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The Congressional Research Senvicesworks e\clu\'ncl) for
the Congress. conducting research. analyzing legislation. and
prapiding mformaion at the request of Committees. Mem-
bers and ‘their staffs

- . v
.

The Service makes such research avmlable.'wnllou'l pattisan
bias. m many forms mcluding studies. reports, comﬁilalions.
digests. and background bnefings. Upon request. the CRS
assists  Commuttees i analyzing Jegislativer*proposals and
issues. and in assessing the possible effects of tliese proposals
and their alternatives The Service’s semor specialists and subs,
ject analysty -dre also avatlable for personal consultations m

therr respective fields of expertise. °
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FOREWORD
\
A study of:the fundamental purposes and effectiveness of compensatory
- Teducation was wandated by the Educat is nAmendment sTof 19747 “The Tongress— — — —
made the National Institute of Education (NIE) responsible for investiga-
ting both the Title 1 program of ‘the Elemeqtary and Secondary Educat ion
Act of 1965 (ESEA) and similar programs funded by some of the States.

The legislation authorizing the NIE study does not specifically
define "compensatory education,”" but the ESEA Title I declaration of
policy has sometimes beén considered a useful guideline:

In recognition of the special educational needs of
children of low-income families and the impact that
concentrations of low-income families have on the
ability of local educat ional’agencies to support ade-
6uate educational pPrograms, the Congress hereby
declares it to be the policy of the United Stites to
provide financial assistance (as set forth in the
following parts of this title) to local educational
agencies serving areas with concentrations of children
from low-income families to expand and improve their
educational programs by various means (including pre-
school programs) which. contribute particularly to ,*
meeting the special educational needs of educationally
deprived children. [Section 101, ESEA] ‘

ESEA Title I 1s the largest Federal program for'elementar;\and
secondary education; more than $20 billion have been gppropriatqa\for
‘the Title I program in its first 13 years (fiscal years 1966-78); and ’
the fiscal year 1979 appropriation would be $2.735 billion under the pro-
visions of P,.L. 95-205 (Cont inuing Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1978). The
fiscal year 1979 Administration budget proposal includes a Title I request
for $2.979 billion for fiscal year 1980, plus $400 million for proposed
additions to the Title I legislation.

N

Compensatory education programs in nearly 90 percent (about 14,000)
.of the Nation's school districts, plus some 240 Bureay of Indian Affairs
(BIA) schools, are funded through, Title 1. Approximately five million
public school children, 225:000 private school children, and 31,000 BIA '
School children participate in these programs.

In its report of December 1976, the NIE found that 16 States operated
compensatory education programs during the 1975-76 school year, with a
funding level of $600 million ("Evaluating Comperfsatory Educat ion,"
pe I1-13). - ‘ ~ '
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- AN ANALYSIS OF "COMPENSATORK EDUCATION SERVICES'™

This report by.the National Instliiij of Education, (NIE) is one of

T T T "EiX‘ébﬁstituting-thefSeptember_JO, 1977, Nnterim report to the President
. B -2/
and the Congress on a comprehensive study of coémpensatory education.
- t '
The NIE study has identified three specific "fuﬁaamental.purposes?lof
Title L of the Elementary and Secondary Education Aét (ESEA):-
(1) To provide financial assistance to school districts in *
relation to their numbers of low-income children and , T
vithin those distriétg, to the schools with the greatest ,
numbers of low-income children; - .
. / .
(2) To fund special services for low-achieving children ia
the poorest schools; and . ‘
? . . . ,
v (3) 1o coﬁtribute to the cognitive, emotional, social, or
" physical development of participating students, 3/
The focus of this NIE report is primarily on the last tyo’objectiveé\—-
‘the special compensatory education services and the participating
~ . . oL N\
. students. The character1§€1cs of both Title I and similar State programs
are discussed. (In the following‘d%scussion, "Title I" will refer only ¢t
. . \ ’ . ” :
the Federal program, and "compensatory" to both Title I,and the State
) programs. ) } . - y : . . (
’ . . . S
4 . 4
1/ U.S. Department of Health, Education, ‘and Wel fare . National, Institute
of Education, Compensatgry Education Servicess Washington,
.July 31, 1977. . ) -
.2/ The six parts of the September 1977 interim report describe selected
aspects of the overall NIE study, including the allocation of
. funds, compensatory education :services, student- development , and
the, administration of compensatory education programs, Greater
’ detail abbut t# scope qf the study, the interim report, and the
~ .. bills introduced in the 95th Congress to extend Title I may be =
. - found in Section V- of this analysis. . L ’ .-
' 3/ U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. National Institute
' cf Edycation. Evaluating Compensatory Education’ Washington,'
I " ) ey - )

December 30, 1976. p. xifi.™ .

