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CE WITH COMPENSATORY
EDUCATION y

By

Stanley A. Rumbfugh
., énd.
) David ‘L. Donovan
' Michigan Department of Education

It is widely recognized that some children and youth have . .
. . . ;

educational needs which are greater than those of . others. .The

movement throughout ;he Country generally referred to_as Compen-

’

satory Educatigp represents a fairly recent but ‘massive effort
to meet the needs of oné/éroup of students. Compensatory Educa-
tion has been défined in many ways but nearly all definitions&j

" include some reference to improving thé educational achievepent *
N Led

of disadvantaged students. . C
. - ¢

In fiscal year 1975, at least nineteen states had ong&ing . .
1 No . ‘.

re .exactly alike in terms of funding ; .

Compensatory Education programs®financed by State funés.

two state funded progr

titipants, or definition of |, - - : ‘e

-

ﬁrocedures, determination of p

» .

isiributed funds for some or all..

services. Eight of the states

programs through competetive ding grants. Twelve qf the st;tés
! Ay A H
provided some or al%'of the funds tbrOugh a formula based grant.2
. Some 6£ the brograns defined disadvantaged students according :
J " .
to eco ¢ and/or cultural criteriafgnﬁé;hat similar to Title I .
of thg El ntar§ and”’ Secondary Education-Act (ESEA 1), others

. 3
used a combination of economic/cultural criteria and achievement

” 3 . .-




genrar ™
»
.

’

eriteria. Some programs focus on Epecific target groups such as

dropouts while others provided services to a wider group of "dis-

.

advantaged" students. -

Allocétion,of unds for Compensatory Education based. on
\ . :
some documernited or- assumptive student need is common to all of

g g

‘.‘ehe Compensatory Education Programs currently in existence. -

Allocation-baeed on student need jeercts the assumption that the

special needs of pupils makes it desirable to provide the

- s

,-districts which must educate them with extra money beyond the

general state aid funds and locally derived revenues. Such

~

allocations usually consider'both the relative concentration of .

®

"needy students in some districts (Eﬁbugh"in some states all dis-

-

tricts may particibate) and the,highef costs associated with

programs djjigned to meet the needs oi%&hese,htudents.

ks
Eaciof the prdograms has’developed procedures for-defining

eligible participants based on educatioﬁal,nfed. Some programs

used economic, Cultural and socio-economic factors for defining

R

educational need. This method of determining eligible partici-.

pants 1is patterned  ter ESEA I and is supported by some research

X .
\

which has shown a c1’ e relationship between socio-economic factors

( v -
~and achievement.3 Another method ‘of defining educational needs

ment. In other wordi;Heducational need exists wherever average
achievement levels of pupils are consistently and sigﬂificantly

o .
below a specified level. This method uses a direct measure of




educational achievement rather than predictive measures as the

mgéns for determ{ning'the districts which are eligible to receive

Cbmpensatory Education funds and to determine the numbers of

-+

eligible students in each district;. The Michigan Compensatory
statewide educational assessment

13 .
L]

Educagjon Program makes use of
;est results fqor this purpose.
Compensatory Education Programs in ﬁiéhigan have been state
funded since 1965. From 1965 tb 1971, the total amount of money
apprbpriated for Compensatory Education increased annually. * Since
.1971 the amount has rehained constant at $22,500,000.
Prior to 1971, a. local school disgridtﬂs eligibility to
‘partihipaié in Michigan's Coﬁqensatdry Education Program was
established on the basis of_sécio—economic depriéatioﬁ of‘the'

‘student body. During this same period the State Legislatur% also

+ mandated the kind of expenditures that were allowable, or in

- other words, established state supervision over local educatign .. ..

-
»

agéncy programmi?g for the state funded Compensatory Education
, Programs; further,.schdbi,d;strict eliglbility‘fbr funds was
redetermined annugllé. ' : \\

In 1971 the State Board of Education prgposed that a new
th;ee—year experimental.progr;m be initiated. The new pr;gram
had the following elements designed'to overcome perceived

s }
i?kiéiencies in the previous program:

1. use of a direct measure of basic skills in reading

‘and ma{%ematics as the measure of educational need

2"
> ‘
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1 o ‘
(rather than proxy measures) to determine - . -
Sy - . o ’

eligibility; - .

