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INTRODUCTION

This paper focuses on the sampling procedures and
instrumentation employed in the research on the Title I Demon-
stration. Several different samples and a complex set of in-
st:q@ents were developed to address the research guestions
which underlie this comprehensive study. Samples include a
principal sample, a specialist sample, a classroom/student
sample, and a parent sample. Instruments include questionnaires

and cother survey forms for the first three of these samples and

for the parent sample. No instruments, including achievemant
tests (which we were prohibited from administering), were com-
pleted by students. However, with one or two notable exceptions,
all instruments, and therefore the information obtained from
them, were linked to students.

Given the pivotal nature of the classroom/student
sample, we will first describe its design, explain why it took
the form it did, and present the numbers of children, classroom
groups, grades, and schools that we originally planned to in-
clude from eéach of the Demonstration districts. We then present
data on the actual size of the various actual subsamples for the
1975-76% classra@m/stﬁdent sample. Next wz describe the proce-
dures we used for selecting parents, principals, and specialists,
and we provide sample-size data for each of these groups. Finally,
‘we describe the various instruments used to obtain data from each
of these samples. '

Before turning to these discussions, two major points
should be made about the sample. First, three of the 16 districts
which participated in Year 1 of the Demonstration chose not to
participate in Year 2. Because our sample was designed to sup-
port analyses within individual districts, the fact that these

* This is the first or baseline year of the three-
year study.
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di%tri:tsrchgsé to withdraw from the Demonstration did not
jeopardize the sample. Second, several district implementation
plans called for Title I allocation changes which had not been
specified in our original design. These changes affect the
numbers and types of schools* within the districts receiving or
losing Title I services as a result of the Demonstration. Be-
cause our sample was designed to anticipate such changes, schaéls
affected in these ways were included in the Year 1 sample.  Con-
sequently, the effects of these allocation policy changes can '

be investigated in this research.
SAMPLE DESIGN

CLASSROOM/STUDENT SAMPLE . :.
In January 1976 we drew a two-stage cluster sample,
in which:

schools were sampled from each of three school
types (strata) within each of the Demonstration
school districts, and

e children were sampled from the stratefied popula-.
tion of each third and  fourth grade classroom in
the sampled schools.
.- "We designed the sample so that it could support district-
byﬁdisﬁrict analyses or analyses of various combinations of disg-

tricts.

. *In our original design we specified that there would
be three types of schools in districts affected by the Demon-
stration: Type I, or schools which received Title T in Year 1
and through the Demonstration; Type II, or schools that did not
receive Title I in Year 1 but would begin to through the Demon-
stration; and Type III, schools which never received Title I.
The changes alluded to above resulted in ten-general types of -
schools. The meaning of these additional school types will be
explained below. B : : ' o
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School Selection

Title I services are generally delivered through
schools. In the Demonstration districts, as in the Title I
districts nationally, services ranged across all 12 grades and
in some instances sxtended into kindergarten and preschool.
Elementary school programs, however, consumed cver 80% of the
Title I money spent by the Demonstration districts, and instruc-
tion in the elementary years was primarily oriented toward the
remediation of deficiences in reading and mathematics.

v Not only was Title I itself concentrated in the elemen-
tary schools, but most of the programmatic and distributional
changes proposed by the Demonstration districts were aimed at
the elementary grades. Some districts proposed to alter the
breadth and scope of elementary Title I programs; others planned
to distribute these programs among larger numbers of schcols and
pupils. In three cases, school districts even Prépéséd to re-
_allécaté”sécénaary expenditures in order to increase funds

available to elementary pupils,

In keeping with these realities we decided early to focus
the ‘attention of the project on the elementary schools in 'the
Demonstration districts., We reasoned that to try to cover both
elementary and secondary schools would have stretched the pro-
ject's resources unduly, since instrumentation that would be
suitable for one level would not work well at the other. 1In
view of the important programmatic differences between elemen-
tary and secondary school offerings, moreover, it is doubtful
that the most im?grtant'féatures at one of these levels could.
also be identified and measured at the other; without such
continuity, the study would have been fragmented into separate

elementary and secondary school studies.

For purposes of sampling and generalization, we defined
an elmentary school as any school ccntaining grade three or
grade four. Despite some non-standard grade structure patterns

5
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w;thln the Demonstration school districts, this &eflnltlcn
was found to be consistent with existing éfqanlzatlcnal arrange-

mants.

ceiving zunﬁs} as a result of the waiver éf,feaeral regulat;ans;
others were not to change but to continue either receiving

.or not receiving funds as before. The research questions imply
-that we must compare the services received ba)'s chlldrén 1ndlfferant
types (strata) of schools within each district:

e Type I: Schools that would receive Title I services

in 1975-76 and would continue to receive them
through the Demonstration;

¢ Type II: Schoels that would not receive Title I
services in 1975-76 but which would begin to
receive them during the Demonstration; and

e Type III: Schools that would not receive Title I
services either before or during the Demonstratiorn.