' - . N :
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"Title I progmams and similar programg operated by 16 Staé@s. The findings

“spent by the school districts on instructaonal services, and only a small 3
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»
\
This analysis contains a summary of findings, recommendations,

. . . . . N '
tmplications, research limitations, and contexﬁiof the report.

3 s
A
A
A |

I. Summary of Findings \

3 B . 4 . . . ' 3

'Compensatory Education Services' describes student selection pro- .
’ \ \ '

cedures, recipients of compensatory services, and types of services pro-

y
N \

vided by compensatory ‘education programs.,6 The discussibn includes both

3
are based on a survey of 100 school districts, on followup\studies of
. ' - \\
1tliary services 1n 18 of these districts, and a comparison of regular

instruction and qﬁéﬁensato&g~projects in 12 special demonstration school
Yistricts. The NIE discussion regarding Title I is limited ta the serv-
ices purchased through basic grants to school districtg, grants that'

N 5y
account tor 8l percent of the Title I appropriation.

’

As 1dentified by the NIE, one of the major burposes of the FESEA Title I
° - ot

legrslatipn has been the funding of compensatory education services. The
. )

report shows that this purpose is being achieved. Most of the fundsiare \

. * , P

. - . . . \
portion of the, funds .are spent for auxtliary serWices. Furthermore, the
report claLms that the compensatory services found in the survey are gen-

4/
erally considered to contribute to the overall quality of education.

The report first describes the student selection procedures of gompen-
satory education programs and the characteristics of recipients found' in a

sample of 100 school districts. The types of services in the 100 districts

o

4/ Another NIE report in this series, "The Efffects of Services on Student .

Development,! addresses the relation beXweén 1nstructgonal ser-
viceés and student schievement,
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are:described wext, including instructional and auxiliary compensatory

- services (18 of the 100 districts were selected for a more detailed

investigation of these auxiliary services). .The report also compares .
1]

: - - - ’ - - N * -
compensatory with noncompensatory iastruction in 12, special.demonstrdtion

school districts that were not part of the larger sample. 'f '

A. Student Selection Procedures
. \ ~
School districts were found to have considerable flexibility in the

procedures used to select recipients of compensatory education services.

~ P} N

All ESEA Title I school .districts in the'sample reportedly were using
. . "') . -

achievement test scores as one basjs for selectian, but such scores were
. . : \ - ~
often avaglable only for one or two grade levels. In addition, 89 percent

of the districts also_used teacher judgment, 36 percent used economic

criteria,

L3

. | . ' . .
and 26 percent used other procedures such as referral by social
service agencies.

& M . ’ - \,
The NIE report estimates that about two—thiﬁﬂs of all "students

<

. - . . - N
determined to be eligible for services actually participated im ESEA

.

A L
Title I programs. It also found that, when State compensatory education
programs funded services along with the Federal program, about'-75 percent

- 3 < - -
of eligible students réceived ‘services.

4
L

B. Recipients of Compensatory Services ‘

Compensatory education program .recipients were examined in the

’

éaqple of 100 school districts, and it was estimated that nearly 20 per-

cent of all public school students were receiving some type of services

X
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from the programs. The proportions of recipients on the average tended
to be less white and more black or Spanish-surnamed than the proportions

of these students in national enrollment figures. Compensatory education

. services were provided to only four percent of all nodbublic'ﬁchool stu-

dents in the-districts surveyed, . -
C. Types of Services ) ° .
. All districts in the sample were found to use coppensatory program

. funds to support instructional services, and about half of the districts

. . . . . 3 .
also provided some aux11lary non-1instructional services. About 75 percent

of the, average school district's ESEA Title I budget was estimated to be

spent for compensatory instructional services. These services generally

) ’
emphasized basic skills of reading, language arts and mathematics; 85 per-

cent of all compensatory students were found to be receiving compensatory
slnstruction in reading or language arts, and 44 percent were found to be

recelving compensatory instruction in mathematics. d

Four characteristics of instructional services are- described in

-

A"
some detail: class size, time spent in instruction, teacher charac-

Eerist1cs, and individualized instruction. While noting that consid-

erable va{iaﬁion was found amoné the sample of 100 school districts,

the NIE study judges compensatory Instructional services to be special
‘ 5/ :

1n each of th‘following characteristics:

~Class sizes are small. They average 9 students in
. compepsatory reading and 12 in mathematics and lan-
guage arts, compared with 27 in ,hameroom’classes.

!

~a ' M

AR}
8

5/ 'U.S. De t.-of Health, Education, and Welfare. Nat10nal Instltute
- - of Educatlon Compensabory Education Services.. p.