Y

2. assurance of three year funding (rather than annual
’

funding determination) for eligible distiicts; .

" 3. provision for funding adjustments (rather than same

- level funding) to be determined by program success; <

4, provision for and annual evaluation of each pupil's

[y

progress (rather than a suﬁmary program.ev?;hation)

Yz

to determine level of attainment;
5. extension of program discretion to the local school *
district (rather than detailed state guideiines)

to determine use of Coﬁﬁéhsétory Education funds;
and ' ‘
r - S : -
6. provision for district funding (rather than school

-

- building level funding) as a means of providing ’

flexibility td serve pupils. . , §

3

The State of Michigan in this experimenéal Compénsatory . !

. . 0‘ i 'S
k~———————*"’EEEE;;I;;’;:;;ram attempted to answer two important propositions: .

1. can school districts be held accountahle for edueat-

) . ll.f‘ * i . ® ' 0 -
+ ., 1ing the lowest achieving pupils in schools, and -

.

. 2. “can additional mohef for educational programs in \
. basic skills for lqy achieving pupilgxfég;lt in . - “;éf\\ .
higher basic skills attainment:hy/iheser}uyils° N,
7
- “ ' The program was designed in cooperation Yiyﬁgﬁgmegai edﬁEa&Ors %
- in the "Middle Cities" (a group of about eight:éﬁ”cikg,anhool ,’L/thj




. 4 N T

. districts, excluding Detroit, in Michigan) with the intent of
overcoming deficiencies in previous Compensatory Education Programs.
There were practical as well as philosophic considerations which

-

The local school educators were primarily interested in

influenced the final program.design.

(1 -

. attaining three. th!ngs in the new Compensato:y Education Program.

T

(1) more money, (2) more discretion‘in the use of the money, and

(3) greater assurance that money would be available for more than

L]

“* one year. Each of these was attained in the new legislation

passed in 1971. : ' y

L]

.

v

’ﬁg} educators wanted more money, both, as allocated in

. _ ‘ . . , - " ; 'S
. total 'to the state program, and as allocated to serve each pupil.

Whereas, in previous years the maximum amount allocated was suf-
‘J

ficient to fund as few as 25 school districts, the new program

wds intended to fund every:district with more than 15% of théir

K-6 pupils with basic shill needs (defined as scoring at the

‘e

" 15th percentile or lower.on the norm referenced reading and

i

R - A

mathematics state assessment tests), but at least 30 total pupils.

~ . . i ( LT
Thus, several additional school districts would become eligible

»

Eor funds.

[N
v

\ ’ . * Local .educators wanted greater discretion in the use of

a
-

Compénsatory Education funds.” Whereas, the previous state program ,
)

restricted the use/of/f;nos, like the federal categorical aid - _——

e .

program,- the new program was devoid of constraints on the use of

funds. As will be seen liter, iheﬁemphdsis was placed on df;ﬁnstrated




-

improvement in pupil performance, rather than on careful accounting

that funds had been used only for'certain children to do ceftain;

things. ’ ‘
) . .

Lastly, local educators wanted assurance that funding would

. continue so that they could plan;a multi-year program and a multi-

’ . . . . .
. v

year budget to sugport it. Whereas, the previous program tequired <
i ¢

redetermination of eligibility each year, the new program gave -

L]

districts assurance that they would remain eligible and receive_

funds 'for at least three years.

- .

. One other impnrtant practical considetaticn-in‘redrawing

the state Compensatqry Education Program was a challenge in the

courts to the eligibility cgiteria for the previous program.
' ) . 0
The previous program used six proxy measures of educational

deprivation, e.g., ADC impact, family income, percent racial

’ 'minority; etc., in”the determination of district eligibility.

The legal challenge questioned the use of the, racial minority

factor and maintained thét the formula discriminated. against

[N

'seberal non—gity school districts with few, 1f any, minority

—

pupils. These districts did have great povErty and children in

need of assistance in basic educational skills. Thus, the new

program eliminated the use of proxy measures and substituted

- ‘ s L} - -—

instead a direct test of the levels of basic skills attainmeng .

o = ..
. .

as the‘determiner of eligibility foriCompensatoty Education'fundb

The more philosophical rationale for the experimental program

-

included' (1)'dirept measurement of_educational defic:lenciesL

\ -




" estimate numbers of low achievi

~

P .

