to the broader Department of Education definition, in 2009 (NCHE,
2009). These numbers may be low, since schools are required to provide services to students
identified as homeless, possibly providing them an incentive to underreport. Since homelessness
rates are also higher among pre-school aged children (Culhane & Metraux, 1999), it is possible
to extrapolate that, if there were 794,600 homeless children enrolled in school over a year, the
number would be close to 1.2 million for all children. My study looks at children in elementary
school. In some cities, as many as five percent of all poor children will experience an episode of
homelessness between the ages of five and nine (Culhane & Metraux, 1999).

Society-level economic factors change homelessness trends as well (Buckner, 2008). In
times of relative prosperity at the societal level, homelessness mostly affects those families who
suffer persistent severe poverty. These families often end up living in temporary shelters or
transitional housing. Research indicates that the vast majority (72-80 percent) of families who
end up in shelters have only one stay of relatively short duration, but as many as 20 percent
experience a long stay, and between two and eight percent experience repeated episodes of
homelessness (Culhane et al., 2007).” In addition, at a time like the present, with unemployment

close to nine percent (United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011), the risk of losing a home

? It is important to note here that the overwhelming majority of homeless single-parent families are headed by
mothers (HUD, 2009).



extends up the income ladder. Many so-called “near poor” and lower middle class families end
up in danger of losing their homes. These families may be more likely to double up with
relatives or friends (National Alliance to End Homelessness (NAEH), 2010), making them nearly
invisible to researchers. Whether these families will be likely to experience recurring
homelessness episodes remains to be seen.

Not surprisingly, homeless counts across the United States have increased since the
financial and housing crises of 2007. In 2010, the National Association for the Education of
Homeless Children and Youth reported a 41percent increase over the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009
school years, bringing the total to 956,914 homeless children enrolled in schools across the
country (NAEHCY, 2010). And 70 percent of districts surveyed also indicated that their
numbers had grown in the 2009-2010 school year, with 39 percent of those districts reporting
that they had enrolled more new homeless children in the first six months of school than in the
entire previous school year (NAEHCY, 2010). As the homeless population continues to grow,
schools will be pressed to serve an increasingly large group of students whose needs far exceed

schools’ traditional offerings.

The Effects of Homelessness on Children’s Education
Experiencing homelessness is undoubtedly difficult for adults, but research demonstrates
that it can be devastating for children. Particularly in the area of educational outcomes, research
has shown again and again that test scores (e.g., Dworsky, 2008; NCFH, 2009; Robertson, 1992;
Rubin et al., 1996) and grades (e.g., Rubin, et al., 1996) are lower for homeless students, while
dropout rates are higher (Masten et al., 1997; Rouse & Fantuzzo, 2009; Tucker, 1999).

Homeless children are also more likely than the general population to be retained (Bassuk &



Rubin, 1987; Hart-Shegos, 1999). Some studies have found that homeless children are worse off
in these domains than extremely poor housed children as well (e.g., Buckner, Bassuk, &
Weinreb, 2001).

In general, the effects of homelessness on children can be separated into four categories.
In the spirit of Stronge’s (1993) suggestion that educational needs cannot be addressed until
students’ emotional needs are met, I present these categories in a Maslow-like order of
descending importance, implying that the most basic needs must be satisfied before the others
can be addressed (Maslow, 1943). First and foremost, homeless children are commonly faced
with logistical and procedural barriers to enrolling in school. Next, they are plagued by physical
ailments. Homeless children also suffer from mental health issues at greater rates than children
in the general population. Finally, homeless children often face educational readiness
challenges.” These factors come together to decrease the likelihood that homeless children will

attain school success.

Logistical and Procedural Issues

Although the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act of 1987 (described in detail in
Chapter II) attempts to remove them, logistical and procedural barriers can keep homeless
children from enrolling in school (Stronge, 1993). Schools and districts before the McKinney-
Vento Act commonly denied homeless students access to school if they or their parents could not
produce proof of permanent residence within the district, and there is evidence that this issue
persists to this day (Pennsylvania Legal Aid, 2010). Likewise, children doubled up with friends

or family while their parents were in the shelter system were often prevented from enrolling

4 Although there is an extensive body of work detailing the developmental delays homeless children often suffer,
this topic falls outside the scope of my dissertation, which is restricted to third, fourth, and fifth graders.
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because they did not have a legal guardian available to complete paperwork. Homeless families
often lose track of important documents like immunization records and birth certificates, and
have been denied the right to enroll children in school without them. Finally, transportation is a
challenge, especially for students attending a school in the district where they lived before they
became homeless. Although the law requires schools to be flexible with residency, guardianship,
and paperwork requirements, and to provide transportation, some homeless students are still
faced with some of these issues (Samuels et al., 2010).

In addition to these legal issues, there are some logistics that plague students
experiencing homelessness, such the loss of school supplies or adequate clothing during their
relocation (Gewirtzman & Fodor, 1987). Homeless students may be unable to complete
homework because of crowded and noisy shelter living conditions (Buckner, Bassuk, Weinreb,
& Brooks, 1999; Lubell & Brennan, 2007). The state of homelessness itself creates challenges

for students.

Physical Health

Children who are experiencing homelessness are likely to suffer both chronic and acute
health problems (Books, 2004). The unsanitary shelter conditions in many cities, exposure to
weather and extremes of temperature, and lack of regular medical care that often accompany
homelessness leave children vulnerable to a host of illnesses. Although some cities have made
great strides in the last decade to create and sustain supportive family shelter systems that protect
children from these problems (Gewirtz, Hart-Shegos, & Medhanie, 2008), this is not the case
everywhere. Infestations and infections (Hudson et al., 2010; Ringwalt, Greene, & Robertson,

1998), asthma (Barry, Ensign, & Lippek, 2002; Karabanow, 2004; Williams, 2003), and

10



thermoregulatory disorders such as heat stroke and hypothermia (National League of Cities,
2004; Ropers, 1988) are common among homeless children.

In addition to other physical ailments, many children without homes experience hunger
and malnutrition. Malnutrition is particularly problematic because without proper nourishment,
children’s brain development is challenged, potentially leading to life-long learning issues
(NCFH, 2009). Children who are not adequately nourished and who are often ill may miss
school and, when they do attend, find it difficult to pay attention to lessons (Hart-Shegos, 1999).
Hunger has a devastating impact on children (Weinreb et al., 2002). It affects their growth and
physical health, leading to potential mental health and behavior problems (Rafferty & Shinn,

1991).

Mental Health

Children experiencing homelessness are also likely to suffer from mental health and
behavioral issues (Lubell, Crain, & Cohen, 2007). Girls tend to evidence internalizing problems
like anxiety and depression, whereas boys more often exhibit externalizing problems like
aggression (Bassuk & Rosenberg, 1990; Buckner et al., 1999). Other behavioral issues are also
common in this population (Masten, et al., 1997), such as shyness, sleep problems, and
attachment issues (Bassuk & Rubin, 1987). Yu, North, LaVesser, Osborne, and Spitznagel
(2008) found that many more homeless than housed children were likely to have disruptive
behavior problems that affected their schooling.

Likely owing to behavioral problems like those mentioned above, homeless children are
more likely than housed students to be suspended or expelled from school (Better Homes Fund,

1999). Children often suffer social isolation and withdrawal in school as well (Horowitz,
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Springer, & Kose, 1988). When students who are disruptive in class miss out on the
transmission of lesson content or are excluded from class as punishment, their learning suffers.
Additionally, homeless students’ anxieties, depressive thoughts, and social concerns may lead to

inattentiveness, causing them to be unable to absorb the material being taught (Stronge, 1993).

Educational Readiness

Attendance is reported by many as a challenge for homeless students. Research in the
New York City (United Way of New York City, 2002) and Chicago (Dworsky, 2008) public
schools revealed that homeless students had high rates of absenteeism. After the passage of the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act in 1987, which included provisions for the education
of children, absenteeism for homeless students seemed to decline (Stronge, 1993), though recent
reports are mixed (e.g., Dworsky, 2008).

Homeless children are also more likely than their peers to qualify for special education
services but concomitantly less likely to receive them (Duffield, Heybach, & Julianelle, 2007),
perhaps owing to their high mobility (Medcalf, 2008; Nunez & Collignon, 1997), which
interferes not only with delivery of education but also with the continuity needed for the lengthy
special education referral process (Emerson & Lovitt, 2003; Stronge, 1993). In short, homeless
children experience a range of educational challenges that may affect their academic
achievement.

Homeless children suffer in all main areas of academic performance including
standardized test scores and 1Q test scores, grades, and rates of retention. Obradovic and team
(2009) found that the homeless students in their study scored significantly lower in reading and

math than stably-housed poor children. The homeless students in Yu and colleagues’ (2008)
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study had significantly lower scores on a standardized measure of intelligence. Many studies of
school performance, usually measured by grades, have found that homeless students
underperform when compared to their housed low-income peers as well as middle-class children
(e.g., Nunez & Collignon, 1997; Rubin et al., 1996). Studies also find higher rates of grade
retention for homeless than middle class and housed low-income children (e.g., Shinn et al.,

2008).

Poverty

Complicating the study of homeless children and their experiences in school is the well-
established association between poverty and educational outcomes. In the United States, it has
become common knowledge in the past half-century that children from high-poverty
backgrounds score significantly lower on standardized academic assessments than their peers
from higher-income backgrounds (for example, Low & Clement, 1982; Vanneman, Hamilton,
Baldwin Anderson, & Rahman, 2009). Socioeconomic status (SES), which contains measures of
family income, parental education, and parental occupation levels, has been shown to be a strong
predictor of academic scores (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002). In short, “the consistent finding is that
the higher the family's social status the more likely the child is to be successful in school” (Epps,
1990, p. 597).

Compounding the issue even further is race: African American and Latino students score
lower than white students, on average, even after controlling for income (Jencks & Phillips,
1998). Researchers have noted that, “poor minority children are undereducated in
disproportionate numbers across the country. Academically, such children may lag behind the

national average by up to two years” (Comer, 1988, p. 42). Fifty years of research and national
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conversation on these inequalities, often termed “achievement gaps,” have unfortunately found
few solutions, and the gaps have not gotten smaller since 1990 (Gamoran & Long, 2006). Thus,
it is often difficult to disentangle the effects of homelessness on children from the effects of
poverty (Masten et al., 1993). “Many children living in economically depressed circumstances
suffer from below-average intelligence, delayed academic achievement, and significant problems
in adjustment” (Rescorla, Parker, and Stolley, 1991, p. 219), whether or not they have housing.
Research has consistently shown that socioeconomic status and race predict school scores
in this country. As Alexander, Entwisle, and Horsey (1997) explain:
Race, gender, and social class locate individuals and families in society’s stratification
system, and conditions surrounding these statuses and roles help determine exactly how
the slate is filled in. They begin to shape children’s academic prospects long before
school enters the picture, and they continue to weigh on children’s development
throughout their schooling. (p. 98)
Particularly because homeless children are likely to come from low-income backgrounds before
losing their homes and are also likely to be children of color (Rubin et al., 1996), a summary of
the research on income, race, and educational outcomes is of crucial importance to the issue of
homeless students’ academic scores. “Inner city children from minority families are known to

have a very high base rate of the very medical, educational...and psychiatric problems so

common in homeless youngsters” (Rescorla et al., 1991, p. 211).