According to the information we had in January 1976,
£he 13 Demonstration districts included 584 schools in
1975-76, as Figure 1 indicates. Of these schools, we expected
‘280 to fall into Type I, 103 into Type II, 116 into Type III
and 85 into an unce:tain'categéry (Type II-B) between Types
II and III. These Type II-B schools did not have Title I in
1975-76 but might receive it during the Demonstration period.
For sampling purposes, Type II-B was pooled with Type II and
over-sampled. Since the direct effects of the Demonstration
were to fall on some of these sgh@@ls;”wa had to be sure to
have adequate information about them.

Study resources did not permit us to gather classroom/
student data in all 584 schools, so school sampling was
necessary. The basic analysis was intended to compare school
types within each district with respect to services and other
characteristics of interest. Since no district or school type

.



FIGURE 1
DESIGN OF THE YEAR I SAMPLE

13 Demonstration
School Districts

TN

102 78 |62
Type I Type II Type II-B Type III n_= 433
Schools _ Schools . Schools Schools , v
N =28 : = 103) ’ = 85 N =116 ,
(Ng, =280) (g, ) | Ngap= 82 1 | (N 3=116) N = 584

840 213 556 459 377
Classroom Classroom Classroom Classroom Classroom
Groups Groups - Groups Groups Groups ncgzéés
Including | |Including : ' .
Title I No Title I
Pupils Pupils -

] ; , \,) B AX,,, 7 %,, ) 7"x; o ¥
840 840 ¢ 426 1112 1918 ,
|Title I noti- Pupils Pupils Pupils Pupils o
|Pupils Title I 1 - o mpE 4890

B \ : R
np = 840 , n. = 4050 '
Title I ' ' . o ?E i
Pupils 7 , non~-Title ngp;ls

1N = population size |[I—_> census
n g'saméla size ' sﬁ—samélé
s = school o
¢ = classroom
P

.= pupil




was a
another, we chose to sample schools from types within districts

priori more important to the study's purposes than

so as to make as uniform as possible the precision of all

possible school type comparisons.*

If schools were distributed evenly among districts and

'améng types in each district, then équalssigéd samples would

vield equal precisions of estimate; the same would be true if
the school populations were so large that the sample sizes
would be neglibibLa byréamparisan- In fact, however, districts
and types included varying and usually small'numbe:s of schools.

.We needed, therefore, to sample heavily from rather small groups

of schools, and so we‘followed a more complex rule for deciding
how many'ci each,type to take from each district, Wé'sampléd

1 schools at random from among the N schools of a given type

in a given district, so that the mean of any characteristic
in the sample would be 95% certain to deviate by no more than
* d units from the population mean that it estimates, where,

approximately

and ¢ is the population standard deviation of the characteristic

(assumed constant across types and districts, in the absence of »

evidence to the contrary). For purposes of design, we chose
to tolerate sampling error such that the half-width d of the
95% confidence interval was ona-fourth of a standard deviation
of the charactéristie:in'questieni** Substituting d—= g%_ into

*The precision of a difference estimate is governed by that
of the less precise of the two estimates being compared: +o know

"a difference better, one should generally try to strengthen the

sample in the less well-sampled stratum rather than in the better
sampled one. - Pairwise comparisons of uniform precision result
most economically when types are sampled for uniform precision

of simple estimate of the characteristics being compared.

** This selection of a tolerable width for the confidence
interval is arbitary. We have followed, 'in this respect, the
example of the Follow Through national evaluation, as reported
in Education as Experimentation: A Planned Variation Model.
Volume I1Ii-B, Abt Associates Inc. U.S. Office of Education

- Contract No. OEC-300-75-0134, July 1976, p. A-74.

8



, the expression above, we obtain the formula for the sampT
size n as a function of the stratum population size N within
a district:

School sampling for the first year of the Stuayrtéék place
in January, 1976. Table. 1 shows the number of schools, total
and sampled,in each stratum in each district. In general, we
treated the rule derived above as a guide to mlnlmum samplé
size: wherever there seemed to be strong reascns_tarst:engthén
a particular subsample, we did so. Nowhere did we draw smaller

samples than the rule required.