[ERJ!:‘ - - . E) :
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-Compensatory education students spend an average of
5-1/2 hours' per week in special instruction. That
amounts to 29 percent of total idstructjonal time for
students in reading, 22 percent for students in lan-
guage arts, and 27 percent for those in mathematics.
} B ‘. ’ . , "‘ i -
' -Professional teachers who deliver compensatory instruc-—
’ tion are often highly qualified: 67 percent have grad-
uate training beyond_a bachelor's degree, and 62 per—
: ‘cent specialize in tedching one subject. Teacher's aides
deliver a substantial portion of compensatory instruction.
L More than half the aides employed nationwide are paid from :
ESEA Title I funds.

-Many School districts attempt to individualize their in-
struction, although few districts offer instruction that
N could be considered individualized in all respects.

. The NIE report also examines the incidence of "pullout" progtams,

where students are removed from their regular classrooms to receive spe-
cial instructional services. On the basis of the 100 school districts,

almost 75 percenf of the compensatory reading programs were found to use

.
3

. this meEde, but less.than‘half of the language arts and mathematics pro-

grams used 'pullquth techniques. It was found tHat students in "pullout'

programs were more likely to miss some or all of /thejr regular instruc-

. ]

tion than those who recdived compensatory instruction in their regular
’ 3 . 1

classrooms, . : / .
. . s

Patterns of,expenditures'ang services were analyzed in the districts

‘surveyed. Expenditures were found to be directly proportional to the

)
.

number of students served, and "pullout" instructional programs were more

prevalent in districts with larger ESEA Title I budgets.

Noninstructional auxiliary serviges accounted for less than 5 per=

cent of the ESEA,Title I budget in the average school district. Thes

» v

survey of 100 districts indicated that about one third of the fudds for
¢ o .
ERIC ' 10
— . v . I.

. . -
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ' .
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aux11%ary services was spent for, parent invblvement activities, tncluding* -

. >

. - 3

-

parent advisory councils, and another‘third was spent for counseling and ™

.

social wark. The remainifig third of the auxiliary services budget was

divided between health and other services, including transportation and

food. ‘

In gellowup case studies of lé\districts from (he‘400 district sEmple,

t

 the characteristics of auxiliary services were examined. It was found

I budgets spend for auxiliary services
i
» N .

has been shrinking over the past four years, and declined of up to 80°

X
percent 1n the number 9f students served were regorted. The 18 districts '

\ . N
provided some explanations as to why the decrease’was occurring, 'such as

the Federal requirement that services be supplemental (distrifts reported
A o}

~ .

dxffxculty showing that auxiliaay services were truly supplemental); .

.
.

a rdnewed emphasis on-basic skills; financial pressures; and program

. A . . .
evaluations.. It was stated that quantitative measures of the effects

v

of auxiliary services were more difficult to aseess than measures for

v )

t'. N N

other kinds of services. Some pressures to resist the budget decreases

I’
-

for auxiliary services were reported from two sources. First, local
- .
13 - l

needs assessments were often found to support the continuation, expansion,
’ v

or initiation of auxiliary services; and second, the changes in the ESEA.

\ i

Title 1 legislation in 1974 resulted in an increased emphasis on parent

N -

advisory councils. /

. In addition to the 75 percent for instructional services and 5 -

percent for auxi®iary services, the NIE study estimated that the re-

maining 20 percent of the entire ESEA Title I budget was spent for other"
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purphses, mcludm*ddltlonal sglaries )\frmge benefits, equipment,

(39

1 @

¢ [N -

operatfion and maintenance, and capital dutlays. The NIE yeport contains

H
H

no atalysis of these expenditures.
" ¢ - N g
N . ) -
2 Special Demonstration School Districts
. . M -

On the basis of 12 special demonstration school districts (which were
B N ‘ ’ ‘
not part of the 100 district fsample), some cqmparispni‘are made by the NIE

i

small, non-randomly selected, d Yot natienally representative, the find-

-

ings must be treated only as suggestive:’ Nine districts were found” where

l -

/
Title I students received more, language arts instruction per day than non-
4 - .

Title I students, but 2 districts were found where the instructional time
N N ' N T
\\ . .

was eq@ii, and 1 district was -found where the Title. udents received
TN .

.
.

less instructional time per day. When comparisois ar§made regarding ..

-

- class size and teachér training, ESEA Title I students’in the 12 distr¥cts -
] v 4

do/ﬁn fact seem™to receive more services overall than other students..

. < (S
) o . r
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L4 - &«
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II. Recommendations |, v
The focus of "COmpensatqry Education.Services" is on_ the procedures
0 V ‘ .' '{.‘
used for selecting recipients of compensatory education services and on’
the kinds of services,proyided through compensatory education programs.
* 4
This report makes no- explicit recommendations for legislative action.
(The NIE is obligated to make recommendations as part of the overall
study, but the final report is not due until September 30, 1978.)
[ t
* /\ »
L)
. R . , »
1] “"%
E
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IIT. Implications T

Several aspects of the current ESEA Title I program are described in

the NIE repoft that might be of particular interest to the Congress,

including:. . '

~the percentage of eligible children actually served by the
program and the related claim that additional funding would
serve more children;

,~the frequency with' which c0mpeﬁsatory programs pull eligible
children out of thei'r regular classrooms;

-the low participation of nonpublic schoolchildren %n‘Title I
programs . '

o

A. Eligible Children and Additional ‘Funding

:

The NIE report shows‘teat not all eliéible children receive ESEA

Title I services. The study reported estimates of participants and eld-

giéles in Title I schools, and found that only two=thirds of the eligibles
actually participated in khe programs. ® In districts receiving Séate com-
pensatory eéucatibn funds, participation rates were some?hat higher -
about 75 percent. These figures indicate that unmet .needs exist in pro-
grams for educationally deprived children; .