Socioeconomic Status

Although SES is usually quantified using family income and parental education and
occupation information (Bradley & Corwyn, 2002) there are other characteristics correlated with
SES that may impact educational outcomes. The exact mechanisms that cause lower test scores

for low-income children of color have not been established conclusively, but research has been
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able to shine some light on possible reasons for these educational outcome inequalities.
Increased exposure to lead, less home-based cognitive stimulation, lower teacher expectations,
poorer academic readiness skills, and harsh, inconsistent parenting have all been suggested as
possible mechanisms through which children from low SES backgrounds arrive at lower
cognitive and academic outcomes (McLoyd, 1998). Studies have shown that home factors
known to vary among SES levels, such as family structure and size, parents’ attitudes and values,
and summer child care arrangements, as well as personal factors like behavior and control
orientation, are strong predictors of school outcomes (Alexander et al., 1997). Other factors that
vary with SES, like access to adequate nutrition, vision correction, and other aspects of physical
health are likewise correlated with academic scores (Rothstein, 2004).

Neighborhoods, too, seem to play a role, though it is small: students living in
disadvantaged neighborhoods tend to do worse in school (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2004).
Growing up in a high SES neighborhood predicts a higher expectation of educational attainment,
even when controlling for family characteristics (Jencks & Mayer, 1990). Researchers believe
that this is caused by a combination of peer effects, implied socialization, and explicit guidance
from adults. Other possible mediators of academic scores in low-SES children that have gotten
increasing attention in recent years are mobility (Wood, Halfon, Scarlata, Newacheck, &
Nessim, 1993) and stress (Buckner et al., 1999), which will be explored in detail in the next

chapter.

Race and Ethnicity
The association between race and educational outcomes is even more difficult to explain.

It is believed by some that the black-white test score gap and the overrepresentation of African
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Americans in poverty are vestiges of the chattel slavery system, particularly its compulsory
ignorance laws (Menchaca, 1997). Others trace the roots of these inequalities to the segregated
school era when African Americans were only allowed to attend inferior schools (Ladson-
Billings, 2006). Some have attributed the relatively low academic success of African Americans
and Latinos to a so-called culture of poverty that does not place a high value on education (for
example, Lewis, 1998; Moynihan, 1965). Still others believe that a culture of opposition has
arisen among students of color that causes them to reject academic success for fear of seeming
too white (Fordham & Ogbu, 1986). Disparities in wealth, as opposed to income, between racial
groups is also thought to explain the persistent racial achievement gaps (Orr, 2003). Many
researchers note the role of institutionalized racism in both the test-score gap and the
overrepresentation of children of color in the homeless population (Ziesemer, Marcoux, &

Marwell, 1994).

Conclusions

Whatever the cause, it is clear that our schools have not been successful in raising the
academic scores of African American and Latino students, or students from low SES
backgrounds, to the levels of their more affluent white peers (Gamoran & Long, 2006). Because
homeless children are likely to be children of color from low SES backgrounds, it can be
difficult to disentangle the effects of homelessness on academic scores from the effects of race
and poverty. Indeed, a number of studies of homeless children’s educational outcomes find no
significant differences between their scores and those of housed low-SES children (e.g.,
Ziesemer et al., 1994). Others find a homelessness effect over and beyond the impact of poverty,

perhaps owing to stress or displacement, with homeless students scoring lower than their housed
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peers. My dissertation first seeks to establish whether homelessness, above and beyond poverty,
is a predictor of test scores, then looks at how schools serve their homeless students. If homeless
students do not fare worse than housed low-SES students, it is nonetheless instructive to see how
schools serve this population; it is possible that strategies used to support homeless students

could also support low-income students who are housed.
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CHAPTER II

HOMELESSNESS AND EDUCATION

Homeless children fare worse on educational outcome measures than middle-class
children, and in some cases, even worse than their housed low-SES peers. Many scholars assert
that children in chronically homeless families are likely to experience risks such as hunger,
multiple school placements, and exposure to violence and maltreatment (Anooshian, 2005). This
chapter reviews the literature on homelessness and education. In it, I examine academic
outcomes, review educational challenges, and explore the role of the school in supporting
homeless students. Because many early studies suffered methodological challenges, I make note
of the more rigorous studies in each section, following the analysis by Buckner (2008). His
review identified three types of studies: those using nationally-normed instruments, those using
housed low-income comparison groups, and those employing both norms and comparison
groups, with the latter being the most helpful in isolating the effects of homelessness on children.
One major limitation suffered by almost all of the published studies is that they are shelter-based,
making selection bias likely. Often, the neediest families are unable to access temporary shelter
(Duffield & Lovell, 2008; Weinreb & Buckner, 1993), so to exclude them from analyses
potentially underestimates the deleterious effects of homelessness. Researchers also suspect that
the majority of homeless children are doubled up, but not counted; their omission from analyses
likely skews results. Likewise, the tendency to focus on children whose families reside in

temporary housing limits their generalizability to other types and experiences of homelessness.

18



Educational Outcomes

Homeless elementary school children experience academic problems such as low test
scores, low grades, and high rates of grade retention.” Masten and team’s (1997) study looked at
standardized test scores, teacher ratings, and cumulative school records of 73 homeless children
in Minneapolis and concluded that they experienced substantial academic delays at rates well
above national norms. Likewise, an examination of school data showed that 156 homeless
children in and around Boston had greater rates of school failure than national norms (Bassuk &
Rubin, 1987). Researchers are generally in agreement that homeless children are more likely
than their middle class peers to score low on tests, to experience school failure, and to be held
back to repeat a grade.

Though homeless children have been shown consistently to experience greater academic
problems than middle class children, the first researchers to examine this issue had difficulty
determining if they also fared worse than never-homeless low SES children. “[T]he absence of a
comparison group of poor housed children [was] a common methodological problem in studies”
of this type (Zima, Bussing, Forness, & Benjamin, 1997, p. 239) and “few studies...compared
homeless children with youngsters from a comparable SES background who live in homes, [so0]
it is not clear what interventions are specifically needed to help homeless children, as opposed to
poor children in general” (Rescorla et al., 1991, pp. 211-212). Some more recent studies have

begun to employ control groups of low-SES children, but evidence from these studies is mixed.

Test Scores

Most studies of homeless children’s academic outcomes rely on standardized tests, such

> Although my focus is on homeless students in elementary school, it is worthy of note that older homeless students
are also plagued by very high rates of dropout before graduation. National Center on Family Homelessness (2009)
reports that fewer than 25 percent of homeless children graduate from high school.
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as those administered by states and cities to school students, and/or 1Q tests of the sort usually
administered to individual children by psychologists. Homeless children consistently score
below norms on standardized tests, and often worse than their housed low-income peers. Results
on IQ tests are less straightforward.

Standardized tests. Studies of standardized test scores over the years across the country
have found homeless children’s scores well below city, state, and national norms. In perhaps the
most sophisticated study, Rubin and colleagues (1996) performed multivariate analysis to
compare 102 homeless children with 178 housed children from the same classrooms in New
York City and found that homeless children performed significantly worse on tests of reading,
spelling, and math. The large sample size and use of a classroom-based control group improves
internal validity of the study. Using this matching technique controls for classroom, teacher, and
school effects. Though their sample size was smaller, Shinn and colleagues (2008) conducted a
rigorous longitudinal study and found that, compared to a never-homeless control group, students
in the midst of an episode of homelessness scored one third of a standard deviation lower on
tests, a finding which was statistically significant. Buckner, Bassuk, and Weinreb (2001) studied
children in 220 homeless and 216 low-income housed (never homeless) single-parent families in
Worcester, Massachusetts, and found no significant differences between the academic scores of
homeless and housed poor students once attendance had been controlled for.°

Less sophisticated studies have turned up similar results. In one of the first studies of

New York City, only 42 percent of homeless children were found to perform at or above grade

® It is interesting to note that not only was housing status not a significant predictor of test scores in this study, but
that housed low-SES students and homeless students scored af national norms on the Kaufman Brief Intelligence
Test (K-BIT) Matrices subtest, which is believed to be a culturally-neutral 1Q test (Buckner, Bassuk, & Weinreb,
2001). Buckner, Bassuk, and Weinreb (2001), like Masten and colleagues (1994) and Ziesemer, Marcoux, and
Marwell (1994), expound on the possible role of race and racism in the findings of low-income children of color as
lacking at school.
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level on the Degrees of Reading Power test, compared with a citywide pass rate of 68 percent;
results on the Metropolitan Achievement Test of mathematics were similarly disparate, with 28
percent of homeless children scoring at or above grade level, while 57 percent of children were
at grade level citywide (Rafferty & Rollins, 1989). Rafferty (1990) examined test scores of 9659
homeless school-aged children in New York City and found that they had significantly lower
scores not only than citywide averages, but also the average scores of the 73 schools with highest
low-income student enrollment.

IQ. One of the carliest studies of the educational scores of homeless children was
undertaken by the St. Louis Children’s Project in the 1980s. Researchers administered the
Slosson Intelligence Test — Revised to 107 homeless children and found that 45 percent of them
— three times the proportion of the overall population — scored in the borderline/“slow learner”
category (Whitman, Stretch, & Accardo, 1987). The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test—Revised
yielded similar results: 89 percent of the children fell at or below the 50" percentile (Whitman et
al., 1987).

Unfortunately, while pointing to lower average 1Q scores for homeless children than
national norms, this work did not offer the opportunity for comparison with housed extremely
poor children. The most recent and rigorous studies have not found any differences in 1Q score
between homeless and housed low-income children. Rubin and colleagues (1996) found that
homeless students and the housed low-SES classroom comparison group had equivalent scores
on verbal and non-verbal IQ tests, as did Shinn and her team (2008).

In their study of 83 children living in 13 shelters across Philadelphia, Rescorla and team
(1991) used a housed low-SES comparison group and determined that the school-aged homeless

children scored significantly lower on the Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC)
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vocabulary test, which measures knowledge gained as a result of environmental experience.
However, the comparison group of housed poor children was half the size of the homeless group,
and the sampling method is problematic. Housed poor families were recruited at a local health
clinic, introducing potential bias. Some unobserved family factor may influence both children’s
IQ score and the parents’ propensity to seek health care at a clinic. These issues make this study
less reliable than those finding no differences in IQ between housed and homeless low-income

children.

Performance

School performance is another area in which homeless children fare worse than middle-
class children and, in some cases, even their housed low-SES peers. Its operationalization differs
from study to study: some use parent reports of students’ grades, others use teacher reports, and
still others look at nebulously-defined “grade levels” as measures of school performance.
Although Rafferty, Shinn, and Weitzman (2004) found no differences in homeless and housed
low-income students’ academic scores before the former group’s homelessness or five years after
their re-housing, they did find that students’ scores dropped below the control group’s during the
episode of homelessness. Hart-Shegos (1999) reviews literature and concludes that three
quarters of homeless children perform below grade level in reading and half perform below
grade level in mathematics.

Though they rely on parent or teacher report rather than more objective measures, some
other studies support the same conclusions. Maza and Hall (1988) studied 340 children in 163
families served by Traveler’s Aid agencies in eight major cities and found that 30 percent were

reported by their parents as being behind grade level in school. Bassuk and Rosenberg (1990)
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studied families in six Boston shelters along with a housed low-income control group and found

that 41 percent of homeless mothers reported that their children were failing in school, compared
with only 23 percent of the housed comparison group. Zeisemer and colleagues (1994) found no
significant differences between 169 homeless and 167 highly mobile housed low-SES students in

Madison, Wisconsin on measures of academic functioning based on teacher reports.