In Part;cular, we included in thé sample all schools that
either were to be or mlght possibly be Type II (i.e., Types II
and II-B). Since Type II schools were ganarally fewer than those
in the other types, since these schools would most likely bene-
fit from the ‘Demonstration and were therefore analytlcally
";mg@:tant, and since their trans;tlcnalrstatus m;ghtrmahé them
Hmcré'vulnérable,té various problems that might lead to later

non~response, we thought it prudent to miss nc opportunity to
-gather. data on these Schools.  In some districts, moreover, the . .
sampling rule implied that we should samglé all schools but one-
or two. In such lnstances,alt would have cost more to lmple—
ment the necessary exception pracedures than 51m§ly to gathar
data in the aééltlanal schools.  In the 1nterest of malntalnlng
field relatlanshlps with school, d;strlct and school personnel,
we decided in such cases to include all schools in the sample. -

Pupil Selection
To find out how Title I services were distributed within
_and among the sampled schools, we next considered the necessity
of sampling grade levels;rclassfcam groups, and children.

5



ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TOTALS AND SAMPLE SIZES
BY DISTRICT AND SCHOOL TYPE

, e SCHOOL TYPE _

0% 1 TPE 11 THEE I
DEMONSTRATION SCNOOLS WIM TITLE I | SCHOOLS WITioUT TITLE I | SCHOOLS WITIOUT TITLE I .
DISTRICT IN 1975-76 AND 1976-77 IN 197376, BODWITE | TN 1975-76 5 1976-77 TOTAL ACHOSS ALL
i , = . TITLE I Iy 1976-17 | SCHOOL TyPes

 Mdas C;i:uﬂty B

ML | SMPLE omp | swee | owemn | oswee | | oswew

I T S I N T N I N AT

Alum Rack ol 1h o 1p q § 0 1 A S [ 19

Berkeley County 10 W oy 1

Y B o

boston | e B W o4 w0 | 3 2 w iy n

Charlotie 9 % (24)+ (24)# o - | o | om | s

Hareison County 25 18 5 5 0

Hougtor 54 30 M 0 g % 169 | 100
Hesa 1 1 § ] 1 1 35 25
Hewport 4 o 6 6 . 0 | 0 1010

Ragine 7 9'7 L) 1) L R R R R

Santa Fe ) 1 11 5 5 -0 0 116 | 16 L

* Winston-salen 1 1 S s 0 0 i1

Yorkers RN '] (22) () Y 1o

B R B R e TN RETTRENN APV P e

“Huibers contaired in parenthesos are "pogls” of Type IT and Type 11 B
f;féln which some gubset would bacome Demonstration Schools:  Ses Text
for full explanation. ‘ : |




Assuming an average of something over two classrooms per grade

‘level per school, each including between 20 and 25 children,
- we estimated that the 433 sampled schools would include a

minimum of 5196 classroom groups in grades one through six,
comprising between 103,920 and 129,900 children. Given that
pProject resources would permit gathering the necessary data .
about services on perhaps 4000 or 5000 children, we followed

a strategy which :cmblned samgl;ng with further focusing of the

target population.

First, we decided to obtain information on every class-
room group in grades three and four in the sampled schools,
rather than to sample classrooms in a larger number af'graﬁasi
This approach guaranteea that we would know about any important

~ variations from classroom to classroom resulting from homogeneous

~classroom grouping, especially as it might cause Title I chil-

dren to cluster in some classrooms and not in others. We chose
grades three and four for several reasons: We reasoned that
contiguous grades could share common instrumentation, whereas
non-contiguous grades, such as two and five, might require

separate questionnaires. In case of important non-response,

moreover, analysis might benefit from a pooling of the two

grades, which would make more sense in the case of contiguous
grades. Grade three is often thought of as the last of the
"lower elementary" years, and grade four as the first of the
"upper elementary"; comparisons between the two grades would
thus have some conceptual basis. Finally, we thought it ‘impor-
tant to avoid the transitional years of first and sixth grade,
when the variables of 1ntérest might be partl:ularly subject
to fluctuatlans extraneous to the purposes of the study.

Slnce we est;mated more than 2000 clasrggm graups in
to gathéf data on Gnly two pupl;s* in the avarage classroom.
In addition, since teachers were to be the sources of 1nfgrmas
tion on services puplls re:e;ved this seemed to be the maximum
burden for a given teacher to bear alcng with hlS/th regular

taa:h;ng respéns;bllltlés. ‘ jlg
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- In arder ta permlt the dESLIEd analyt;c cgmpar;sans,
we selected at’ random one Tltlé I :hlld and cne non- Tltlé I ‘
{chlld from each classraém group that lncludad bath types of
chlldren;; From classes w;th all ar ‘no-Title I :hlldren, ‘we -

’;,SElected twa ch;ldren at rand@m.

