We eliminate accommodated students because we cannot rule out the possibility
that the introduction of NCLB may have affected the types of accommodations offered.
As a robustness check, we have conducted similar analyses using samples that include
accommodated fifth graders. This approach yields larger samples of students in both
2001 and 2002, especially among those whose previous third grade scores signal low
baseline achievement. Given these larger samples, the estimated treatment effects
associated with the bottom two deciles of baseline achievement are uniformly below
those in Figures 1a and 1b but remain within the confidence intervals presented.

Panel A of Appendix Table 1 describes the data used to construct Figures 1a and
1b and also describes differences in baseline characteristics between the 2001 and 2002
samples. The predicted 5™ grade scores for 2002 are based on the 3" grade scores for the
2002 cohort and the estimated coefficients from regressions of 5t grade math and reading
scores on polynomials in the 31 grade math and reading scores for the 2001 cohort.
Because the 2002 cohort has slightly lower overall 31 grade scores, the average predicted
scores in 2002 are below those for 2001 in math and reading. Panels B and C of
Appendix Table 1 are similar descriptions of the data used to construct Figures 3a and 3b,
and 4a and 4b, respectively. Although Panel A shows that students from the post-NCLB
cohort are over-represented in the bottom deciles of the pre-reform cohort’s achievement
distribution, Panels B and C show that, with regard to the earlier district-level
accountability plan, the post-reform cohorts are over-represented in the top deciles of the
pre-reform achievement distribution. Here, the overall predicted average scores among
the 1998 cohorts are slightly higher than the corresponding average scores among the
pre-reform cohorts.

Having noted these differences in average predicted scores by cohort, we stress
that, in all three panels, the average scores of the pre-reform cohorts and the average
predicted scores for the post-reform cohorts match well within each decile. Further, as
we note in the text, we have conducted our analyses including extra controls for gender,
race, and eligibility for free lunch, and our results are almost identical. In the 1990s, our
post reform cohorts are slightly more prepared on average than the pre-reform cohorts
and the opposite is true in the NCLB years, but within our decile groups, our 30 treatment
and control samples quite comparable in terms of academic preparation during the pre-
reform periods.
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Appendix Table 1: Treatment and Control Scores and Sample Sizes

Panel A: 2002 vs. 2001 Samples, 5th Grade ISAT

Decile Sample Size Average Math Score Average Reading Score
3rd Grade Score Index 2001 2002 2001 2002 2002 2001 2002 2002
(1999 Sample) (Actual)  (Actual) (Predicted) (Actual) (Actual) (Predicted)
1 1,833 2,447 140.8 140.3 140.8 139.6 139.7 139.9
2 1,845 2,540 144.7 144.4 144.6 144.0 1441 144.0
3 1,825 2,287 147.0 148.1 146.9 146.4 1471 146.5
4 1,825 1,783 149.7 151.1 149.5 149.1 150.3 149.2
5 1,826 1,745 152.6 153.4 152.5 151.6 152.6 151.8
6 1,828 1,691 154.9 156.9 154.8 154.0 155.5 154.1
7 1,838 1,718 158.6 160.1 158.5 157.1 158.7 157.4
8 1,825 1,736 162.3 163.9 162.0 160.6 162.1 161.0
9 1,840 1,810 168.0 168.9 167.7 165.3 166.1 165.5
10 1,820 1,894 178.7 179.5 178.7 174.2 174.4 174.4
Total 18,305 19,651 155.7 155.5 154.6 154.2 154.0 153.4
Panel B: 1998 vs. 1996 Samples, 5th Grade ITBS
Decile Sample Size Average Math Score Average Reading Score
3rd Grade Score Index 1996 1998 1996 1998 1998 1996 1998 1998
(1994 Sample) (Actual)  (Actual) (Predicted) (Actual) (Actual) (Predicted)
1 2,193 1,964 3.71 3.69 3.71 3.53 3.41 3.52
2 2,211 1,892 4.09 417 4.11 3.87 3.91 3.87
3 2,167 1,895 4.38 4.49 4.40 413 4.20 4.14
4 2,162 1,917 4.68 4.82 4.70 4.50 4.59 4.49
5 2,177 2,035 4.95 5.09 4.97 4.78 4.90 4.79
6 2,206 2,064 5.22 5.33 5.23 5.13 5.19 5.11
7 2,176 2,220 5.55 5.62 5.57 5.43 5.53 5.42
8 2,181 2,264 5.82 5.94 5.86 5.82 5.84 5.77
9 2,172 2,180 6.23 6.32 6.25 6.31 6.35 6.29
10 2,176 2,313 6.92 6.96 6.97 7.38 7.34 7.42
Total 21,821 20,744 5.15 5.30 5.24 5.09 5.20 5.16
Panel C: 1998 vs. 1996 Samples, 6th Grade ITBS
Decile Sample Size Average Math Score Average Reading Score
4th Grade Score Index 1996 1998 1996 1998 1998 1996 1998 1998
(1994 Sample) (Actual)  (Actual) (Predicted) (Actual) (Actual) (Predicted)
1 2,406 2,370 4.40 4.45 4.37 4.04 4.07 4.01
2 2,314 2,092 4.93 5.15 4.96 4.56 4.76 4.57
3 2,366 2,206 5.28 5.53 5.30 4.94 5.18 4.95
4 2,370 2,263 5.62 5.88 5.64 5.28 5.51 5.28
5 2,342 2,245 5.92 6.16 5.95 5.63 5.79 5.63
6 2,372 2,389 6.20 6.46 6.21 5.94 6.12 5.94
7 2,351 2,338 6.54 6.77 6.56 6.30 6.45 6.30
8 2,364 2,416 6.86 7.07 6.88 6.71 6.86 6.70
9 2,362 2,543 7.37 7.51 7.36 7.26 7.33 7.28
10 2,348 2,551 8.20 8.28 8.20 8.46 8.54 8.50
Total 23,595 23,413 6.13 6.37 6.19 5.91 6.12 5.97
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Appendix B Educational Triage

Here we show that if some students are receiving extra help, students that receive no extra help
must be in the extremes of the ability distribution.

Recall the notation from section one. The school’s problem is described in equation (1):

min ¥ (ZF(E—CQ—Q)) +Zc(ei) st.e>0Vi=1,2,...,N (1)

where U(-) and ¢(-) are both increasing, strictly convex functions. f(-) is unimodal.
Proposition: For any three ability levels, ay > ajp > ap, any effort plan e* that satisfies:

exg >0
6}1{:0

e; >0

cannot be a solution to (1).

Proof. Case 1: Assume that ¢ — ay — e} <t — ap, or ap + €5 > ap. Define an alternative
plan é:

er = 67\4 —+ (Oz]\/[ — aL)
éM = ez — (OzM — aL)
éH = 6%
The penalties are the same for both é and e* plans, but the total cost is higher for the e* plan.

Case 2: f'(t —apn) >0

This implies that f(t —an) > f(t — ag — €};). Again, there exists & > 0 such that we can form
an alternative plan é:

éL:e’Z
érm =9

éHie}}f(S

The penalties of é are weakly less than e* and the costs are lower. O

Case 3: ar + €5 < ap and f/(f —ap) < 0.

These conditions imply that f(t — an) > f(t — ar — €}). Thus there exists § > 0 such that we
can construct an alternative effort plan é:

éLze*L—(S
én =9

éHZQTq

Both the penalties and costs are lower for the alternative plan é.