(2) local district accountability for programs and pupil attain-

. -

ment, and (3) district level funding. - -

. [

- _ ~The -Michigan -Educational Asseésment Program had beén ‘initiated -

by the State Board of Education two years previoué to the plan
. for a new Compensatory Education Program.” In fact, the legislation
(Act 387of the Public Acts of 1970) which provided authofity for

the State Assessment Program, directed.that the State Board déﬁelop'

3

a program to remediate the basic skills deficiencies revealed in .

assessment results. Thus, both the means for direct measurement

-

GOf pupil basic skills attainments statewide and the authority had

’ .

]

- aiready been provided. The experimental Cofnpensatory Education

N . .
Program was: to provide resources, to assist school district staffs,
N ‘

~ to provide assistance to children low in the basic skills of read-

ing and mathematiés. The best way, it.was suggested, to channel

the always‘limited\fingﬁcial fesources to tHose sites most in need, ' |

i.e., with the greatest concentrations of low: achievers, was to 4

i

. . .
estimate the numbBer of low achiévers in basic skills in each schoal J

-

district. Whereas, the préviouz/{:fgram used a proxy measure to
g

pubils, the new program used i

direct measurement of pupil attainment levels, i.e., the results
of the state assessment. The position was that direct measurement °

“ \ .
through ‘tests produced a more accuratd statement of basic skills / -

0 \ ' N v

N

since the objectivéslimbedded in the tests close1§ matched *the . -
\s ,’ . =

objectives of the Compensatory Education Program, i.e., reading .

.- . .

and mathematics skills. S :

i
need. Further,‘ib was a very appropriate use of test tésults,? ~ »'J
/ i

9
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- The second basic philosophieéi/belief was that nearly all

- et b

children irrespective of race,’ geographical location economic

’
LR

--status, etc., could attain basic reading and mathematic ‘skills,

' .
* and that school distriet staff, given additional financial ‘ C.

¢

“ resources, could design effective programs to achieve inproved

pupil performance in basic skills. Thus, the monies were provided ’ oo
- . ‘,0 any ’

,withoht‘konstraining'guidelines.so that local educators*would -
. . \ * -

have the freedon'tq,design the Compensatory Educatjon Program best’
for their school or district. ' However, the local staffs were

held accountable for desiéning effective‘Compensatory Edueation

Programs which would resuit in improved pupil achievement in o

reading and maihenatics. Should improved achievement not be’ ‘ i

- . |
1E;ained for all atudenEs the dist;ict would lose some of the

- funds. This reflected bpth the phiiosophic position that districts .
shnuld not Pe rewarded for continued failure with students and

J .
the practical consideration of scarcity funds. Momey always being

scarce, it was proposed that this money be returned to the state
4

program or so the money could be reallocated for another worthy

public service. 1In other words, the legislature was responding

ae

to iecal educators who wgre saying; if only we had more resources

we could improve learning. “But the‘legislature‘nas aiso saying, , - o

unless you are effective and deliver on your promise there will -

° Nal N |

. N ;
be less money. _ |
- € ‘ <




The third philosophic belief was:that pupils in need .

¢ N
should be Qroviﬂed gervices irrespective af.the school’attended, .

k]

¥ and the funds should fbllow the student} When funding/ig_provided S

) ? .
« - only for "target" schools within a ‘district, students attending

. 1

"non-target" schools are not afforded compensatory-services.

Worse yet is the situation where a pupil transfers during the’

. N .

-school year from a "target” to.a "non-target” 'school 4nd as a
1Y

result loses services. The new program by providing funding ith

discretion at the district level made it possible te prov vide '

services in all schools of a district. o : // '
-

’
1

The concept of the Chapter 3 Program was simple. Provide )

State Compensatory Education funds to the districts with the largest ¢

”
/ e M

proportions of needy children, but en thé cpndition ‘that dstricts

“ first year (1971—72), ‘second year funding vas td be based on the

‘

formance of students during the second year,

4 g
Di tricts were to . il

 Those seleCted kere to remain in t
‘e ., a\ A
S until they left the district or gr

ve A

rogram for thred years or

ated from the sixth grade, ’ :
’ \ . “‘, -

Districts were given great latitude in spending tha funds based\ o

. \ . .