The%e NIE findings are not néce§sari1y‘at variance with the purposes
of EéEA Title I, Thé ESEA {qgislation does not conta}n provis;ons for
fully funding progfamslfo serve the unmet- needs of all eligible children:
égtggr, the legislation'authorize; "financial assisténce” for programs )

that “contribute' toward meeting the educational peeds of educationally

deprived childr#n (seétion 101, ESEA); local entitlement for assistance ™

. ¢
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1s based on a 40 percent Federal share of the average cost of educating

children; and there is a provision for édjusting the allocations formula

¥ C e . .. . )
whenever appropriat’ions are insufficient to fund the total entitlement

(the appropriations have been less than entitlements since the first

year of the ESEA Title I program). The NIE estimation of eligible chil-

dren who do not participate might be used to justify requirements for

more widely distributed services or to justify appropriations at a higher

i

level, but it does not directly indicate a lack of accomplishment of the

¥
.

objectives of the program.
| The NIE report also shows th;t districts with higher levels of

* Title L funding (i.e., morg dollars from Tiklﬁ 1), served more \Pildren
tﬁan those with ;maller gudgets. TQis finding is used to support a
claim that higher levels oE Title I funding would ﬁrobab%y serve more
studeynts.é/~ While this assertion @ight be accurate, ig is not supported

by the original finding. The NIE survey of 100 districts did not meas-

ure the effects of an increase in the Title I budget of the school -

districts under investigation; it only measured .school districts.with .
. . . i
. . . ° .
Title I budgets of different sizes, and found that those.wifh larger ' fﬁx b
+ * N [} . -
hudgets served proportionally more students.
The NIE study does not give an actual number or estimate of the .
. p . “‘ ‘; “. .\
number of children that are eligible for Title I servicés but do not . v
. o, ‘ ) %
1Y l ¢
. + L]
) 6/ Ibid., p. ll. This report does not indicate. the relationship R :
sbetween the size of a district's Title I budget and the dis-
trict's enrollment, total -expenditures, or number of poor |
children counted for allocating the Title I budget to the . :
. district. o < .
! ¢ . .
: - M
19 - : -
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v

receive them. Such a number could be calculated from the NIE;survey,

,
.

but it would not be useful for some policy purposes, such as estimating

the additional funds heeded to provide services for all eligible children.

The ?stimate would have marginal value because school districts have some

.
s

flexibility under Federal regulations to determine how many schools qual-

ify for Title I, and how many children are eligible and served within

.

those schools.

-

+ B. "Pullout” Prog?&ns

Compensatory ingtruction (both ESEA Title I and State funded pro-

o involve 'Spullout’ programs, where participat-
¥y prog P P

) grams) was often fpund

ing students were removed from their regular classrooms to receive special

.

[y

-

- ot .
instruction. Almost 25 percent of all compensatory students were found

~

3

- al 3 - ‘\
to spend the entire school day in classtooms solely composed of other

£

a
-

p compensatory students. The cowmbination of findﬁggs that pullout stbdents
N 3 ’
" tend to,miss reéﬁ}ar instruction more frequently than.non-pullout students

» . . .
and that compensatory education students are more likely to be of racial

or ethnic minority than the enrollment at large might be considered an un-

’

wanted consequence af the program. Some might argue that the possible

imp;2&°of tracking, isolation, and segregation of compensatory students

from regulér students outweighs any benefits obtained through pullout

instryction. Others might claim that compensatory services are most

effi/ciently administered through separate instructional methods.

T ¢
,
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C. Nonpublic Participation

A low rate of ESEA Title I participation.of noénpublic schoolchildren

was reponted'by.the NIE survey, }t'ﬁék estimated that only 4 percent of
nonpublic elementary schoolchildren’participate, compared with nearly 20
percenf of public schoolchildren. Furthermore, the nonpublic children

received an average of approximately one hour per week of compensatory

instruction, compared to an average of 5-1/2 houns per week for public

"school students. It was also found that only 43 percent of all ESEA

o~

.arrangements to provide such services. The NIE report suggests that

Title I districts were providing any Title ] services to nonpublic

students. However, not all:public school districts have nonpublic stu-
dents enrolled in séEools within the &Hstrict,”and nonpublic students
may be less‘disadvantaged than publié school students. The NIE réport
does not contain any statistics to shed light on these qug§tions.