Retention

Studies of homeless children have generally found that they are more likely than other
children to repeat a grade in school (Bassuk & Rubin, 1987; NCFH, 2009), sometimes
dramatically so. Rafferty (1990) found that homeless students in New York City had a rate of
retention (15 percent) more than twice that of the city average (7 percent). Rubin and
colleagues’ (1996) study of 102 homeless children in the Bronx and Manhattan comparing them
to a classroom-based control group of 178 housed children determined that the homeless children
were 4.8 times more likely to have repeated a grade than their housed classmates. Hart-Shegos
(1999) postulates that this often happens for non-academic reasons like absenteeism and

mobility.

Summary

Researchers generally agree that homeless children are more likely than their middle
class peers to score low on tests, experience school failure, and be held back to repeat a grade. In
some cases, they are also more likely to experience these school-related problems than their

housed low-income peers.
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Educational Challenges

The mechanisms through which homelessness might present academic challenges for
students have been hypothesized by numerous scholars (Murphy & Tobin, 2011). Homeless
students have traditionally had problems gaining access to school due to logistical and
procedural barriers. Even when access to school is not a problem, homeless students are likely to
suffer other challenges. Malnutrition and other physical health issues, high rates of mental health
and behavior problems, frequent absences, and high school mobility can also interfere with
educational continuity and success. Homeless children have high rates of suspension from
school. They also have high rates of special education diagnosis often coupled with low rates of

receipt of special education services.

Logistical and Procedural Barriers

The first challenge homeless students face with regard to education is gaining access to
the school building. In the past, homeless families often had difficulty producing the documents
necessary to enroll children in school, such as birth certificates, immunization histories, and
records from previous schools (Mihaly, 1990). The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act
of 1987, presented in detail later in this chapter, attempts to deal with these issues, giving
students the right to be enrolled while parents make arrangements to locate documents. There is
evidence that this barrier has been significantly reduced though not eliminated (Samuels et al.,
2010; Stronge, 1993).

Many homeless students have also been prohibited from enrolling in school without proof
of permanent residence or guardianship (National Coalition for the Homeless, 1987). Although

the McKinney-Vento Act requires districts to allow students to enroll without such evidence,
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adherence to the law has not been quick or universal. In 1991, Mihaly documented that 30 of the
50 states still used illegal residency requirements. And there is some suggestion that these
problems persist even two decades later — for example, in the fall of 2009, four students in
Pennsylvania were denied access to their school when they lost their home and stayed in a shelter
outside the district (Pennsylvania Legal Aid, 2010) — though its extent is difficult to gauge.

Most research finds that the 1987 McKinney-Vento legislation largely achieved its goal
of increasing homeless students’ ability to enroll in school (Anderson, Janger, & Panton, 1995;
Masten, et al., 1997; Stronge, 1997). Masten and colleagues (1997) looked at the educational
outcomes of 73 children in a Minneapolis shelter between the ages of 6 and 11 and found that
enrolling in school was not a problem. Stronge (1993) asserts that by the early 1990s, homeless
students nationwide had begun to attend school at rates similar to the general student population,
and a national evaluation of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program found that
over 85 percent of homeless students were attending school regularly (Anderson et al., 1995).

Unfortunately, enrollment in school does not guarantee attendance (Biggar, 2001).
Another major logistical barrier homeless students face is transportation to and from school. In
1982, educational leaders in 22 states identified transportation as the major reason for homeless
children’s absences (Mihaly, 1991). The National Center for Homeless Education reported in
2009 that Local Educational Agencies continued to identify transportation as the number one
problem for homeless students (as cited in Samuels et al., 2010). Even if they can enroll and do
have transportation, homeless students may have problems with excessive absence for other
reasons. They may be reluctant to attend because they lack proper clothing (Gewirtzman &
Fodor, 1987) and school supplies or because they have been stigmatized by classmates and even

teachers unaware of their circumstances (Gewirtzman & Fodor, 1987; Nunez & Collignon,
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1997). Parents may opt to keep children home from school to protect them from another
temporary experience, or for fear of being located by an abusive partner (Mihaly, 1991). Other
researchers suggest that the chaotic experience of homelessness itself sometimes prevents
parents from being able to focus on getting students to school consistently (Nunez & Collignon,
1997).

Because of these continued problems getting to school once they are enrolled, homeless
children still have attendance problems. Zima and colleagues (1997) studied 118 families with
169 children in shelters in Los Angeles and found that although the majority were enrolled in
school, 39 percent had missed more than a week of school in the preceding three months. In a
review of research from across the country, Molnar, Rath, and Klein (1990) found that
attendance was poor, with only between 43 percent and 57 percent of homeless children
attending school regularly. Rafferty and Rollins (1989) found that, in New York City, not only
did homeless children have worse attendance rates than city averages, but that their attendance
got worse as they got older at a higher rate than for children overall. Rubin and colleagues
(1996) found, similarly, that the homeless students in their study missed significantly more days
of school than the students in the housed classroom-based comparison group. Harpaz-Rotem,
Rosenheck, and Desai (2006) found that maternal homelessness was associated with lower
attendance in school. In one study, homeless children’s absences are tested for their relationship
to academic problems. “Days absent from school was hypothesized as the mediating link

between homelessness and academic achievement” (Buckner, et al., 2001, p. 45).

Physical Health

Physical health, the one arena where research nearly conclusively finds that homeless
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children are worse off not only than middle-class children but also their housed low-SES peers
(Jahiel, 1992; Buckner, 2008), is also thought to be a mediating factor between homelessness and
school success. The physical maladies that plague homeless children are well documented (e.g.,
Books, 2004; Grant et al., 2007b; NCFH, 2009) and are believed to stem from lack of access to
acute and preventative health care as well as unhealthy conditions in some shelters and other
temporary living situations.

Most school-age children suffer acute infections and illnesses, but homeless children are
more likely to have these types of minor medical issues, as well as more serious chronic health
problems, and to fall ill more often (Grant et al., 2007b). The National Health Care for the
Homeless Project studied 19 major U.S. cities and found homeless children twice as likely as a
national sample to be treated for respiratory and ear infections, three times as likely to be treated
for gastrointestinal issues, four times as likely to suffer skin problems, and ten times as likely to
have dental problems (Molnar et al., 1990). The same project discovered that homeless children
were almost twice as likely as the national sample to suffer chronic health problems like cardiac
disease and neurological disorders, and these results are supported by smaller studies in Seattle
and New York City (Alperstein, Rappaport, & Flanigan, 1988; Molnar et al., 1990). Mihaly
(1991) reported that homeless children had twice the rate of asthma of other poor children, and a
more recent study by Grant and team (2007a) finds that homeless children still suffer extremely
high rates of asthma.

Because they have difficulty accessing health care and health insurance (Wright, 1993),
homeless children’s minor health issues often become serious and take more time away from
school. Likewise, homeless children are three to four times less likely than their housed low-

SES counterparts to be immunized on schedule, leaving them vulnerable to more serious
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illnesses (Acker, Fierman, & Dreyer, 1987; Alperstein et al., 1988). In addition, research has
shown that homeless children have higher exposure to lead than housed low-income children
(Alperstein, et al., 1988), and lead exposure has been linked to cognitive and behavior problems
(Needleman et al., 1979). Both chronic and acute illness can impact children’s school
performance by causing absences. And even when they are in class, physically ill children can
reasonably be expected to experience listlessness, withdrawn behavior, and exhaustion, none of
which is conducive to learning (Powers & Jaklitsch, 1997).

In addition to the above-noted health challenges, homeless children are likely to suffer
from hunger and malnutrition (Powers & Jaklitsch, 1997; Rafferty, 1990; Rafferty & Rollins,
1989), often because shelters lack cooking facilities, forcing parents to resort to fast food or junk
food, which does not provide necessary nutrients (Molnar et al., 1990). Homeless families are
likely to experience the food insecurity that leads to hunger: more than a third of homeless
children report having to skip meals (NCFH, 2009). One fifth of homeless parents interviewed
in a Los Angeles study said that they were forced to let their children go hungry because of lack
of food, compared with four percent of housed low-SES parents, and 21 percent of the homeless
parents reported they had been unable to feed their children sufficiently at least four days in the
previous month (Mihaly, 1991). Although many homeless children and their families qualify for
federal nutrition assistance like the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, up to half of
those eligible for the programs may not actually receive the benefits (Kiesler, 1991). School
breakfast programs have been shown to have a positive effect on short-term memory and some
learning skills, as well as on attendance (Cueto, 2001), but school meal programs provide only
breakfast and lunch, not dinner, and do not provide meals on weekends or school holidays.

Indeed, food banks and school districts across the nation are being forced to devise ways to send
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enough food home with students on Friday to last the weekend (Greene, 2010). In one study of
children in Worcester, MA, researchers found that hunger was common among school-aged
homeless children and linked to illness and anxiety (Weinreb et al., 2002).

Like hunger, malnutrition is dangerous. It can lead to stunted growth, iron and other
mineral deficiencies, and other “lifelong repercussions” (Molnar et al., 1990, p. 111), including
negative effects on students’ learning (Olson, 1999). Alaimo, Olson, and Frongillo (2001)
showed that, even controlling for other confounding poverty-related variables, math scores were
significantly lower among elementary-school children with food insecurity, and these children
were also more likely to have repeated a grade. Owing to food security and other health
challenges, homeless children are likely to be tired, sick, or hungry and have trouble
concentrating and completing classroom tasks. These make it difficult for them to develop new
knowledge and skills (Hart-Shegos, 1999). Without these skills and content knowledge,
students’ scores predictably drop. Furthermore, homeless children suffering malnutrition and
lead poisoning may suffer lasting cognitive damage (Gordon, 2003) that can hurt academic

performance.

Mental Health

Other explanations for homeless children’s lowered academic outcomes might be related
to mental health issues, including behavior and stress. Since the earliest studies of homeless
children, researchers have employed nationally-normed diagnostic tools to measure homeless
children’s mental health: the Child Depression Inventory (CDI), the Child Behavior Checklist
(CBCL), and the Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children (DISC), which allows for formal

classification using the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM), are
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commonly used. Although the nature of some of these measurement tools complicates drawing
conclusions about mental health conditions (Rafferty & Shinn, 1991), homeless children are
believed to experience some mental health problem more frequently than middle-class children
and, in some cases, than their housed low-SES peers (Buckner et al., 1999; Grant et al., 2007b;
Lubell, Cohen, & Crain, 2007; Menke & Wagner, 1997). Anxiety and depression have been
measured at rates much higher than national norms (Molnar et al., 1990). One review found that
a third of homeless children have at least one mental health problem that interferes with daily
activities and nearly half (47 percent) have problems with anxiety, depression, or withdrawal,
compared to 18 percent of other school-age children (Hart-Shegos, 1999, p. 8). Additionally,
homeless children may suffer greater behavior challenges in the classroom (Masten et al., 1997)
and more stress (Buckner et al., 1999).

Anxiety and depression. Researchers regularly report that homeless children suffer more
mental health issues than middle-class children generally do. Bassuk and Rubin (1987) were
among the first researchers to detail the mental health and emotional challenges faced by
homeless children. When they administered the CDI to the school-aged homeless children in
their study, they found that more than 50 percent scored above the cutoff for psychiatric referral,
and a majority of children answered, “I think about killing myself but I would not do it” to a
question regarding suicide (Bassuk & Rubin, 1987, p. 8). Further tests indicated that the
homeless children in the study had greater anxiety than national norms. Schmitz, Wagner, and
Menke (1995) found that the homeless children in their study had high anxiety, and that grade
point average was impacted by it. Furthermore, they stated, “the most direct relationship existed
between anxiety and current domicile status. Consistent with findings from previous studies

homeless children exhibited higher levels of anxiety” (Schmitz et al., 1995, p. 313).
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Unfortunately, studies have also found that although they are more likely than middle-class
children to have mental health issues, homeless children are unlikely to receive professional
mental health treatment (Bassuk & Rubin, 1987; Better Homes Fund, 1999).