§§5pé§§%7Rate§ifgi thg;Yaaz I Classroom/Student Sample

The samplé was deslgned tc be hlghly lnEEﬂElthé tg
nansréspanseiatvarlcus 1evels. Aﬁy falluré of dlstflcts, sch@@ls, 
or 1ndlv;aual resPandents tg prav1ie tha necessafy 1nfarmét;an
on time and in a usable form must navertheless have an Effect

"Lcnzthe shape ‘and’ usefulness of the actual set of data gn Whlch we -
.shall carry Dut our analyses.. Péeple and Grganlzatlans be;ng
 what they ‘are, the actual Year 1- sample ﬂlffe*s ln several

'raspects fram its des;gn.~

, When - the t;me came to- establ;sh th% samples of guplls,r
1t apPéared that the 433 sampled sch@sls ;ncluded appr@x;mataly e
2591 thlrdﬁgradé and faurth gfad% classraam groups, and so we
M.sent éach ‘school the necessary Classrgcm Ecster farms_;',Fag;
a classracm/student ‘to ‘be lncluded 1n the Year l sample, the 7
:sster had to be in Qur hands by March 31 lS?S Ey that daté,
, as Tablé 2 shows, 1941 r@sters, Qr 75% Df ‘the tstal haﬁ been
o rétu:ned_  The response rates from the dlstr;;ts were m;stly -

80% or béttér, rang;ng from. 100% in Berkaley Caunty dawn to 56%

1n Eestan.

S Two students were selected fr@m each Qf th% 1541 :lassS‘
rooms for WhlEh we- ‘had - roster data. —These 3882 pup;ls con-
s st;tutéd the final target sample for Year 1 and were therégéré
‘fi;fr the students for whom we c@llectéa information about the types

,* As nDtéd ‘in 1ater alSZuSSlEnS about ;nstruments,,
Classr@am Roster data were gathered for all students in selected
classrooms. All other data were. :Dllected f@r twa Samgled stud-

ents per” class:oam
'13




TABLE '2
OVERALL YEAR I RESPONSE RATES
FOR THE CLASSRDOM/SIUDENT SAMELE

N . . Rgster (Classracm G:aups Data) s CAL (Pupll data) o

f“i B : Partlclpatian Wl ~ | Response

Wﬁiéﬁ:ié%if:’ iw fg;getéd Eﬁsﬁeﬁeé ‘Rate (%) Targeted Retu:;eé Faté'(})ﬁr>

Adams County " 94 64 68 25

: 284 | 95
Alum Rock . .| 136 88 . 65 352 - | 338 - 96

Eérkelay QauntY» 62 62 - 100 . 248 . 239 ‘ :95,

sastcn . 348 | 194 | 56 - 776 ,€§§j ; 88 -
Charlotte e | 360 | 283 79 | 132 | 114 | 90
Harrison County | 81 75 93 300 297 99

' ;ggﬁstan ; :,.L,”!7zgmr "~ 520 v  71 igésd ' vljlé f 7;7531
lmesa | a2 [0 | 7 | 40s | s | s
‘Newport. S 29 | 24 ? ;; asi’r A e | s | ég o
"Ré;ing o ‘_153‘ . 122 80 o  as8 479 o
Sa;ta'ge  ' :; 86  '52' 95 :"3251':  :léésf : ?7.94
.Winsﬁsgésélémrr 235,'7 7199 ':7:, ' 185 - é ) 795: R 7m7447A f §3

Yonkers - - ' 136 | 127 . ..93 . .508 " 330 - 1- S

TOTAL f2se1 [ 1941 | 75% 7764 - | 6870 | B8%

*Sinca CAL data were. Dbtalned fcr =Y} ident
each of two observation days, the number of targeted CALs i
times the number of rosters- réturnad; B :
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of services delivered. anﬂ r2251ved in-each of the districts..
With rega:dft@ services received, two Classroom AEt1v1tles Lags
(CAL)* éBSérvaEiéns’were planned for eaeh targete@ studenti
Sirnce theré were 3882 targeted students,. 7754‘EAL ébsérvati@ns‘
were planned.‘ Table 2 shows that ES?DVafrﬁhése,weré‘a:tually
completed, for a response rate of 88%. ‘Ten éf’ﬁha'districts
'réturnéavmdra than 90% of their éALs,-an&.;nly'iénkers'(at‘
' 65%) had a response rate below 80%. ' B

, - Wlth régard tc services ﬂel;vared Student School :
VREEé:d Information ¥orms (8SSRIF), Teacher Backgréund Forms,
and Regular and Ccmpénsatcry Language Arts and Mathamatlgsl*
Maduléa, all of Whlch were linked to the sampled students,
. were :Dmgleted by teachers providing various types of 1nst£u§ﬁ
f>tlén, As exgecteé, response rates far these 1nstruments varied
by site and by instrument. cheverp the Qverall rates (79.6%
for the SSRIF, 76.7% for the Teacher Backgr@und Form, and ap-
‘praxlmately '72% for all Modules) were in line w;th those for

the . other class:@cm/studént lnstruments.