L)

Some background information may be useful in assessing the signif-
»

lcance of the-=NIE find ing dT*%g: participation of public schoolchil~-

dren in Title I programs. Tﬁe ESEA Tit1;'1 législation requires that
public school dfistricts provide services to nonp %ic schoolchildren
who are educationally deprived on a basis that is consistent with the
number of such children (Section 141A, €SEA). If a .school district is
prohibited by law from providing these Sefvices, or if the U.S. Commis-
éioneg of Education determines that a disgrict has failed to proviée
such serviees, then the'Commissioner is required to make alternate

; 7/
schqol districts have encountered probilems with these provisions.

(.
A

7/ Ibid., p. 15. . 17 }

¢

- ' L3
N
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However, since apparently no comparison was made of the relative

~

disadvantage of public and nonpublic students, and no count was made
. of school districts that are prohibited by law from providing services,

i that have failed to provide services, or that do not have any nonpubl ic

-

students, there is little that>can be concluded from the NIE findings
/ .

.

about compliance with the Title I nonpublic student provisions. The s
report does not provide any estimate of the number of nonpublic children

served through alternate arrangements by the Commissioner of Education.

\

Because of the variation in size of public school districts, a charac-

teristic fourdd in 43 percent of the districts might apply to as few as

8/.
5 percent Oor as many as 90 percent of the total enrollment. A similéar

>

range for nonpubl ic -students g@ﬁ be reasonably expected.

Beyond these partlcular questlons about the services currently pro-

vided by the ESEA Title I program, some other aspects of Title I services

do not appear to have been addressed by. the NIE report. There is little

3

analysis of the educational effectiveness of the services described or of
the efficiency with which the services have been purchased. There is no
. discussion of alternatives to the services now provided by school districts

and no assessment of the relative value of instructional versus aux111ary

services., An analysls of the services that might have been purchased with

the same funds but without the Federal ESEA Title I restrictions might

v

-

, -also have been useful fn this report

-
. .

. \ : ! .

§7\\p.s. Department of Health, Education, and Wel fare. National Center for
.\\\ Education Statlstlcs. Edgcatlon Directory Public School Systems
\ 1975-76. Washington (NCES 76-153), 1976. p. xvi.

ERIC AN 18 o
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t 3 - . . ) * AJ
g . IV. Research Limitations

The design of a research project in general, and of survely research

in particular, imposes certain restrictions and limitations on| the infer-

» ! ‘

ences that can be made from the data thereby colPected. With regérd to

-

. the research that underlies this report, the limfitations are blased on

R ©
Vo N

the type of school district sampled in the survely, the size off the sample

itself, the accuracy of the natiofal estimates, and the lack 9f data for

' & . . . .
more than one school year. There are also special limitations on the

v&

inferences that can be made from small numbers of demonstration school

-

districts. Although the NIE report discusses some of these issues,‘it,
¥

may be useful in this analysis of the report to review the major limita-
|

tions inherent in the NIE surveys:

A. The Type of School District ’

2 Most of the NIE' findings are based on a survey of 100 school é;

districts selected from approximately 14,000 school disSEFicts with ESEA;

Title 1 ptograms in kindergarten through-eighth grades. More than 2,000

{

school districts are thereby excluded, .falling into two categories:

(1) districts serving only grades 9 through 12 with Title 'I programs; and
° , 2 A

(2)*districts without Title I programs. , - .
The first exclusion prevents generalization of the NIE research find-

4 ~

ings to all ESEA Title I districts or programs, Although most Title I

.
. ?

programs are apparently represented by the NIE sample, no €stimates can

be presented of the number of eligible or participating children in grades
f ”\

v
r

O ‘ ) _ * 1 9 . .
|
- "\_ o
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. this conclusion in the NIE report. T .
v 1'3
The exclu810n of dlstrlcts without Title I programs means that

comparisons cannot be made between districts with such programs and those

s

without . Such comparisons are often considered helpful in evaluating the \\

[ * .
overall effectiVéheSS of a program. For example, the NIE study found

. - . . A}
that compensatodp education class sizes -were "small" and that homeroom \

1
L . \-

sizes were larger, but there are no comparable data to show the size of
N A
) . \
regular, noncompemsatory classes or homerooms. Likewisé, there are no 1
. 3 .

data showing the training of noncompensatory teachers or the gmount of

e N
-,

individualized instruction in regular classes, nor are! there data to

2

show the numbers of low-achieving students who are Rulled out of class-

rooms for specializéd but noncompensatory instruction. '

14

B. The Size of the Sample . \} .

- . F

The question might be asked whether there were a‘sufficifnt

P

V.a

number of districts in the NIE sample to make generallzatlons about the //

.