Homeless students have been shown in some studies to evidence greater mental health
challenges than housed poor children as well, but results are inconclusive. The CBCL relies on
parent or teacher reports of child behavior to assess children’s mental health, introducing several
problems. Teachers and parents each use their own subjective lenses to view children’s
behavior, and children may behave differently in and out of school. Rescorla and colleagues
(1991) used the parent version and found higher rates of emotional maladjustment in homeless
school-aged children than the housed clinic-drawn sample. It is important to note the small size
of their samples, however, with the comparison group of 45 barely half the size of the homeless
group. Zeisemer, Marcoux, and Marwell (1994) used the teacher version of the CBCL and found
no significant differences between the 142 housed and 145 homeless children in their study.
Shinn and colleagues’ (2008) study of 388 children between birth and age 17 found that the
homeless children had significantly more mental health problems than the comparison group of
housed poor children only in the four- to ten-year-old age range. Buckner and and Bassuk
(1997), using the strict criteria in the Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children to report DSM-
IIT diagnoses, found that housing status was not related to depression or anxiety in their study
comparing homeless and housed low-income children in Worcester, Massachusetts.

The effects of family homelessness are not limited to children, and impaired parental
mental health may affect students’ school outcomes. Boxhill and Beaty (1990) found that living
in a shelter or hotel negatively affected parent-child relations. Bassuk and Rubin (1987) note

that the homeless mothers in their sample also evidenced higher rates of mental health issues
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than the general population, concluding that “the data describing the homeless mothers and the
children suggest an intergenerational cycle of family disruption and emotional difficulties” (p.
284). Sustained parental depression has been shown to have negative consequences for homeless
children (Molnar et al., 1990). Hart-Shegos (1999) expounds on this link between mothers’ and
children’s mental health by explaining the role of anxiety and worry in the lives of homeless
children, who “worry about their families: their parents, whose stress and tension is often shared
with the children, and their siblings, for whom they see themselves as primary care givers” (p. 7).
Behavior. In addition to diagnosable conditions like depression and anxiety, many
homeless children also suffer from non-clinical behavior issues that may impact their classroom
experiences. “Teachers have reported listless, apathetic, and tearful behavior” (Gewirtzman &
Fodor, 1987, p. 241). Based on structured diagnostic interviews, Yu and colleagues (2008)
found that the 157 homeless children in their study had more disruptive behavior problems than
the 61 housed children. Internalizing (e.g., withdrawal) and externalizing (e.g., aggression)
behavior problems may be up to four times more likely in homeless children than national norms
(Zima et al., 1997). Children in Bassuk and Rubin’s (1987) study in Boston demonstrated more
behavior issues than the general population on the Simmons Behavior Checklist, such as sleep
problems, shyness, withdrawal, and acting out. They also indicated low frustration tolerance,
with only 37 percent of the children in the study manifesting age-appropriate responses to
challenging tasks (Bassuk & Rubin, 1987). These behavioral problems can interfere with
students’ readiness to learn and can lead to higher incidence of removal from the classroom for
disciplinary reasons. One recent study suggests that behavior problems may be worse when
children first enter the shelter, but get better over time (Buckner, Weinreb, Rog, Holupka, &

Samuels, in press).
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Explanations for these behavioral challenges generally point to increased exposure to
stressful events and lessened social ties.” Masten’s team (1993) notes that the homeless children
in their study were significantly more likely to have experienced friendship disruption than the
housed comparison group, which the researchers expect to have an impact on psychosocial
functioning, particularly increased social isolation. They found that academic scores were
related to behavior and adaptive functioning in the classroom in their study; behavior and
academic problems co-occurred (Masten et al., 1997).

Some studies, however, do not find that homeless children experience more behavioral
problems than their low-SES peers. Buckner and colleagues (1999) found that homelessness was
initially associated with internalizing problems, but after three to four months, the effect tapered
off. They hypothesized that children may, over time, acclimate to homelessness and unpleasant
shelter conditions. Housing status was not associated with externalizing problems in the children
they studied, but they acknowledge the weakness of using a shelter-based sample: many shelters
turn away children who have behavior problems, possibly leading to selection bias that obscures
the real incidence of these issues in homeless children (Buckner et al., 1999).

Although Ziesemer and her team (1994) found homeless students in Madison, Wisconsin,
had higher rates of behavioral problems than a national sample of low-SES children, with one
quarter of the homeless students having enough behavioral problems to warrant further
assessment and an additional 10 percent with scores indicating “severe behavioral deviance” (p.
663), homelessness was not identified as the only predictive factor. Their team made strides to

improve the comparison group by looking at 145 sheltered homeless children and 142 low-SES

7 The ways in which homeless children’s social ties suffer is worthy of more attention than space provides here.
Homeless children’s relationships with parents may be prone to deterioration due to stress and role confusion. They
may also have lessened ties to peers because of frequent moves and emotional responses to stress that put strain on
friendships.
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children who also experienced high residential mobility, and found no differences in behavior or
adaptive functioning drawn from teacher responses on the CBCL between the two groups
(Ziesemer et al., 1994). Buckner and team (1999) also found that residential instability did not
predict behavior problems, concluding that children might habituate to frequent moves and be
less affected by moving than children who previously had stable housing.

Stress. Children experiencing homelessness are more likely than their housed low-SES
peers to have certain types of stress (Grant et al, 2007b). They are more likely to have been
separated from their families and involved in the foster care system at some point in their lives
(Hart-Shegos, 1999; Mihaly, 1991). Family members may be forced to separate in order to get
housing because many shelters only accept women and young children (Duffield & Lovell, 2008;
Mihaly, 1991). The 1990 report of the United States Conference of Mayors reported that 62
percent of families surveyed had had to break up before entering the shelter system. Some
parents choose to place their children with relatives or friends before seeking temporary shelter
to spare them the experience (Mihaly, 1991). If relatives or friends are not able to offer housing,
children whose parents lose their housing may be placed in foster care (National Black Child
Development Institute, 1989), where they are likely to have very negative experiences (Fox &
Duerr Berrick, 2007). Children may also have spent time in foster care because of abuse:
although both low-SES housed and homeless children are likely to have been exposed to family
violence, the homeless children in Buckner and colleagues’ (1999) study had significantly higher
rates of lifetime sexual abuse and foster care involvement, leading researchers to conclude that
homeless children had greater exposure to stressors than their housed low-SES counterparts.

Similarly, Alperstein and colleagues (1988) found that homeless children suffered higher rates of
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abuse than housed low-SES children, and more recent studies confirm this finding (e.g.,
Anooshian, 2005; Gewirtz & Edleson, 2007).

On top of the extreme familial stressors homeless children are likely to suffer, the very
experience of homelessness itself adds the stress of disruption and loss (Coles, 1970; Rafferty &
Shinn, 1991). Losing one’s home means losing treasured possessions; relocating means severing
social ties and routines (Mihaly, 1991), all of which extract an emotional toll. Citing McCollum
(1990) and Puskar (1989), Schmitz and colleagues (1995) state, “moving creates a situational
crisis which can result in increased stress, anxiety, anger, sadness, and a lowered sense of
competence” (p. 313). Children in homeless families may also be forced early into adult roles of
helping to care for younger children, to find food, and to secure lodging, and this disruption of
child and parental roles can cause stress and tension within the family (Gewirtzman & Fodor,
1987; Mihaly, 1991; Nann, 1982). Two thirds of homeless children worry about having enough
to eat (NCFH, 2009), a distinctly stressful and very adult concern.

Moreover, shelters themselves can present emotionally taxing living conditions: crowded
and noisy congregate living quarters® cause stress for parents and children. Though many cities
have improved their shelter systems for homeless families, congregate shelters still exist in some
places. “Most mothers are acutely stressed while living in a shelter and their scores on measures
of psychological distress are comparable to those of psychiatric outpatients” (Buckner et al.,
1999, p. 246). Mihaly (1991) explains that there is an “unquantifiable loss of family cohesion
and parental authority when meals are no longer prepared and eaten together” (p. 5), as is often
the case in temporary shelters. Boxhill and Beaty (1990) interviewed homeless mothers in

Atlanta and reported that many were upset by having their roles as the primary nurturer,

¥ There are two main types of homeless shelter for families: congregate shelters where families stay in large rooms
with other families, and apartment-style housing where families live independently in the same building. Some
cities also place families in single room occupancy hotels (Ropers, 1998; Williams, 2003).
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provider, and decision-maker for their families taken over by shelter policies, procedures, and
personnel, leading them to lose confidence in their parenting abilities. Gewirtzman and Fodor
(1987) remind us, citing Kliman (1968), that maternal stress leads to decreased time and
attention to devote to parenting, increasing children’s stress. Lupien and team (2005) found a
significant correlation between maternal depression and children’s stress level. And Rubin and
team (1996) found that maternal depression and length of homeless episode appear to be
underlying mechanisms influencing test scores.

Beyond the relatively clear connection between stress and mental health problems,
research shows that children who experience a great deal of stress may also have profound
difficulties learning. It has been well-known for years that children from low-SES backgrounds
have elevated exposure to acute and chronic stressors (McLoyd, 1998), but until recently no
causal mechanism had been discovered between stress and academic functioning. However, in
2009, Evans and Schamberg combined studies of neurocognition and physiological stress and
postulated a link between SES, stress, and memory function in children that might help explain
the income-test score gap and shed light on the problems homeless children experience in school.
Their groundbreaking study demonstrated that children from low-SES backgrounds in the
sample had significantly higher allostatic loads (a physical measure of the body’s chemical
response to stress) than children from high-SES backgrounds and that allostatic load was
correlated with working memory. The highly-stressed children from low-SES backgrounds in
the study could hold significantly fewer items in their working memory than those from high-
SES homes (Evans & Schamberg, 2009). If, as this research suggests, the increased stress of
growing up in poverty leads to chemical changes in the brain that affect working memory (Evans

& Schamberg, 2009), low-SES children may literally have a harder time learning. This
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complements earlier work by Noble, McCandiliss, and Farah (2007), wherein SES was found to
be a significant predictor of working memory in first graders. Lupien and team (2005) also
found that the low-SES children in their study had higher levels of cortisol (the so-called “stress
hormone”) and manifested differences in cognitive function. Earlier studies established that
children growing up with environmental stress (e.g., noise) had higher blood pressure and less
capacity to discriminate between relevant and irrelevant tasks, a measure of the selective
attention that is crucial to learning (Cohen, Glass, & Singer, 1973). It is possible that growing up
in poverty causes children to be less able to learn than their less-stressed high-SES peers. This
could also help explain why homeless children in some cases have worse school performance
than their housed low-SES peers, as some studies have identified that homeless children are
likely to have been exposed more recently to major stressors like moving or abuse (Buckner et
al., 1999). “Even among very poor families, homelessness appears to be associated with lower

income and more recent adversity” (Masten et al., 1993, p. 341).

Educational Issues

In addition to the logistical barriers homeless children may face gaining access to the
school building, their physical health issues and social and mental health problems, homeless
children also experience other challenges to their education. Mobility — frequent changes in
residence and school — seems to place homeless children at a distinct disadvantage. Increased
suspensions from school and special education needs coupled with low rates of receipt of special
education services also create obstacles to homeless children’s academic performance.