. * The Classraam Act;v1t;as Lag is ccmpieted by regu;ar
classroom teachers and provides an account of the instruction
received by the sampled students on randomly selectéd ohserva-~

'ftlan days.
15
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The Final Year I Classroom/Student Samples

- As noted in the introduction to this paper, the final

- implementation proposals submitted by the 13 districts have in-
creased the number of school types from the original three to

a rather complex set Df ten. Much af this 9réllferatlan of
schaal types is due. t@ sahgol clas;ngs and openings; some,
hawever, is due té :hanges in 1mPleméntat1Dn decisions. Char=
lotte and Winston- -Salem, féf e;amFIE, eliminated Title I EérV1geé
for some schools. This practice had not been planned originally.
-In addition, Boston, ankers, Houston, and Alum Rock altered

thélr plans in terms of the numbers of schéals affeéted.

v Table 3 displéys thé'néw Schacl type définitions and.
‘shows how they vary from district to district.: A éaturatéd =
school (see Alum Rock Types 1 and 2) 1s one in wﬁ;ch all studentsi>_
»I%CEL?EATlﬁlE I SEIVlC%E; a caﬁcentratéa school (see Alum Rock *
Types 9 and 0) is one in which only students having specific
deficiencies in basic skill areas receive Title I. A "held
harmless" school (see Houston Type 0) is one which qualified for
Title I under poverty in 1975-76 but did not gualify under
achievement in 1976-77. Services-were delivered to the school
in 1975 77, however, so that students ;rev16usly served wgulﬁ
not be degrived of Title I because of the Démanstratlcn._ A
"Démonstratlgn School" (see Yénkérs Types 9 aﬁd -0) is @né'iﬁ
which whole or almost whole classroems are Sé:veﬂ by Title I
- rather than the smaller number of students narmally receiving-

Title I attention in the district using a gulléaut”mcael).

- Finally,- ,~“Déﬁén§tratiaﬂ—séhoai“-in~Bostéﬁmeaﬁs~avschaalrwhichw'”

did not quallfy under pcverty ‘but whiéh did qﬁalify under achieve-

memt-

, ‘Table 4 displays the distribution of schools in each
distfiét by school type résu;ting:fram,thé'updatea school type
aéfiﬁitiéﬁs- It is apparent from these distributions and from -

Vthe pracedlng definitions that we are iiAa‘pQEitiGnité a@diéss

163'




TABLE 3~

_ DEPINITIONS OF THE TEN , SCHOOL TYPES
. RESULTING FROM THE DISTRICTS'
' FINAL IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSALS

. ALL DISTRICIS EXCEPT ALUM ROCK:
| Type | 75-76 16=77
1 TI* . TI
2 NTI T
3 - T . NTI
4 . NTI . NTI
5 new. schaool TI
6 “new school , TI
7 TI - closed
8 NTI - - - closed
ONLY ALUM ROCK: | L
T I TI (saturated)
2 NTI TI (saturated)
3. TI. . NTI
4 NTI NTI:
5 " nnew school TL
6 - new school NTI.
7 TI closed .
8 NTI " closed
DISTRICT TYPE 9 TYPE 0
Houston NTI, NTI ) TI TT -
(Ellglblé under 7 '(held harmLéss)
ach;evement but
sklggei) g
Alum Rock TI, TI (cancentratéd) NTI CTT (cancéntrated{ii
Yonkers - : TI, TI (Demcnstrat aﬁ' NIT TI (Démcnst:atl@n %
S . oo Schaal) ‘schosl) : s
“Boston NTI, TI (Demanstratlan'”'
Lo chaal)

7 *Entrlés lndlcate
“.is one in which ‘selected.

non-Title I S:hﬂél (NTI) is: one in . which nao. stuéents féCElve TltlE I
SEIVLEES.w'~ ~ 4 , _

ﬁhé Ti£lE

'stagua Df s:nscls
stu62ﬁt5 receive

17
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TABLE 4
NUMBER OF SCHOOLS IN
, EACH DISTRICT BY SCHOOL TYPE
USING UPDATED DEFINITIONS OF SCHOOL TYPE

L , .. .SCHOOL TYPE . = = - o POTAL WUMBER.|
- SCHOOL' | oo ' — ~~| OF SCHOOLS -
DISTRICT ' 0| 1 2 3 4 5] .61 17 8 ( 9 . IN DISTRICT .

Adams County, 16
Colorado .

-Alum Rock,
California.