14 000 districts under study (100 districts were s&lected for ana1y21ng
I
compensatory instruction, and from these 18 were picked for intensive -
)

t, 4 . A
analysls of auxiliary services; the NIE separatély selected 12 special
. vy
“demonstration school districts, and they will.be discussed in a later i
) H

section). There is no statistically "correct' ' solution to the question

T, N

.

of sample size, and the answer depends'in part on the vi:iability of

. . » . Y
the data collected and on the objectives o6f the analysis.

- N

'S . ; <0 | o 1.
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_ The underlying variability of the data i® an itmportant consideration
C . i : -
« R .
\ in determining the proper sample size. Clearly, if there were no varia-

" tion among school districts, then a sample of one district would be suf-

.
-

- - ! . - - - - -
ficient for analysis. @}th greater variation among districts, .larger

samples become necessary. Likewise, some .analytic objectives require

)
larger samples than others; for example, gréater accuracy in estimating
2 .

x

national totals requires larger samples (this topic will be.discussed
#

below). The analysis or comparison of many aspects of school programs

- .
T

"R N, T
can also;reqdire.larger samples than ERe study of only-a few such
N 3,

-

aspects. .

. r . . L ~ \ ."
Selecting the proper sample size can involve a trade-off in

Lo ¢ . o =
priorities between analysis and cost; a larger sample may allow more
analysis but almost Certainly will cost more. The kinds of analyses
\ which were not made in the NIE report may perhaps be indicative ‘of an

insufficient §am§1e size (alffiough repbrting deadlines may also have

been a consideration). The NIE report does not contain any analyses of

v

. , comparisons of services in large and small districts, in rich%or poor,

o
"

districts, or in urban, subyrban, or rural digEricts. There 1is no -
. S
analysis of Federal versus State compensatory education programs. Some

] .
2

*discussion of these issues might be expected in as study of ESEA Title I.
¢ - : ) ¥ ' .
Lt may be useful to compare the NIE sample size with sample .sizes ..

.od . _
used by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to study

school district finances, pupils, and staff. A sample of 5,128 distriéts

- 3

Q ,
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was selected in a 1969-70 sFudy of finances, while only 933 districts
wer.e selected for a 1972—73ﬁstud} of finances (the larger sample was

- : c
necessary for State and national estimates while the smaller sample was
y p
\ 8/ x »" )

used for national estimates only)< Ag- NCES study of pupils and scaff

- 1o/
in 1971 used a sample 'of 2,541 {lstrlcts (for making national est1mates)

\ . ¢

To evaluate the sustalnlng\effects of ESEA Title I programs for elemen-

.

tary school students, a recent Qffice of Education study'sampled about

. 11/
5,000 elementary schools (out of a total of over 62,000 such schobls).

C. The Accuracy of the National Estimates

A sample of school districts can be used to estimate a national

. v

total; different samples of districts would produce sllghtly different

-t

. estlmates The accuracy of such estimates can be evaluated by means of

w

the standard error," a term that can be calculated from the sample data.
S .

The standard error provides a range about the estlmate that is 11ke1y to

Bl

contain the actual number being estlmated The lbkellhood that the range
A L]

contains the actual number can be est1mated at varylng.trobabxlltles --

these are called "confidence levels." As an illustration, the NIE

>

9/ U.S. Dept. of Health, Education, and Wel fare. National- Cénter for
- Educationgl Statlstru§ Statistics of Local Public School
Systems, Finance, 1969-70. Washington (74-148), 1974; and
- Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare. National Center for
Education Statlstlcs 'Statlstlcs of Local Public School
Systems, Finance, 1972-73. Washlngton (NCES 76-156), .1976.
Dept’. of Health, Education, and Welfare. National Center for
Education Statlstlcs Statistics of Local Public School
Systems: Pupils and Staff, Fall 197]. Washington (NCES 76-
146)) , undated. ' ’
Hoepfner , Ralph; Jean Welllsch, and Henry Zagorski. Report #1: The
. Sample forjrL staining Effects Study and™Projections of Its e

Characteristics to the Natj jonal PoYulatlon. System Development
Corporatlon. Santa Monlca . March .

.
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estimates that the number of pupils receiving ESEA Title I services 1is

: 66 percent of the number of program eligibles in Title I schools, with a

-

» L3 . L] 12/
) . ¢ . —
standard error of .05%at the 95 percent confiZ}nce level . This means ¢

4 that the actual number is expected to be ;iphin the range of 61 and 71

percent: and if similar intervals were calculated from repeated samples,

o~

the actual number would be contained, by those intervals 95 percent of the
, 4
time. Confidence levels can beeincreased, for example, to 99 pérceht.

Y

bat the 1interval of the estimate is increased accordingly. An increase

.