Mobility. Homeless and housed low-SES children are likely to experience higher rates

of residential and school mobility than middle-class children (Evans, Eckenrode, &
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Marcynyszyn, 2010). Whether it is a marker of risk or an actual cause of problems, mobility is
very common in homeless children (Nunez & Collignon, 1997). In one study, 41 percent of
homeless children had attended two schools in the same year, and 28 percent attended three or
more (Hart-Shegos, 1999). Dworksy (2008) studied homeless children in Chicago and
discovered that they had changed schools an average of three times per year, with 60 percent of
these changes taking place mid-year. Masten and colleagues (1993) found that homeless
children in their studies were more likely than housed extremely poor children to have changed
schools. In a New York City study, the previously-homeless children had experienced more
school mobility in the five years after they were re-housed than the never-homeless low-SES
comparison group (Shinn et al., 2008).

Whether changing residence or changing schools, moving frequently is associated with
problems in school (Lubell & Brennan, 2007; Wood, Valdez, Hayashi, & Shen, 1990). Moves
may temporarily increase absences: Rafferty and Rollins (1989) found that the children in their
study missed an average of five days of school every time they changed shelters. The negative
effects of moving appear to be worse for elementary school students than those in upper grades
(Hart-Shegos, 1999).

Mobility also causes problems by interrupting schooling processes. “School transfers
result in discontinuous instruction that requires remedial instruction to address academic
deficits” (Powers & Jaklitsch, 1993, p. 402). The National Center for Homeless Education
(2006) estimates that a student loses four to six months of learning with every change in school.

In their 2001 review, Scanlon and Devine found that residential mobility was negatively
associated with academic performance; Jelleyman and Spencer (2008) found that moving was

correlated with behavioral problems as well. Particularly if changes happen mid-year (Samuels
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et al., 2010), school mobility has negative effects on achievement (Duffield et al., 2007;
Dworsky, 2008). However, studies comparing student outcomes before, during, and after moves
(Buckner et al, 2001; Heinlein & Shinn, 2000) have not found a direct link between school
mobility and changes in academic test scores: “school mobility...may be a marker of a
constellation of adverse conditions rather than an independent cause of poor outcomes” (Samuels
et al., 2010). Mobility is also linked to low test scores in many studies of homeless children.
Rubin and colleagues (1996) reported that the effect of housing status on reading test scores was
mediated by the number of school changes a child had experienced in the previous two years.
Buckner and colleagues (2001) determined for their sample that having changed schools
frequently was a greater predictor of school outcomes than housing status. Some scholars have
suggested that mobility is so disruptive that it may be more appropriate to examine homeless and
highly mobile children together, comparing them to stably-housed low-income children.
“Among socio-economically disadvantaged children, compelling data suggest that homeless and
highly mobile (H/HM) children fall at the high end along a continuum of risk for academic
problems and related psychopathology” (Obradovic et al., 2009, p. 493). One longitudinal study
of homeless and highly-mobile children in Minneapolis found that as a group, these students
evidenced greater educational risk over time than housed poor children (Obradovic et al., 2009).
Suspensions. Because they cause students to miss class time and because they are
indicative of behavioral issues that may cause ongoing interference with instructional delivery,
school suspensions are an additional hypothesized link between homeless children and their
academic outcomes. Buckner and colleagues (2001) found that more homeless children (22
percent) in their Worcester, MA sample had been suspended from school than their low-income

housed peers (13 percent). A study of children in supportive family housing across the
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Minneapolis metropolitan area found that 28 percent of children ages five to eleven, and 52
percent of children ages 11 to 18, had been suspended from school (Gewirtz et al., 2008). The
Better Homes Fund (1999) found that twice as many homeless children had been suspended from
school than housed children.

Special education. Homeless children qualify for special education services at school at
up to twice the national average (Gargiulo, 2006; NCFH, 2009). Nunez (1994a) reports that
homeless children are more than three times more likely than their housed peers to be referred
for special education services. Dworksy (2008) found that 22 percent of the homeless children in
her Chicago study were identified as needing special education intervention. One quarter of the
homeless children in Bassuk’s Boston study were in special education classes (as cited in Molnar
et al., 1990). In Rubin and team’s (1996) study, eight percent of the homeless children were
enrolled in special education classes, compared with only one percent of the housed comparison
group.

However, while homeless children are likely to qualify for special education services,
they are also much less likely to receive them (Buckner et al., 2001; Duffield et al., 2007; Hart-
Shegos, 1999; NCFH, 2009). Zima and colleagues (1997) examined the need for special
education evaluation of 169 homeless children in Los Angeles and found that the children in
their study were four times more likely to have symptoms of a behavior disorder, three times
more likely to exhibit a learning disability, and eight times more likely have mental retardation
than the general population of school-aged children. Unfortunately, though 45 percent of the
school-aged homeless children in their study merited a special education evaluation, only 23
percent of those with a disability had ever received special education testing or been in special

education classes (Zima et al., 1997). This disconnect between need and services may be caused
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by the lengthy special education referral process, which commonly takes between three and four
months — students with high school mobility may not be with the same teachers long enough to
have their needs identified and evaluated (Emerson & Lovitt, 2003). The length of the special
education referral process “run[s] counter to the immediate service needs of homeless students”
(Stronge, 1993, p. 344). Students’ high mobility is a challenge not only for them, but for
teachers and school administrators as well (Eddowes, 1993), possibly causing the latter to be
wary of investing the time and resources for special education evaluation on children likely to
leave the school before it is complete.
Summary

The reasons for homeless children’s poor academic outcomes are hypothesized to fall
into four categories: logistical and procedural barriers, physical health issues, mental health and
behavior problems, and learning readiness challenges like frequent absences, high school
mobility, and high rates of suspension from school. They also have high rates of special
education diagnosis but low rates of receipt of special education services, creating additional

challenges to their school success.

The Role of the School in Supporting Homeless Students
There is a great deal of literature promoting the enormous potential of schools to “provide
developmental havens of safety, stability, and care for children living in poverty whose lives are
complicated by homelessness or residential instability” (Masten et al., 1997, pp. 43-44). The
National Association for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth (2010) asserts that
“school is a refuge for homeless children...providing safety, structure, and services” (p. 2). And

as Zima and team note, “the structured environment of a school program fosters the child's
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concept of personal place and may be a main source of stability for a homeless child." (Zima et
al., 1997, p. 236). Although “schools cannot be expected to address the societal level economic
and socio-cultural problems that may underlie” homelessness, they can be part of the solution
(Masten et al., 1997, p. 43).

It seems that homeless children themselves also see a positive role for school in their
lives. Horowitz and colleagues (1988) compared homeless and housed children in the same
classes and found that the homeless children were more likely to express positive feelings toward
school. “Findings from this study suggest that [homeless] children, given the extremely stressful
events surrounding their home life, maintain a positive attitude toward school...the school
environment may function in facilitating [their] adaptation” (Horowitz et al., 1988, p. 36).
Likewise, Zeisemer and team (1994) found that “the children in this study also evidenced a
strong belief in the value of academics and good behavior” (p. 666), leading researchers to
conclude that “one of the clearest social policy implications of [our] research is of a pressing
need for children who are homeless to be enrolled in a stable and supportive school program”
(Rescorla et al., 1991, p. 219). Scholars in this area generally issue a call to action along the
lines of that stated by Masten, et al. (1997): “while additional research is necessary, schools can
use the knowledge that has accumulated to develop and evaluate programs to foster educational
success in these children” (p. 43).

Although there is little empirical research to back up most of the claims — “many...efforts
have been implemented, though little evaluation appears to have been done” (Masten et al., 1997,
p. 43) —researchers and advocates have compiled a relatively consistent set of recommendations
for schools to use in supporting the social and academic learning of homeless students (Murphy

& Tobin, 2011). The roles of the school range from those which are legally required by the
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McKinney-Vento Act, such as removing transportation and documentation barriers, to those
hypothesized to improve service delivery and facilitate academic and emotional success. These
can be divided into the four main categories of removing logistical and procedural barriers,
meeting children’s physical needs, promoting homeless children’s mental health, and addressing
their specific learning readiness challenges. This section explores the research and literature on
strategies in these domains. This literature includes research, advocacy, and conceptual analyses,

complicating the issue of finding empirical support for suggested strategies.

Removing Barriers: The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act of 1987

As discussed in earlier sections, homeless children have historically faced logistical and
procedural barriers to schooling. They have been denied the right to enroll in school because of
missing documentation like immunization records and proof of residence (Stronge, 1993).
Additionally, homeless students face issues with transportation to and from school. Although its
name has changed slightly throughout its re-authorizations, the aims of The McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Act (PL100-77), signed into law by Ronald Reagan on July 22, 1987, have
remained consistent. Subtitle B, the Education for Homeless Children and Youth (EHCY)
program, laid out guidelines for states to ensure children have “access to a free, appropriate
public education which would be provided to the children of a resident of a State” (sec. 721[1]).

As the law exists today, Title VII deals with the education of homeless children and
youth. It specifies that homeless children have a right to be educated with their classmates, not
segregated in special classes or programs (Funkhouser, Riley, Suh, & Lennon, 2002). It also
makes clear that districts have a responsibility to make efforts to identify homeless children so

they can receive the services for which they are eligible (Stronge, 1993) and to make available to
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children and parents information about the rights of homeless children in school (PL100-77;
Samuels et al., 2010). It creates a system of district and state education agency coordinators
responsible for the planning and execution of delivery of services, and provides funding
structures.

The right to enroll. The McKinney-Vento Act requires states to “review and undertake
steps to revise...laws” to ensure that homeless children are able to enroll in school (sec. 721[2]).
Specifically, it requires states to determine whether it is in the child’s best interest to remain in
the district where s/he attended school before losing housing (the district “of origin™), or to be
transferred to the district where s/he currently resides (sec. 722[e][A][B]). The law also
stipulates that guardianship requirements be made flexible for students as well, since children
placed with family or friends while parents enter the shelter system do not have guardians, per
se, to enroll them in school (National Coalition for the Homeless, 1987).

The McKinney-Vento Act has been reauthorized several times, each time expanding the
scope and strengthening the provisions of the original legislation (National Coalition for the
Homeless, 2006). The amendments have specified more clearly how districts should prevent
procedural barriers from impeding homeless students’ enrollment. Such paperwork requirements
as immunization records, birth certificates, or previous school records (Swick, 2004) are required
to be made flexible; students can enroll immediately even without them (Tierney, Gupton, &
Hallett, 2008). In the 1994 amendments, parents and students were given a voice in school
placements (National Coalition for the Homeless, 2006). In cases where families and schools
disagree about whether the school of origin or the school where a student is currently residing is
the best choice, the school the family prefers must enroll the student while the dispute is resolved

and if the two schools are in different districts, the two districts must determine between them
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how transportation will be provided for the student (James & Lopez, 2003).

Transportation. Transportation has long been the most significant logistical barrier to
enrollment documented by homeless education analysts (Rafferty, 1995). The McKinney-Vento
Act requires that school districts provide transportation for homeless children to and from school
(Samuels et al., 2010). This includes cases where a student stays in a shelter outside the district
but remaining in his/her school of origin is found to be in his/her best interest. In such cases,
school districts must provide transportation across district lines. Unfortunately, McKinney-
Vento has been underfunded since the beginning, so provision of such transportation can be
problematic. In a 1995 evaluation of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth program,
researchers concluded that “state coordinators and local school district administrators have
worked hard, with limited resources, to ensure homeless children's and youth's access to a free,
appropriate education” (National Coalition for the Homeless, 2006, pp. 5-6) but that the
resources allocated to the McKinney-Vento programs are insufficient to meet demand, and that
lack of adequate funding limits the programs' success (Anderson et al., 1995). In 2010, the
National Association for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth reported that homeless
education liaisons still report transportation to school of origin as a major barrier confronting

homeless children.