- on specific lpcally deveioped‘objectives and an evaluation . ;

design approved.by tlre state. In the next year, each district .

» .

* would receive the‘fgll allocation for each student who achieved

B . .
' L B » - N - 3 - e -
A 0 4 ¢ e B [ ’
[} e . . . .
,* . . . TN
L ‘ . -
. '
‘ ‘ N .. -
” i
. ]
.




-
: e ' « A, ST T R ,
75 perce‘t of the agreed upon objectives. For eagh,pupil achie4i ) /
lﬁj, inﬁ less ‘than 73 percent, the district'received a/lesser/amounth ' '/:A v
proportionate toathe gains achieved -- SR ' / i / /;/
Thus, the Chapter 3 Program seemed zé have everything going, . V,
: foq/it. Since funds were not available for all needy students, ) /
- - . - ~
those distr s with the largest proportions of needy students ’A;/j;/ﬁiif~ﬂ{?’
- g A

received nds, districts were to be held acc table “for udent[i -
%-.“g/performance, districts maintained considgrable\leeway how the. ™~ AT

/
: /funds were to be.udsed. But, implementing the concept into practiqe/ ,/// -

proved to be very difficult. . . -

The first problem faced by local And/state admifiigtratoys

- . ’ " /
Lol Further,‘rules,and regulations fqr operation an , evalyatdion oﬁ/ e

6d dfrime 7é

programs were still being developfﬁ : Distric?é
/ ’ 4
' make the program operational and to e tablis rego (ﬁeeping}ﬂﬂfaf
. 20K

- '/ '
reporting procedures. ' ‘ X . // g I P
4 ) , . / . : o
™~ Asa result, .the > was hit yWith & barkage of -+ ‘\;:jx/r/
objections that impleMesisthg the agCo ntability pro-, . ., LU
wision. . tin 1972+473)...would be Aiinfdir. Apayt from the , . S0
"late start and general uncertajnity,/ it was argued that . 7  ° '

 if less money flowed the next year, newly hired staff L ~.
,would havg to be fired and childr~ would receive fejfr///// ; ’

-gerviees. ,. . ﬁ - :
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The fiscal accountability provision was suddénly being cast

- ) in an apparently punitive role. In Juﬁe, 1972 the legislature

. passed a one-year waiver ofﬁthe fiscal accountability provision.
. ’

Districts‘Vere guaranteed the full allocation for each student

-

»

. in 1972-73. o , :
. - ‘/ R * . ".

Data for 1972-73 indicated that $17,718,732 of the total

$22,500,000 aopropriation wvere "earned" for the 1973-74'school

rx

*

year.S Faced with a loss of nearly 5 million dollars districts ...-

-p-

again lobbied for a waiver of the fiscal accqyntability provision.

. : For the 1973-74 school year the legislation was revised to mike

it possible for districts to apply for return of .a portion of  the
-8

"mearned" money. In order to qualify for funding quer this prb—
vision districts were required te mod‘;y thelr. progran for those -

students_ who failed to achieve the 75 percent level of acFomplish-.

mentté ﬁspeasure of accountahility was retained in tHL form of state

. . . [} N
direeted prograh modification. Thus, for 1973-74, school dig-

4 b
\“4;4ﬁ tricts were given the opportunity to recoup nost of their , .

. . \
et pbtentiai.&gg In 1974, -the 1egislature extended the legis-- 1

- . . ——
lation for one year with no changes Thus, the initial three
year ‘experiment was extended to a fourth'year but the fiscal ;
accountability provision was never fully oper:tional ot '

/

|
%
Another major problen faced by local and state officials . yoA
was the establishnent of a sysyhn~of record-keeping and regortihg " J ;

- -

on student“achieve-ent. Due to the fthcal accountability pro- - *

.viaiouo of - the 2 Taw, it was pccessary for the di;trictq to report ] N

- R e ' - S - - - - v-v -~ - . - = = - -

»

\,13/




st scores for each student (& total -of 112;500)
T w \\\\
state. The necessary auditing and editingyof data proved’
i i 1 \\*“". %
to be burdensome. ‘However, by the third year of the program, the

. o
.