[
L
~ )
[
e

.25

.'Eérkeléyréaunty,' A
i A T - ’ - 4
West Virginia lDf - ? f; . — al
© Boston, Te
BC T . C 7
ﬁgs;achu§gtts - 77751 jﬁf ) 35 — 5, 3, ! l%wf _
Charlotte, '
Chaxrlotte, , g 75
__North :Carolina - 40 717 9 ,7 _ 2 _ } - -
ngriscn :gugty;' 25 5 - . 30
__West Virginia - I A . _ _ _ S

Houston, |0 faa| 9| Mes | | S in 189

_Arizona L - v _

Newport,

__Rhode Island i

‘Racine, . 9 | 19 28
__Wisconsin N e o . 3 o o

Santa Fe, .
- New Mexico -

WinéééﬁaSalem : . L ]
V1) n-salem, - 38
North Carolina ;97 14 7'? 10 N % _ N
‘Yonkers, - - | ’ S . -
. I 4 1 16 : -3 -2 - 31
New York 2 ) ) 16” ’ ) :

‘T"“
Mu




- dlfferent klnds of quest;@ns than we. had antielpatéd. This éx—

pan51an of quest;gns will mast certalnly result in a more 1ntér—

:estlng set of rgsearch :esults. The expansion of schcal types, -

haweve:r has alsa ‘resulted in a reduction in sample sizes by -
schcgl type ana gradé level for. several of the shtes., The major -

'1mp11catlan cf this is that graée lgfél analyses caﬂngt bé
suppcrted in the 1arge majcrlty of d;st:12t5.~ Thus, in retro-

- spect ‘the decision to. sample fram cantlgucus grades p:@ved té"'

be a wise ane.‘

SELECTION- PRQCEDURES AND EESPDNSE RATES EDR THL PRINCIPAL;

- SPECIALIST, AND PARENT SAMPLE

All elementary school prlnclpal? in the 'sixteen dls—

,tIlEtS were included in the. prlﬁclpal sample.' Each of them.

racalved a schaalzauiprlnc;pal backgrcund form. Principals
of scha@ls rage;v1ng Title I services also received a Tltlé I
supplement; those with other compensatory. prégrams also 32231ved

oan additional supplement. * ‘Response rates for the prlnclPal
samplé are dlsglayed in Tabla 5. As nated in the table, the
‘everall respénsa rate was found to be 77% Respénse rat%s by
uEltE range from a_ 1cw Df 63% 1n Alum Rcck to a hlgh af 1DD% in

: W;nst@n=53lem Gﬁly three Df the 13 sites had response rates.
‘below 74%-,f' o )

CAll élementazy :amgensatazy language arts and mathe-

‘ 1ncludéd in th% sgéclal;st sampl%. EaGh vatham rece;ved an
' Instructional Schedule, the primary objective of which-is to -
_ estimate the amount of time per we%k speGialists's?énﬁ in=-

structihg éhildren.f Respanse ratas for this instruments are

- presented in Table E._ As ngted in th% table, ‘the averall

;Aresganse rate was found ta be 72%.

, w See p. 19  below for a fuller discussion of these
1nstrument5 - . L 19 o e R o
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TABLE 5

1975-76 RESPONSE RATES FOR
PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRES

"AﬂamsﬂcGuﬁty,'
Colorado

SITE PRINCIPAL FORMS | PRINCIPAL FORM | PERCENT
i MAILED RECEIVED RESPONSE

Cealifornta | 19 R RSN N =
e letara | 13 u | s
i 7 ) 7 75 f547

| SSeremcatorima | 72 | &1 2

damememr] oo [ ow ] w
| Ceme | e ) 17 | e

:ﬁ‘nﬁgﬁggztiélanv _ ’1Q7 _ 777 }§[ i ;@D _
B Rgfs‘gznsm _ ga _ I 7'79'

Pmsseallfie | 27 | | w0
TOTALS. 584 450 7 77 -
_ 20 *




TABLE 6

1975376 RESPQNSE RATES FOR
INSTRUCTIQNAL SCHEDULLS

:'7 B INSTRUCTIDNéiii 7iﬁéTEUCTIGNAL | >-f .
~ SITE - SCHEDULE ~ SCHEDULE . PERCENT -
R 7SAEEL7E o :' 7RETFT?€NED WRESPDNS?”
Aﬁau‘ns (;:iun y‘, Bk 9 8 789”7
B Sasiclll BRI 78
Eﬁiégzgmeﬁs 265 . | 15 ] 66
ﬁcsziiﬁt:é:;ma 153 A L
el e v ] we
Ff%gfi’i}k . - 52 ) 27 . .52
TOTALS B i 986 7 7710 7 72
21




) Thé Earént Sample lncludei (a)- pa:éﬁts of all th;:d—'

ﬁnd fcurth—grada Tltlé I studants in Tltle I schaals and (b)

i

rents of all third- gradé students in non-Title I schcals for
'whamlteachérs had completed CALS. Respcnse ‘rates for the sample,-
are pfesantéd in Table 7. - The response fatéS*far iﬁdividualr»‘
sites were high, wzﬂatheexceptlon of Berkeley Csunty (49%)
 3(wheré reglénal factors such as QEQQraghlcal and cultural-
,distance limited the ablllty to conduct: fa:eat@*facé lnt%erEWS,:
in the hcme), Yankers (64%), and Adams Caunty (68%)

‘r[]

INSTRUMENIATiDN .