Meeting Physical Needs

Many researchers have pointed out how physical issues, both health problems and access to
physical resources like food, clothing, and school supplies (Medcalf, 2008; Shane, 1996; Swick,
2009), interfere with homeless children’s attendance, learning, and school success. These

scholars point to the role of the school in ensuring that children’s basic physical needs are met
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(Nunez & Collignon, 1997). “If education is to be meaningful in their lives and in the lives of
their families, basic human physical...needs must be addressed” (Stronge, 1993, p. 355). First
and foremost, schools can provide basic school supplies like backpacks, notebooks, and pencils
(Delmore, 2004). Second, schools can see to it that students have access to clean and appropriate
clothing, without which students may fear social ostracism (Penuel & Davey, 1998). Some
schools even make these supplies available to all children so as to remove the stigma associated
with homelessness (Yon, Mickelson, & Carlton-LaNey, 1993) — and because they recognize that
housed low-income children may also have trouble accessing basic amenities (Gonzalez, 1990).

Transportation assistance. Schools may also need to provide transportation assistance
above and beyond what is required in the McKinney-Vento Act. If students are given passes for
riding public transportation, for example, schools can ensure that students are shown how to read
local transit maps and know how to get from school to home and back (Delmore, 2004). Parents,
too need to be oriented to the transportation so they can help support their children’s school
attendance (Hart-Shegos, 1999). Recently, school districts have been able to use American
Reinvestment and Recovery Act funding to provide transportation and related services
(NAEHCY, 2010).

Food. As we have seen, the amount and quality of food is often a significant issue for
homeless children (Quint, 1994. Homeless students have a demonstrated need to participate in
free breakfast and lunch programs at school. Students can be enrolled without filling out
paperwork (Duffield et al., 2007) and are expected to be given access to these programs
immediately (Delmore, 2004; Hart-Shegos, 1999). Teachers can also make snacks available in
the classroom (Reed-Victor, Popp, & Myers, 2003). Schools may also explore methods of

providing food for students to take home over the weekend. Additionally, parents should be
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provided with information about how they can get food for themselves and their families either
on site at the school or through connections with community programs (Hart-Shegos, 1999).
Medical services. Because homeless children are likely to be behind on immunizations
and often lack needed health services, scholars recommend that schools take immediate steps to
screen and immunize them (Hart-Shegos, 1999; Johnson, 1992). Some schools provide clinic
hours on site for children and have a school nurse review medical issues with children and
parents on the first day of school (Gonzalez, 1990). Gewirtzman and Fodor (1987) point out that
schools have greater access to children than community organizations and so have the potential

to deliver health services quickly and effectively.

Promoting Mental Health

Students experiencing homelessness are, as previous sections have shown, likely to be
experiencing mental health problems. Either because they have familial stresses common to
low-SES children but often occurring more frequently in homeless families, or because the very
experience of losing one’s home and being forced to relocate is traumatic, these students have
emotional needs that scholars agree must be met by schools. As Stronge (1993) notes,
“educators may not be able to bring into focus academic goals for [homeless] students until
pressing social and psychological needs have been addressed” (p. 345). Gonzalez (1999)
concurs: “the psychological needs of the children...are as important as their instructional needs
because these children suffer the combined effects of poverty, anxiety, and depression” (p. 787).

Sensitizing school staff. Perhaps the most prevalent recommendation for schools found
in the literature on supporting homeless students is the provision of training for teachers and

other school personnel on the needs and challenges of students in this position (for example,
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Powers & Jaklitsch, 1993; Williams & Korinek, 2000). Gewirtzman and Fodor (1987) assert,
“the first step in working with these children is understanding the conditions in which they live”
(p. 242). Because they have the most interaction with students, teachers are the focus of
recommendations for sensitivity training (Nunez & Collignon, 1997). “[T]eachers can play a
crucial role in providing a safe and secure learning environment.... By educating their colleagues
about the issues of homelessness, informed teachers...minimize the ostracism and pressures
experienced by homeless students” (Powers & Jaklitsch, 1993, p. 406). However, researchers
note that all the adults in a school building can benefit from gaining understanding of the issues
homeless children face (Gewirtzman & Fodor, 1987; Morris & Butt, 2003).

Most see this sensitization taking place in professional development or other training
provided by school social workers or counselors, though Stronge and Hudson’s (1999) study
recommended that “awareness-raising activities” might be more broadly construed (p. 10),
including training on how to recognize the signs that indicate a student may be experiencing
homelessness (Duffield et al., 2007; Gargiulo, 2006). Housed students, likewise, stand to benefit
from education about the issues their homeless classmates face (Noll & Watkins, 2003); some
researchers (e.g., Nunez) have gone so far as to publish children’s picture books about
homelessness for use in the elementary school classroom. Ziesemer and colleagues (1994)
recommend that social workers conduct education and sensitivity training for teachers and
students around race and class issues, including homelessness. Shane (1996) notes that teachers
are under-informed about not only the problems faced by homeless students, but also the best
strategies they can employ to support them. Teachers can be a strong and positive force with the

right preparation (Duffield et al., 2007; Swick & Bailey, 2004).
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Establishing a safe and caring environment. Once teachers and other school staff have
been made aware of the challenges their homeless students face, the focus turns to using that
knowledge to create an atmosphere in the school and classroom that communicates security and
caring. The first task in the classroom is to “establish a stable, nonthreatening environment”
where students feel welcome (Duffield at al., 2007), a culture that can “provide a respite from the
turmoil of uncertainty in the lives of homeless children” (Gewirtzman & Fodor, 1987). That the
school and classroom should be “trustworthy” is echoed in many recommendations (Eddowes,
1993, p. 384; Gewirtzman & Fodor, 1987). This trustworthy climate, scholars agree, should
come in the form of a secure, structured, and predictable atmosphere replete with competent and
caring adults (Eddowes, 1993; Hart-Shegos, 1999; Neiman, 1988). “A sense of ‘family’ is what
these children chiefly need” (Gonzalez, p. 787), in a place “where opportunities exist for
supportive adult relationships” (Ziesemer et al., 1994, p. 667) and students can expect the
“discipline as well as love and attention” (Stevens et al., 1991) that is often lacking in their lives.
Some authors advocate for the creating of mentoring programs for homeless children (Tierney et
al., 2008; Swick, 2000). Neiman (1988) asserts that these programs can foster students’ ability
to weather crises by providing them with strong adult role models.

Schools should help displaced children feel safe and accepted by fostering peer
connections. “Extraordinary efforts need to be made to foster a sense of membership in the
school community” (Ziesemer et al., 1994, p. 666). Eddowes (1993) highlights the active role
that sensitive teachers can take in promoting friendships and helping homeless students integrate
socially, even though it may be hard for students who move around to forge relationships.
Ziesemer and team (1994) recommend social skills development groups for homeless students.

“Schools are the child's second most important environment after the family, and the one in
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which peer relationships are developed” (Ziesemer et al., 1994, p. 667). The Park City
elementary school in Dallas, Texas, which consistently has high proficiency scores despite
having the most mobile population in the district coupled with the sixth highest poverty rate, uses
a “buddy” system where newly enrolled students are assigned to a friend in the classroom to
show them around (Delmore, 2004; Gonzalez, 1990). This can help counteract the social
isolation homeless students often experience, as well as orient them to a new situation.
Cooperative learning may also help facilitate the social integration of students into the new
classroom (Eddowes, 1992; Korinek, Walther-Thomas, & Laycock, 1992). Quint (1994)
recommends the creation of leadership roles for homeless students, fostering social connections
and improving students’ sense of empowerment.

Also recognizing that many homeless students will struggle with mental health challenges
like depression and anxiety as well as problems with withdrawal and aggression, schools should
anticipate a need for counseling (Gonzalez, 1990; Swick, 2000), either by school counselors
(Johnson, 1992) or by referral to outside agencies (Delmore, 2004; Nunez & Collignon, 1997).
Provision of appropriate social and emotional support services, including anger management
(Delmore, 2004) and mental health service referrals for their parents (Stronge, 1993), can help
improve the emotional state of children experiencing homelessness. Ziesemer and colleagues
advocate for teachers to take a role in assisting homeless children and their peers in dealing with
loss that comes with high mobility. Kliman (1968) recommends that students be given the
chance to express their fears and concerns, because this type of open communication can protect
them from stress. Beyond its intrinsic values, improved mental health also increases children’s

readiness to learn.
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Improving Learning Readiness

When they interviewed homeless elementary school children, Horowitz and her team
(1988) and Ziesemer and colleagues (1994) found these students enjoyed attending school and
took pride in their academic accomplishments. Researchers conclude that schools should take
advantage of this positive attitude toward school and channel it into academic success by
applying appropriate strategies. “Schools might capitalize on such interest in scholastic
competence by communicating high expectations and providing appropriate instruction to
achieve those expectations” (Ziesemer et al., 1994, p. 666). Though there is little empirical
evidence to support specific academic approaches, there are some themes found in the literature
that can guide teachers’ actions in the classroom.

Academic program. The most important step in beginning a homeless child’s journey to
school success is appropriate assessment. Many homeless children struggle with the effects of
inappropriate educational placement (Stronge, 1993). “Teachers should be skilled in diagnosing
and planning for each student’s needs,” particularly because homeless children’s needs can be
difficult to diagnose” (Eddowes, 1993, p. 384). Some schools accomplish this via a
comprehensive intake interview conducted with students and parents on the first day a student
starts at a new school. The intake can include questions designed to elicit from parents whether
students received special education support or were involved in special education evaluation at
their former school(s) (Delmore, 2004). Johnson (1992) and Duffield and colleagues (2007)
recommend an expedited special education evaluation process along with close monitoring by
school personnel to ensure that homeless students do not get put at the bottom of waiting lists.

Likewise, the literature suggests that schools should be prepared to provide a continuum

of educational options because of the diverse needs of this population, particularly because
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children experiencing a short episode of homelessness and those who have been without housing
for extended periods may have very different needs (Stronge, 1993; Ziesemer et al., 1994), as
might shelter-based children and those who are doubled up. Delmore (2004) recommends that
schools address the challenge of grade placement by putting children in the correct grade for
their ages and then offering extra academic support to bring them up to grade level. Nunez and
Collignon (1997) recommend that students who arrive academically behind be given accelerated,
rather than remedial, instruction. However, others recommend focusing on basic skill
development (Gonzalez, 1990).

Several researchers recommend special academic support programs for homeless children
(Hart-Shegos, 1999; Nunez & Collignon, 1997). Although the McKinney-Vento Act prohibits
schools from segregating homeless children in their own classes,’ it is nonetheless possible to
provide extra services that help enrich their academic skills. “The school must provide a level of
support necessary to make learning enjoyable” (Gonzalez, 1990, p. 786). This can take the form
of special learning communities or tutoring offered by community volunteers, older students,
and/or teachers (Delmore, 2004; Gonzalez, 1990; Rubin et al., 1996). Collaborative teacher
planning and continuous assessment of student’ progress can also help accelerate homeless
students (Delmore, 2004; Gonzalez, 1990). Close relationships between teachers and students
are essential in helping ensure that students’ needs do not go unnoticed (Hart-Shegos, 1999).