' : . . . g s
\n the accuracy of th\iiiigggéé:aeanlng a smaller 1interval -@r standard

© o~ error, can usually be obtained by increasing the size of the sample.
s ' Star#tard errors have been calcylated and pfesented in the NIE report in
- * a” N .

-

l1éss.than half the table@ where they might have been appropriate, and

’ -~

. , the text of the report seldom reminds the reader that the numbers pre- *
.ol sented -are in fact estimates or projections and not the attual numbers
themselves, (:j;. . .
: *

- D. The Lack of Data for More Tham One School Year
. \ ;
\

", w | .The NIE survey of 100 school districts collected data for a single

N 2

Yo v agewBol year (1979£76). Without multi-year data, however, an analysis of
w, . ' » y . y

s -
.

the efréc%s of budgetary change in the Title I program is virtually
- . f - . ¢ . ,
s .
. impgssible. An analysis of change would require information‘concerning
b ! ' - '
the decisions that individual—sehool—districts might make relative to

- «© . i’ .

. . . R ~ . . .o s
the expansion, contract}on, or termination of existling programé or the
vew . | 4 - -, . . . .o
. s ! . ‘ . :

~ . . . o
'

- | -

, 12/ u.s. Dept. of HeaLth, Educatioﬁ, and Wel fare. National Institute of
. : @ducation. Co%pensatoryégducation Serwices, p. 11. o
(< J B A 3

ERIC ‘ \ 23 L x

o v

. \ ', -




|

”

O

.[ERJ!:]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CRS-19 . .

1ntroduction of a ngw program. It is a questionable assumption that the

pattern of/behavior for a single alstrlct OVer two or more years can be
‘e \

simulated on the basis of a pattern ‘found in a single yedr in several
!

districts with budgets of different»sﬁzes. The inferences that can be
rd M -
made from single year aaﬁ,multi—year studies are different -- a distinc- -
13/ -t
s .

tion apparently overlooked in the NIE-report. v

»
IR ¥

. E. Special Demonstration School Distyicts \

- .
The NIE report compares compensatory education instructiOn in

readlng and language arts Ylth regular instruction, but ‘it does so on .
' 14/
the basis, &f a survey of 12 special demonstration:school districts.
v 4 : i
, a A LT, -
Moredvér, these districts were not scientifically selected; rather, they
g

-

. -
elected’to p;rkjcipate under a special legislative provision that allows

EIE 4

.

greater flexibility (than under normgl program regulations) for the dis- v
! : 3 , /

trict’s allocation ®»f ESEA Tjitle I funds to'meet the special needs of

educationally depriv%d children. Since these districts were neither

randomly selected nor nationally representative, the NIE is prevented

from treating the findings as anything other than tentative ox .

suggestive. -The legislative mandate required” that not more than 20 dis- -

tricts would be eligible for the special demonstration program. However

comparison of Title I programs with regular instruction could have been

N

accomplished from ,a larger, scientifically sélected sample of districts.

Following such a procédure might have made the -overall study more useful. .

. . ) ‘ 14
13/ See especially pages viii and '11- =12, where NIE asserts the finding
T that, as Title I expenditures increase, districts serve more
students
14/ Thirteen districts are part1c1pat1ng in the demonstratlon but too
few: students were sampled in the J3th district .td make réliable .
estlmate’s‘bout 1anguage arts instruction.

. -

. o A ’ //’_—V/22<2 | : f o ,.




-

* ) d - ¢ ~

V. Context of the Report i
2

One of the provisions of the Education Amendments of 1974 required

that the NIE make a stulfy of the$Eurposes and effectiveness of compen- .
N - s SR Y -
satory education (section 821, Public Law 93-380). Specifically, ‘the

study shall include: ‘ ,
‘a. an examination of the fundamentad purposes of compensatory

education; ’

b. an analysis of the‘meqns to identify the children with the
greatest need for such programs;

. -
c. an analysis of the effectiveness of methods and procedures
' for meeting the educational needs of such children;
d. an exploration of alternative methods for distributing com- -
. pensatory education funds to States and school districts in
a timely and effective manner ;
e, .not more than 20 experimental programs, geographjcally rep-
resentative, to assist the NIE in carrying out the pufposes
. N of this study; and -
f. findings and recommendﬁiions, including recommendations for:
‘ changes in ESEA Title IMor for new legislation.
. Fuﬁdlng for the NIE study amounted to $15 million, to be obligated
] . (s ” .
i during fiscal-years 1975 through 1977. As amended by Public Law 94—482; /
- ’ l! )
/.. the law requires the NIE to, submit interim reports to the President and

the Congress on December 31, 1976, and dn September 30, .1977, and ‘to 'sub-
. . \
mit a final.report on September 30, 1978. \ .