“in the Dem@nstrat;én Study, " Column 2 of thls table descrlbés
the farmat gf each Qf thé fgrmal 1nstrum2ﬂtsi: Calumn 3 descrlbes

the sample ‘for each 1nst:ument. Columns 4. and 5 dESE?lbé the

mpr;mary and sééandary obgéctives for each ;nstrumeutg»>

As. can be Eéén in Table S' three dlffarentks 18-

- iadmlnlsterea quéstlannalres were aeslgneﬁ far pr;nc;pals.=Form I, i

: whlch was malléd to all pr1nc1pal5, included Guest;@ns about-
"thé ccmpansatary acthltlas prgvldea in ea:h SChéDl - the schc@l
 plant and fa:;l;tlés, ‘and the Praféss;énal backgraund and atti-
tudes Qf gr;nclgals towards cﬂmpensatcry aducatisn.k The. Tltle’i
-and-State - C@mpenﬁatory Edusatlan supplements gatthéd adal— i
tional ;nfg:matlan on the éllg;blllty pr@cedures and §r@gram— 1','
'matlc asgects af Each of these pragrams, respectlvely. o

" % 'In addition to the farmallnstrumentat;an described

- ..here, other data sources included various program- d@gumEﬂts and. -
- interview data obtained in visits to the d;stzlcts ~ These data-
‘s@ur:es are not diEEusEéd in thlE paper . . ' .
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TABLE 7

o 1975—75 'RESPONSE RATES FOR
'PARENT INTERVIEWS -

T , PARENT _:v_i 5__‘ﬁ.Jﬁ3 1v_:__&_:t,;
L8ITE - . | INTERVIEW | INTERVIEWS | RESPONSE .
R ' QDNDUCTED

':;‘Adams Eaunty,i?f_ ?*Wi ‘V»;e; :iﬁﬂ'ff_riz. ; »¢f75f,-i;’ ;7}¥¢“.,,
__Colorado =~ | - 83 e 43 .88

T:iAlum Rgck,;v_i;; _ 7. Do rff”'ffl
_California = ooolas 3 (115

?‘Berkeley CGunty, S R RN FE e
__West Virginia | - '25_ SR 37 o 49

f;;f;;?fEcstén,1' S P R
e ',»'Massachusetts f,;—' o {3245;;%77 -_3@51 o :;,521

_Charlotte, . .. .. oot e R A AR
- North Carolina co 3480 - 38 e 9L

blfHarrlscn Céunty, Lfn‘,:ufxf 3?7”?"”‘“7TT“*{“7?57f ;?iji;i7 '
West V1r21nla N ,;D; o 82 — ] SD;Wgﬁ;

' Houston, ;v¢vr;ri,f,,' N S
vewae | - 582 | 412 | g

Mesai 7:‘ . ». 3 B »V . ;': 3 ‘,j. V - ! B _. - : e ) 7,A, RS

7ﬁ7A;;§cna L e k36 ) 24 - 29k -
Newpcrt,,:;, S U P P TRICE IR R
Rhede Island,L R AR "7257”:<;,' 7"?3””

WlECEEsln SRR P ;43' S f'wr;éz S ‘ ?%'

Santa'Fe, - . | . .. - | ]
Néw Mexlcg = : B L 96 T |96

'Nérth*CarD;inaf;:w 15 "'7,352”* S :;%?ét L ’”;;;gémf,;,,‘

Yankerss>’fjﬁ}p"i'” I T T DR
New York . - ' _ lE?

' TQiALS' 2131 8L o




) RESPDNDWS, ﬁ&;’EETWI! :

- PO, THSTRUENATION USED TH -mz 1'mz 1 mmusmﬂnﬂ st

- DATA SOUKCE

T

- FRORY OMIECTIVE -

SECONDARY OMJEETIVE

peinclpal -

| questlonnalreys -

gelf-"

Mnlnlstered -

m manhry 5r:havn1
Princlpals {n Demonstras -

*7o ebtaln & thorough descrlption

of the cenpensatory peogran(s)

"o ohtadn # descelption of ehool
-&id fﬁﬁluﬁﬂ,pggﬁgﬂaml atatf,

:mg u:AL) :

Racard Form

primiry teacher)

. rc.ceXng by unch student gruup.