There is widespread mention in the literature of using an IEP-style approach where
homeless children’s academic programs are highly tailored to their individual needs (Eddowes,
1993; Gonzalez, 1990; Powers & Jaklitsch, 1993; Ziesemer & Marcoux, 1992) as well as their

strengths (Noll & Watkins, 2003). Gewirtzman and Fodor (1987), citing research by Coles

? Although schools cannot force children to segregate in this manner, it is worthwhile to note here that many of the
most well-regarded programs in the country are, indeed, schools specifically for homeless students, who segregate
by definition.
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(1976) note that highly mobile children tend not to finish tasks, recommend that instruction be
broken down into “small, manageable tasks that children can handle with success” (p. 243).
Nunez and Collignon (1997) describe an instructional process where learning is delivered in
short cycles. Ziesemer and colleagues (1994) recommend that schools “offer special instruction
to fill academic gaps, communicate high expectations, and provide teaching in small blocks to
ensure completion before departure” (p. 667).

Providing enrichment. The literature on supporting homeless students’ education
makes frequent mention of providing supportive services after and before school for both
tutoring and recreational purposes. Summer programs have been shown to increase homeless
students’ academic success as well (Sinatra, 2007). In addition to providing students an
alternative to spending time on the street or in the shelter (Stevens, Tullis, Sanchez, and
Gonzalez, 1991), before and after school programs can provide crucial academic support, as well
as a structured place to complete homework. Because “homeless students have trouble keeping
up with work due to the unfavorable study conditions at the shelters” (Gonzalez, 1990, p. 787),
scholars believe that having an afterschool program where they can simply have space and quiet
time to complete assignments is crucial for improving students’ performance (Rafferty, 1995).
Tutors in these programs can also help fill in gaps in students’ knowledge (Hart-Shegos, 1999).
In addition to the potential for direct academic impact, before and after school programs can
provide children with meals (Eddowes, 2004), recreational activities (Gewirtzman & Fodor,
1987), and allow them to build bonds with significant adults. “Extracurricular activities...are
particularly important for children who have little access to them elsewhere” (Gonzalez, 1990, p.
787; Tierney et al., 2008). Nunez (1994a) notes the power of extracurricular recreational

activities to provide homeless children with self-esteem and social experiences. Johnson (1992)
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points out that these programs must be made available free of charge in order for homeless

students to be able to participate.

Cross-Cutting Recommendations

Two additional sets of recommendations from researchers about how schools can support
homeless children in school cut across the previous domains of supporting physical and mental
health and improving learning readiness: coordinating service delivery and supporting parents.
Both of these strategies can be thought to impact multiple facets of students’ lives, potentially
supporting their health and mental health and, directly or indirectly, facilitating their learning.

Coordinating services. The literature on supporting homeless people as a group closely
parallels the literature on supporting homeless children in school, particularly with regard to the
coordination of service delivery (Medcalf, 2008; Nunez & Collignon, 1997; Stronge, 2000;
Tierney et al., 2008). Whether within the school or between schools, shelters, and social service
agencies, scholars argue that communication and collaboration are crucial.

Communication within the school can assure that all the adults who interact with these
high-need students are aware of pressing issues, both ongoing and acute (Gewirtzman & Fodor,
1987). In addition, homeless children need schools to “recognize the interrelationship among
their education, social service, health, child welfare, [and] mental health...needs” (Stronge,
1993, p. 356).

Julianelle (2007) points out that “a high level of collaboration between professionals” is
necessary (p. 39). Though they can take different forms, with services all occurring at school or
with students the center of multi-site case management teams (Quint, 1994; Tierney et al., 2008),

the purposes of these collaborative relationships between agencies are similar. They include
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sharing information so as not to duplicate services (e.g., if students receive tutoring at the shelter,
the school need not put energy toward finding tutoring for them) and to identify holes in existing
services (e.g., if the school nurse notes a potential health issue and can communicate directly
with a community health clinic, health care delivery will be more effective). Yon and colleagues
(1993) recommend that collaborators establish common goals and work together to meet them.
Rouse and Fantuzzo (2009) offer evidence that integrated service systems for all children are
more effective then those attempting to work without collaboration, which can be extrapolated to
apply to homeless children as well.

Although the effort of reaching out to shelters, service providers, and the community at
large may seem burdensome or overstepping of the school’s bounds, no institution is better
equipped to serve this crucial role than the school (Newman & Beck, 1996). “Should schools be
the main providers of services to homeless students and take on the role of service center?
Perhaps not, but they most assuredly must play a fundamental role in developing and
implementing integrative services if the grip of homelessness is to be broken™ (Stronge, 1993, p.
357).

Supporting parents. Finally, a recommendation commonly found in the literature is that
schools should reach out to the parents of homeless children (Dworsky, 2008; Quint, 1994;
Swick, 2009). Researchers have found that parents of homeless children are very supportive of
and concerned about their children’s education (Masten & Sesma, 1999). For several reasons,
supporting homeless parents is tantamount to supporting their children, and schools need to focus
on making sure parents are included in the education of their children in meaningful ways
(Duffield et al., 2007; Rafferty, 1995; Stronge, 2000). As noted earlier, parents’ emotional

health impacts their children’s emotional health. Supporting parents allows them to be “more
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emotionally available” for their children (Ziesemer et al., 1994, p. 667). In addition, homeless
children in one Minneapolis study whose parents were involved in their education had better
grades and test scores as well as fewer teacher reports of behavioral problems in the classroom
(Hart-Shegos, 1999; Masten & Sesma, 1999). Mirroring the literature on low-SES students
generally (Murphy, 2010), scholarship on homeless children notes the significance of parents’
role in school success.

Researchers recommend that schools involve parents by establishing and maintaining
good communication, and support them by being knowledgeable about and able to connect
parents with medical and social service resources in the community (Gonzalez, 1990; Hart-
Shegos, 1999; Myers & Popp, 2003; Stronge, 1993). Masten and colleagues (1997) remind us
that teachers and school personnel need to be prepared to build rapport with parents who have no
telephones or transportation and “who may be preoccupied with survival needs of their families”
(p.- 43). Some advise teachers to become advocates in the community for their homeless
students’ families and to help parents advocate for themselves (Crowley, 2003; Dworsky, 2008;
Eddowes, 1993). Education for parents is believed to be particularly crucial (Swick, 2009;
Nunez & Collignon, 1997) because research has demonstrated that the average homeless parent

has a tenth grade education and reads at a sixth grade level (Nunez, 1994b).

Conclusions

Homeless children are faced with many issues that have the potential to interfere with
their educational success. Some of these challenges are also present in the lives of housed poor
children, though homeless children may experience problems at greater rates or in more depth

than their housed peers. The school has several important roles to play in supporting these
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students, falling into the realms of eliminating legal and procedural barriers in accordance with
McKinney-Vento legislation, supporting students’ physical needs, facilitating their mental
health, and increasing educational readiness. Indeed, some advocates assert that schools have an
imperative to provide services to homeless students. “Schools must take the lead in making the

difference for these children” (Medcalf, 2008, p. 109, emphasis added).
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CHAPTER III

DATA AND METHODS

This study blends quantitative and qualitative methods to provide a more complete
picture of the practices schools use to support the learning of homeless elementary school

children. This chapter describes in detail the methods used in my study.

Research Questions

This study’s aim is to answer one main question: how do schools support homeless
students’ learning? In order to do this, it also examines several underlying questions:

1) Is housing status a predictor of student achievement in a large urban district, even after

controlling for common correlates like income and race?

2) At which schools do homeless students perform better and worse?

3) How do these schools serve their housed low-SES students?

4) What programs and practices are employed to support homeless student learning by

high- and low-performing schools?

5) Are certain practices unique to schools where homeless children are relatively high-

performing?

Quantitative Data
I used administrative data provided by the education department of a large Northeastern

city. Student test scores, demographics, and housing status data were provided for the 2007-
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2008 and 2008-2009 school years. Data was provided for third through eighth grades, but only
third through fifth grades will be used in the analyses. As noted earlier, the decision to focus on
elementary school was made to limit the analysis to children who are homeless with their
families, as opposed to unaccompanied homeless youth, who have distinct needs and
characteristics (Robertson, 1992). In addition, rather than focusing on scores in the whole city,
the final analysis focuses on the two sections of the city (hereafter referred to as “District A” and
“District B”) with the lowest median incomes and highest percentages of residents living in
poverty (U.S. Census, 2010) because of the relative homogeneity and geographic proximity of
their populations. Although including the entire city in the analysis would potentially make my
results more generalizable, limiting it to these two districts lessens the likelihood that non-school
factors like race, income, neighborhoods, and their unobservable correlates will bias the results,
since Districts A and B tend to be more homogeneous than the city as a whole. They are both
largely impoverished areas with a majority of students of color. If the more affluent areas of the
city were included in the analysis, it is likely that schools in those areas would have higher
homeless student scores for reasons not captured by administrative data and not likely related to
school programs and practices.

Because the city provided information for the complete population of students in its
public schools, the descriptive analysis is conducted for the full population described above. It
includes students from grades three to eight though only grades three to five are used in the
regression analyses. Not all records are complete, and missing data cannot be assumed to be
missing completely at random (Weiner, 2003). There are three possible relationships between
the missing data and test scores. One, it could be completely random, though this is unlikely.

Two, students who have less housing stability might be likely both to score lower and miss
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school on test administration days, biasing the effects of homelessness and making the negative
impact of homelessness seem smaller than it really is. Three, those students who have the
greatest and most obvious problems in school might be more likely to be identified as homeless
and to receive support services from the school, the shelter, and other community agencies,
making them more likely to attend school on test days. This could bias the effects of
homelessness upward, overestimating the negative impact of homelessness on test scores. It is
also possible that many homeless students were not tested, or that many students have not been
correctly identified as homeless. This problem will be further explored in the limitations section
of this chapter.

Independent Variable. In the first set of regressions, the independent variable of
interest in my analysis is homelessness. The group of third through fifth graders who
experienced homelessness during the 2008-2009 school year was approximately 6 percent of
students in those grades. In Districts A and B, that number was over 7 percent. Some research
indicates that two percent of all children, and ten percent of poor children, experience
homelessness (National Coalition for the Homeless, 2007a). Table 1 shows the breakdown of
housing status within the group of homeless third to fifth grade students in the city.
Unfortunately, it shows that the majority (79 percent) of homeless students’ residence types were
unknown. Of those known and verified by the district, 16 percent were in shelters and 5 percent
were doubled up with another family. These numbers are very similar in Districts A and B.

Table 1: Homeless Residence Type (Citywide)

Shelter Doubled up Other
Citywide 16% 5% 79%
Districts A & B 20% 6% 74%
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As reported in this data set, the district verifies address changes. When students or
parents tell the school that they are in temporary housing, the verification involves contacting the
shelter and making sure students are indeed living there. Because the onus for conducting this
verification seems to fall on already overburdened school office staff, it is not surprising that
many address changes are not verified and therefore cannot be confirmed. However, some
publicly available data is available to corroborate the numbers in my dataset.

Previous research indicated that homelessness should affect five percent of some cities’
populations (Culhane & Metraux, 1999), but newer estimates in this city put that number closer
to ten percent (City’s Homeless Services Website, 2011). Additionally, a disproportionate
number of the homeless families in the city come from Districts A and B (City’s Homeless
Services Website, 2011). Since homelessness is correlated with poverty and these two districts
also have higher poverty rates than other parts of the city, I conclude that the homeless
percentage should be higher in those districts. Some research suggests an overlap between
highly-mobile and homeless families (Obradovic et al., 2009), so I included students who moved
more than once in the 2008-2009 school year, transforming my independent variable into
homeless/highly-mobile. Doing this did not change the results of my analyses significantly, and
this strategy brought the percentage students in Districts A and B coded as homeless and highly-
mobile up to 8.6 of that population.