.systen.operated fairly smoothly. 1In the first year data were mis-
or 17,913 students (15.8%). In 1973-74, the

“ third year the program, data vere mtssing for omly 1,647 (1 52)

A fhird problem faced was one of éontinuing eligibility of
. ’ /
districts. The program was initially funded for three years,

Y
.

\(later extended to a fourth year) Many of the districts not
* " funfled objected to being "lo " of Yhe pragram for that
length of time.

\ In an earlier section of this paper 1

dnswers to two importanl ositfons were sought through the
. R ' . -

=
- F

SN
Chapter 3 program: . .. . -

-

(19 can school districts be held accountable for z/'
N \

- educating the lowest aéﬁieving.pupilg in schools),

|

\i - and. ; &

(2) can additional money for educatiopal programs in
basic skills for low achieving pupi)}s result -in
higber'basic skills attainment b thege pupils?

Degpite the problimsqdiscussed in this paper,«the ahsuers

to both pf these questions are affirnativ" The dintrictl with

»

o
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objectives in basic skills areas. Strategies werg/develbped to

provide services to these qbildfen regardless of the school they

attend thus moving away from the "target' school concept. Most
) -
important of all, the program‘re:h}ted in improved achievement for

gtudents setved in thé program. The program was, therefore, )

successful in accomplishing its major purposes regardless of the

’

political and practical constraints which were encountered.

.

" In the ‘late summer of 1975 the legislature passed a revision

of Chapter 3. For the 1975-76 school year, eligible distficts

P .
were still determined by use of the !hematics and reading .

portions of the Michigan Educational

" the fiscel accountability provisions were eliminated‘from the

sessment tests, however,

.

- *Act. Also eligibility of districts was for one year only. "Con-

seqdently, it is possible that some df{stricts .which are eligible
for i975-76 will not receive funds in 1976-77. ’

The futufe concept of Chapter 3 remains to be seen. The use
3

of athievement scores to determine eligibility of.districts is

o

likely to be continued. Iaaéed, the Executive Office, the Legis-

lature and the State Board of Education are in basic agreement

v

that this is the most hppropriate w\z'to detetmiyg eliéibility of

districts.
§

Though the fiscal accountability provision is wmissing from - -

A

the 1975-76 Act, many stil%.béifevg that some incentive based ‘ |

on achievement of participating students is viable. -2gfhips the

-

same.sort of provision. as was previously in the Act (sometimes




\ P

called negative achievement fnndino) will be counter bnlanced

by a "bonus" provision based on high pupil achievement (sometimes
called positive achievement funding). . ‘
Those who believe the "money makes a difference" are suggest-

3

ing initial funding differential based on student achievement.
Ipat is, districts would receive more money for students with _ '

initial scores which are unusually low and would be required to
N 4 ]
spend larger amoynts on those- students.
A

It also remains to be.seen whether or not future versions

e

of Chapter‘3 will require reoortingfof,individual pupil data or

7’
. R y

if aggregated data, perhaps at the building 1eve1 would be

, aopropridte. This decisjon wilI depend upon the type of fiscal
accountability p visions which are developed. -
' - =

Finally, the issue of stability of funding is likely to be

a consideration. S believe that every district should have.- -

/ \_—/ N ’ . -

an Opportunitb to receive funds each year rather than having to . .

. ~ 3
wait two or tg ee years. The 1975-76 program reflects that poing i
of view.. The opposing-viewpoint is thaﬁ/it is econonically

. 'costly and inefficient to have districts develop a program during
l‘ "’ -
~ éne year'only to_face the possibility of losing funds the next N

year. ,
’/

e Regardless of the conceptual framework of future programs,

the Compensatory’ Education program in Nichigan is likely to

represent.a firm commitment to didentify and serve students with

L

. th* greatest needi for. improved achievement in the basic aiiila i

'
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using actual achievement of pupils as’'the indicator of need and

of sugcess.
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