t ’ .
. ‘ ~ N -1
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- Six repcrts constitute the NIE interim report of September 1977. These -
\ T b .
are entitled: i . . . .
"Administration of Compensatory Education"
. ) w
v+ ~"Compensatory E@ﬁcat;on Services" § . s
“Demonstration Studies of Funds Allocation Within Districts" - -
N . - . ’
, "The Effects of Services on Student Development"
i
¢ - 2z '
“Title I Funds Allocation: The Chrrent Formul®gy
. W “
“Using Achievement Test Scores to-Allocate Title I Funds" . -
— C ) ;
The "interim report of December 1976 is entitled "Evaluating Compensatory
) Education." It discusses NIE's strategy’fo% the overall study™and presents,
N 2 : : :

prelimiiary findings of a survey of compensatory educational services in 100

R3 .

school districts, LY ' . //V'

The NIE has desiéhed 35 research projects to make a comprehénsive
response to the mandates of/the legislation. The specific projects, the

B < - 4

contractors, and the‘complétion dates of each pro}got are des;ribed in

¢

Appendix B of “Evéluatiné Compensatory Education." The NIE has divided thex

® . o
projects into four major areas of inquiry: ) v >
] . 1
a. funds allocatiod research, including alternate measures of pov-

erty, not more than 20 expérimental *programs for school districts
(16 districts participated in the first year, 13 in the second
year), a computerized simulation’ model, an analysis of th¢ rela-
tionship between poverty and educational achievement, ‘thé distri-
butional consequences of using student achievement measures, and
- the subcounty allocation process; i
, b. research on services, including a survey of compensatory edu-
gaf{ongfn 100 school districts, case studies on noninstructional,
‘serwices provided under ESEA Title I, and a teacher—training stgﬂ?;
; < .
\ < o

\ . -
. . t e .

*
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c. researgh concerning effects on children, including alternative
. approaches to education, such as cross-age tutoring, client-con-~(

trollea\glementéj& schools, the extent of parental involvement,

and “some studie®€ of teaching Basic skills in reading and math-
ematics; and . . ® ’ . . .

d. administration, 9£Tud1ng a study of the Federal admlnlstratlon
< of ESEA Title I, a survey of how Stap es regulate ESEA Title I
R _2} and State compensatory eduigilo rograms, a case study on ESEA
"~ S5 * Title I and desegregation ;&fg of parent advisory councils, 2
) , a study of the“participation of nonpubllc schoolchildren in coy‘
- pensatory education programs, a review of test bias and the
’ classification of childreq /(A study of the problems of imple-
//ﬂ menting ESEA, Title I in rural schools was or1g1na1by planned
but has been cancell®d.) .
\ \_ -

-~ L
>c

//’_“\\\‘ Oy The ESEA Title L authorlzatun'for :Bproprlatlogkbyas extended’ through "
. fiscal year 1979 under the provisions of the Education Amendments of 1977
’ N
. (P.l“'95—112, September ‘74, 1977). Without further Congressional action,
[ . N a

. section 414 of the General Education Pfgvisions Act will automatically

. "exte;;\\itle I for one additional year. Several bills. hhve beeédintrodnced~
- L)

/ 1n the 95th_Congress<to extend Title I authorization for additional years,

A including: « ot

) hN . . ) . . ~
H.R. 15 (Rerklns) Elementary and Secondary Education

\ Act.of 1977 " Among other provisions, £xtends the Title I :

. agthoyization through *fiscal year 1983, making no other .

cha ges in Title I legislation. s !

. L4
S. 1753 (Pel'l),, "Elementary and Secondary Education Act’
‘ //ﬂ‘“\j§%i§77." Ca;;ains Title I provisions similaf to H.R. 15. *
f <R, 7571 (Quie)k, "Elementary and Secondary Education 1 ‘
Act of 1977." Among other provisiems, extends the , Title I
. ‘ . authorization through fiscal year 1982, but changes the pur- !
pose of Title I to prov1de‘f1nan8Tal assistance for programs
that help overcome deficienciés in chleren s basic 1earn1ng
skills, and would allocate /funds accdrdlng to educational

% need as measured by an assessment It readlng, mathematics,

and language arts.
. )
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H.R. 9968 (Chisholm), "Title I Amendments Act of 1977."

Among other provisions, extends the Title I authorization ~
through fiscal year 1982, and provides for-greater Title 1
parental involvement through the existing parent advisory .
councils, and modifies various Title I administrative ,
requirements regarding State applications, audits, com-

. plaints, and the enforcement of provisions. Would also v
authorize certain additional summer education programs g
parent education programs, and personnel ‘retraining programs.

s
] -

5 s

NOTE: A more current and detailed description of Congres-

- sional activity on the extension of ESEA Title I,°

including hearings, reports, legislation, and other
»Congressional action, may be found in:

U.S. Library of Congress.‘iCongressional Research
Service. ' Title I of the Elementary and Seco ary

S Education Act by Robert F.;Lyke. (Frequently
: updated) Issue-Brief 77107.
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