Because I also wanted to test the relationship between having been homeless the previous
year (2007-2008) as well as having been homeless both years, I included these variables in the
models. In order to interpret their coefficients in the models, it is important to note that the
“homeless 09 variable is the effect of the current year’s homelessness, controlling for having

been homeless the year before and having been homeless both years. In order to get the effect of
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having been homeless in 2008 and 2009, one would add together all three housing status
coefficients.

Tables 2 and 3 show the percent of students in each of the categories (homeless and
homeless/highly-mobile) for each year in the city and the districts, for both grades three through
eight and grades three through five. The percentage of students who were homeless both years is
much smaller than the percentage homeless in either single year. This is not unexpected, given
that the majority of families experience only one episode of homelessness, and only eight percent

are believed to experience multiple episodes (Culhane et al., 2007).

Table 2: Housing Status (Percent of Children in Grades 3-8)

Citywide Districts

A and B
Homeless 2009 7.93 7.81
Homeless/Highly-mobile 2009 8.06 9.06
Homeless 2008 8.95 9.62
Homeless/Highly-mobile 2008 9.91 10.37
Homeless 2008 and 2009 2.04 3.39
Homeless/Highly-mobile 2008 and 2009 3.15 4.54

Table 3: Housing Status (Percent of Children in Grades 3-5)

Citywide Districts

A and B
Homeless 2009 6.40 7.24
Homeless/Highly-mobile 2009 7.01 8.60
Homeless 2008 6.51 6.92
Homeless/Highly-mobile 2008 6.87 7.91
Homeless 2008 and 2009 1.94 2.65
Homeless/Highly-mobile 2008 and 2009 2.35 3.49
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Dependent variable. Students in grades three through eight are administered two
standardized tests in May of each academic year: one in language arts, and the other in
mathematics. For the reasons explained above, [ have chosen to focus on third, fourth, and fifth
grade scores for the initial analyses. Some models are further limited to only fourth and fifth
graders because they include previous achievement, and third graders do not have any test scores
from the previous year.

Language arts. The language arts test used here “contains several different types of
questions. Students answer multiple choice questions based on short passages they read, and
write responses to open-ended questions based on stories, articles, or poems they listen to or
read” (City Education Department Website, 2011). Scale scores on the test range from 400 to
800 and follow a roughly normal distribution for all third through fifth graders citywide as well
as within the homeless and high-poverty subsamples and in Districts A and B (histograms for
each test and subpopulation are included in Appendix A).

There is no evidence that scores are vertically equated, meaning that scores should not go
up from one year to the next; however, Table 4 nonetheless gives a breakdown of average scores
by grade and subpopulation in the city as a whole and also in the districts. Students citywide
who took this assessment in 2009 had an average score of 661.90 (SD = 31.20); that average was
lower for students eligible for free lunch (72.29 percent of the population), whose mean score
was 656.06 (SD = 28.37), and lower still for homeless students (7.93 percent), who averaged
655.52 scale points (SD = 30.78). The scores of the 8.06 percent of the population coded as
homeless and highly-mobile together (HL/HM) was nearly the same, at 655.66 (SD = 30.91).

Within Districts A and B, average scores in language arts ranged from 658.69 (SD =

29.72) for all students to 654.67 (SD = 27.76) for low-income students (79.52 percent) and for
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653.48 (SD = 29.47) for homeless students (7.81 percent of the population). Again, when
homeless and highly-mobile students’ scores are considered together (9.06 percent of the
population), they are very similar to the homeless group: 653.62 (SD = 29.43). Table 5 shows

that scores for the previous test year follow very similar patterns.

Table 4: Mean Language Arts Scale Scores, 2008-2009

Citywide Districts A and B
Overall Low  Homeless HL/HM | Overall Low Homeless HL/HM
income income
% 100 72.29 7.93 8.06 100 79.52 7.81 9.06

Grade

3 663.99  657.07 657.79 65728 | 660.98 65577 65535  654.90
(35.40)  (33.59) (35.30) (35.89) | (34.58) (32.82) (34.22)  (34.42)

4 662.95 65567 65633  656.90 | 659.58 65449 65447  655.36
(35.02)  (33.68) (35.61) (35.63) | (34.02) (32.95) (34.70)  (34.65)

5 668.53  662.30  663.02  663.15 | 66538 660.94  660.90  660.84
(3291) (28.93) (31.24) (30.85) | (3L.11) (27.90)  (29.30)  (28.73)

6 66227 65796 65550  655.60 | 658.94 65634  653.59  653.67
(26.08) (22.58) (23.27) (23.48) | (22.85) (21.02) (20.76)  (21.12)

7 660.53  655.64  652.73  653.71 | 657.76 65441 65124  652.22
(25.28) (22.76) (24.52)  (24.99) | (23.64) (21.66)  (23.00)  (23.59)

8 653.56  648.15 64675  646.64 | 649.85 64649 64451 64425
(29.23)  (27.17) (28.01)  (28.24) | (27.53) (25.98) (27.22)  (26.80)

Al 66190  656.06 65552  655.66 | 658.69 654.67  653.48  653.62
(31.20) (28.73) (30.78)  (30.91) | (29.72) (27.76)  (29.47)  (29.43)
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Table 5: Mean Language Arts Scale Scores, 2007-2008

Citywide Districts A and B
Overall Low Homeless HL/HM | Overall Low Homeless HL/HM

Income income

% 100 60.20 8.95 991 100 67.25 9.62 10.37
Grade

3 659.60 652.17 654.50 654.53 655.82 650.47 650.28 648.98
(38.51)  (36.28) (39.23)  (31.43) | (37.36) (35.68) (36.79) (35.54)
4 656.80 648.67 649.26 648.21 653.49 647.44 645.27 644.31
(40.18)  (38.70) (41.44) (38.97) | (39.44) (37.95) (39.41) (38.72)
5 660.67 654.98 656.29 654.88 657.54 653.22 650.60 650.22
(31.04) (28.80) (31.65) (30.54) | (30.07) (28.42) (28.29) (30.17)
6 652.16 647.02 647.44 646.01 649.18 645.60 642.05 641.78
(28.36)  (27.00) (29.65)  (28.04) | (27.31) (26.12) (24.50) (25.95)
7 655.39 650.44 650.95 65091 652.22 649.11 646.11 645.83
(29.28)  (28.20) (28.96)  (27.95) | (28.24) (27.35) (31.51) (30.22)
8 646.68 640.24 640.92 639.95 643.38 639.06 633.07 631.06
(35.76)  (33.84) (34.53) (34.03) | (33.88) (32.25) (32.97) (32.05)
All 655.16 648.87 649.88 649.08 651.90 647.45 644.86 643.67
(34.52) (32.71) (34.93) (32.21) | (33.37) (31.88) (33.42) (32.43)

Mathematics. The mathematics test used by the city measures “number sense and

operations, algebra, geometry, measurement, and statistics and probability [and] ways of

acquiring and using knowledge [including] problem solving, reasoning, communication,

connections, and representation” (City Education Department website, 2010). As noted above,

the scores are not vertically equated. Also, like language arts, scale scores on the test range from
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400 to 800 and follow a roughly normal distribution for all fourth grade students citywide as well
as within high-poverty and homeless subsamples (Appendix A).

Table 6 shows the math scale scores by grade level and subpopulation. Across the city as
a whole the mean math score in the 2008-2009 school year was 679.74 (SD = 37.27). This score
was lower for low-income students (72.29 percent of the population), who had an average score
of 673.29 (SD = 35.57), and lower still for homeless students (7.93 percent), whose average was
671.03 (SD =37.26). Scores for homeless/highly-mobile students (8.06 percent of the
population) were almost the same as for those coded as homeless, with a mean of 670.93 (SD =
37.00). The same patterns hold true in the two study neighborhoods. The students who took this
assessment had an average score of 675.87 (SD = 36.17); that average was lower for students
eligible for free lunch (79.52 percent of the population), who averaged a score of 671.49 (SD =
34.80) and even lower for homeless students (7.81 percent), who averaged 668.26 (SD = 35.73)
scale points. Homeless and highly-mobile students here (9.06 percent of the population) had
nearly the same average scores as homeless students, at 668.61 (SD = 35.42). Table 7 shows the
score distribution for the previous year, which follows similar patterns.

A series of two-sample t-tests determined that the differences between the average score
of the low-income group and the homeless/highly-mobile group were significant in the city and
the districts in both subjects, making those relationships worthy of further study. Differences
between homeless and HL/HM scores were not significant. Because all of the groups’ scores
follow a normal distribution (see Appendix A), it was not necessary to employ a range restriction

correction (Linn, Harnish, & Dunbar, 1981) in my regression analyses.
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Table 6: Mean Math Scale Scores, 2008-2009

Citywide Districts A and B
Overall Low  Homeless HL/HM | Overall Low Homeless HL/HM
income Income
% 100 72 6.85 7.61 100 80 7.41 9.06
Grade
3 689.48 683.31 683.15 682.07 | 686.56 682.08 680.09 680.04
(37.48) (35.37) (36.67) (35.96) | (36.14) (34.27) (33.71) (33.76)
4 688.49 680.68 679.56 680.36 | 684.85 679.50 679.87 679.45
(41.15) (40.02)  (41.69) (41.44) | (40.25) (39.32) (40.71) (40.27)
5 683.43 676.77 675.95 675.92 | 679.58 674.94 673.67 673.41
(34.66) (33.29) (34.78) (34.30) | (33.75) (32.56) (32.90) (32.90)
6 674.99 668.74 663.18 663.27 | 66991 661.01 659.48 659.78
(36.76) (35.45) (37.29) (36.95) | (35.45) (34.51) (35.47) (35.25)
7 674.35 668.27 662.60 663.89 | 669.94 666.05 659.06 660.98
(33.20) (30.98) (31.16) (31.61) | (31.39) (29.90) (28.52) (29.14)
8 668.29 663.98 658.36 657.65 664.22 661.07 655.60 655.14
(34.51) (33.19) (32.88) (33.23) | (33.28) (32.29) (30.36) (30.61)
All 679.74  673.29 671.03 670.93 675.87 671.49 668.31 668.61
(37.27) (35.57) (37.26) (37.00) | (36.17) (34.80) (35.53) (35.42)
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Table 7: Mean Math Scale Scores, 2007-2008

Citywide Districts A and B
Overall Low  Homeless HL/HM | Overall Low Homeless HL/HM
income income
% 100 60.20 8.95 991 100 67.25 9.62 10.37
Grade
3 686.00 678.92 679.03 678.91 | 682.01 667.33 676.90 677.89
(35.86) (34.45) (35.83) (34.51) | (35.06) (33.62) (34.13)  (32.19)
4 678.75 671.34 669.96 669.02 | 675.03 669.83 665.40 662.79
(39.70) (37.70) (39.65) (37.79) | (38.09) (36.53) (37.42) (36.92)
5 676.72  669.29 669.30 667.96 | 672.26 666.72 665.22 665.01
(38.83) (37.18) (38.66) (34.53) | (37.84) (36.19) (35.63) (34.57)
6 668.65 661.85 660.87 661.02 | 663.32 658.76 655.07 653.69
(40.46) (39.29) (40.67) (39.01) | (39.30) (38.10) (38.43) (38.41)
7 664.91 658.96 656.72 655.88 | 659.61 655.95 651.12 650.12
(37.70) (36.08) (36.04) (49.10) | (36.06) (34.90 (34.74)  (34.04)
8 659.01 653.05 651.68 650.03 | 654.94 650.86 648.60 641.21
(38.99) (37.77) (37.57) (37.51) | (37.70) (36.60) (36.94)  (39.02)
All 672.02  665.41 664.48 663.80 | 667.80 663.12 660.64 658.45
(39.70)