Forn I : g\;astlﬁmlri tion Dlstrletn -operaking In each school. - and ather contextual characteplstic, .
' : ' W ' o " &8 vell an professional responte to |
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st queselonnalre | Questiopnairs - . edueation. compensatory éducatien.
| porn 1 (ﬂdcquuund) e R
by gul_a; Program | Self= Reqular language aete 2ad .| 7o obitaln & descriptlos of the -
Descelp' o Modules| Adelnistered sathematics teachers of - | . reqular readlng and pathematics
oo | Questionnalee | sasple studenta - {nstructlen pfnvldgd ta uaﬁplg
S S ltudnnls. :
| Compunsatory | Selfs ML campunsutnw langungn ' ﬁ' ﬁhhln 2 thorough desce{ption. To.ohtaln information on the services
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. Seven alffgrent types of 1nstruménts were ﬂéVélDEéﬁ
7 £@: téachers and/or spéc;allsts. E@th gréups were asked to o
-,EQmE;EtS,EQIm I, which adéressed the prafess;anal backgraund

‘and attitudes of these ;nstructlcnal ‘personnel. Hcmergém

teachers were asked to fill out three additional 1nstruments-

the Classroom Roster, Student School Record Information Form
~ (SSRIF), and Classroom Activities Log (CAL). The Classroom
V~Rastér was deSlgnEd to prav1de an undupl;catéd count of the 4_1‘ .

number of thlrd and fourth grade stuaénts in samplé sch@@ls”yum

:race;v1ng campansatary serv1ces fram any fund;ng saurce.' Thls

1ﬂstrumént, whlch was campleted fDr -each student in each sample
classrsam, alsa 1ncludaﬁ quest;ans abaut such studént chara:-

- ment. lEVél_

- The SSRTF was deslgned to supglément the Rcster data
- for a subsample of stuaents } It provided aadltianal in-
vi MfG:mat1an on saclaecanamlc 5tatus and . student 1anguage fagtars,
"‘as well as more Prec;se data on stu&ént achievement. Infarma—
ifftlan Dﬂ student re:e;gt of sugpért sérv1cés was 3133 gathered

‘:iv1a this fDrm

o B The CAL was dESlgnéﬂ to measure the actual lﬁstructl§ﬁ°'
;ﬂand services fece;vad by samplé studénts on each @f two randamlyr'
;'EElEEtEd days. Far aach ten—mlnute ;nterval durlng thesa sam§1e" 

»_' days, teachers. were. asked to. racaré the cantent of tha 1n5truc=:fl”;=7”
 fvtan bélng Pravlded to thé samgle studants,'as well as the size
- "of the- graup and the person providing thé ;nstruct;an.v Whetherﬂ;ff2:  
cr n@t the ;nstructlan was cgmpensatary ana/ar bll;ngual in

” natura was: also recardea.

- Camgensatcry educat;an SPEElallStE r  asked’ ta o
ltcamplete twa types’ of forms in addition to thé backgrgund qués—
 tionnaire: 1) the instru:t;enal Séhadulé ani 2) one @r mSEE '

| CDmPEﬁSatDIY Eragram Desc:;pt;an M@dulas. The fcrmer, WhlEﬂ B

;MJ

I
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.asked specialists to describe a typical weekly schedule of
activities, was intended to gather information on specialists’
use of time. The modules were developed to obtain information
on the quantitative and gqualitative aspects of the compensatory
language arts and mathematics instruction delivered to students.
Specialists (and others) who taught one (or more) sample
student(s) were asked to describe the compensatory instruction
received by the group of which the student was a member.
Specialists who did not teach samgie students were asked to
describe the compensatory instruction provided during the first
instructional period of the week.

In addition to the above instruments, Regular Program
DescriptiénlMgdules were completed by those who taught sample
students regular language arts and/or mathematics. Similar in
content to the Compensatory Program Description waduiéé, these
addressed the quant;tat1ve and qualltatlve aspects of the
regulaf instruction delivered to the group of which the sam—-
plérstudent was a member. In many'cases, teachers completed
more than one module, i.e., one for each sample student and/or
subgect taught. '

‘Title I chlldren were administered face—tcsface interviews.
Topics covered in these interviews included parental knowledge
of, participation in, and satisfaction with compensatory educa-
tion programs, as well as socioeconomic status. In addition,

face-to-face interviews were conducted with PAC membors.
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SUMMARY .

This paper has pr éviaed a brief discussion of the
sampling procedures and instrumentation used in the Title I
Demonstration Study. Because this presentation is brief,
Eérﬁain aspects of the Samgllng approach and the instrumenta-
ion have not been discussed. Those interested in a fuller

m—r
b

iscussion of these issues, as well as a fuller discussion of

T

the Dém@nstratién research in général— are referred to the
Analysis Plan for the Demonstration Title I Research.*

* Vanecko, J. and Ames, N, Resaarchzgn Dém@nstratian
" Compensatory Education Projects: Analysls Plan. Cam-
Abt Assa:;ates Tnc., 1976. : : o
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