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The Congressional Resear(I Sei%ice,works e \clu,1%ely for
the Congress. conducting research, analyzing legislation, and
prwding informaiTiOn at the request of Committees. Mem-
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The Service makes such rese,trch available.withoulpaitisan
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FOREWORD

A study of the fundamental
purposes and effectiveness of compensatoryedud-ariffn was man-dated-by the-Edlitation

Nmendffents-of-1-9-74-:--The-tOngressmade the National Institute of Education (NIE) responsible for investiga-ting both the Title I program of the Elementary and Secondary EducationAct of 1965 (ESEA) and similai
programs funded by some of the States.

The legislation authorizing the NIE study does not specificallydefine "compeilsatory education," but the ESEA Title I declaration ofpolicy has sometimes been 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 educational'agencies to support ade-
quate educational programs, the Congress hereby
declares it to be the policy of the United States to
provide financ,ial 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 is the largest Federal program for elementary and
secondary education; more than $20 billion have been appropriate' for'the Title I program in its first 13 years (fiscal years 1966-78); andthe fiscal year 1979 appropriation would be $2.735 billion under the pro-visions of P.L. 95-205 (Continuing

Appropriations, Fiscal Year 1978). Thefiscal year 1979 Administration budget proposal includes a Title I request
for $2.979'billion for fiscal year 1980, plus $400 million for proposedadditions to the Title I legislation.

Compensatory education programs in nearly 90 percent (about 14,000)oe. the Nation's school districts, plus some 240 Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) schools, are funded through,Title I, Approximately five million
public school children, 225,000 private school children, and 31,P00 BIA.'school children participate in these programs.

In Us repOrt of December 1976, the NIE found that 16 States operated
compensatory education programs during the 1975-76 school year, with afunding level' of $600 million ("Evaluating Comperfsatory Education,"0 .p. III-13). :
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AN ANALYSIS OF "COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERVICES"

This report by -the National Inst. to of Educatiog,(NIE) is one of

six constituting -the-September_30, 197_7, 'nterim report to the President

2/
and the Congress on a comprehensive study of compensatory education.

The NIE study has identified three specific "fcrridamental.purposes.:1- of

Title I. of the Elementary, and Secondary Education Act (ESEA):

(1) To provide financial assistance to school districts in
relation to their numbers of low-income children and,
within those distridts, to the schools with the greatest
numbers of low-income children;

(2) To fund special services for low-achieving children i4
the poorest schools; and

(3) To contribute to the cognitiv'e, emotional, social, or
physical development of participaqpg students. 3/

The focus of this NIE report is primarily on the last two objectives,---

the special compensatOry education services and the participating

students. The characteratics of both,Title I and similar State progra s

are discussed. (In the following' discussion, "Title I" will- refer only

the Federal program, and "compensatory" to both Title I,and the State
, \

programs.)
*

. i \
0

,

\\,!

1/ U.S. Department of Health, Education,' and Welfare. National, Institute
of. Education, Compensatory Education Services* 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. Greaterdetail about 06 scope of the study, the interim report, and tie
bill's introduced in the 95th Congress to extend Title I may be --,-7'
found in Section V- of this analysis.

3/ U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. National Institute
of Education. Evaluating Compensatory' Education: Washington,'3.
December 30, 1976- p.

7 /
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This analysis contains a summary of findings, recommendations,

implications, research limitations, and context of the report.

I. Summary of Findings

Compensatory Education Services" describes student selection pro- .

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

\

vided by compensatory 'education programs,. The discussiOn includes both

Title I programs and similar programs operated by 16 Stags. The fi dings

are based on a survey of 100 school districts, on followup,studies of ux-

diary services in 18 of these districts, and a comparison of regular

instruction and ensatotkgprojects in 12 special demonstration school

districts. The NIE discussion regarding Title I is limited to the serv-

ices purchased through basic grants to school district, grants that

account for 81 percent 'of the Title I appropriation.

A. identified by the NIE, one of the major purposes of the ESEA Title I

legislation has been the funding of compensatory education services. The

report shows that this purposeis.being achieved. Most of the funds\re

spent by the school districts on instructional services, and only a small
t

portion of the funds are spent for auxiliary sertices. Furthermore, the

report claims that the compensatory services found in the survey are gen-

4/

orally considered to contribute to the overallqualitygof education.

The report first describes, the student selection procedures of FOmpen-

satory education programs and the characteristics of recipients found'in a

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

4/ Another NIE report in this series, "The Efff cts of Services on Student
Development,': addresses the relation be wetn instructional ser-
vices and student achievement.

1
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are described next, 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

compensatory with noncompensatory instruction in 12.special.demonstration

school districts that were not part of the larger sample. 0

A. Student Selection Procedures

School districts, were found to have considerable flexibility in the

procedures used to select recipienls of compensatory education services.

All ESEA Title I schaol.dis,tricts in the sample reportedly were using

achievement test scores as one basis for selection, tut such scores were

often available only for one or two grade levels. In addition, 89 percent

of the districts also:used teacher judgment, 36 percent used economic

criteria, and 26 Percent used other procedures such as referral by social

service agencies.

.

The NIE report estimates that about twothillUs of'all 'students

'determined to be eligible for services actually participated in ESEA

Title I programs. It also found that., when State compensatory education

Programs funded services along with the Federal program, abou75 percent

of eligible students received 'services.

B. Recipients of Compensatory Services

Compensatory education program .recipients were examined in the

sample of 100 school disteict4s, and it was estimated that nearly 20 per

cent of all public school students were receiving some type ofservices

001

a
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rom the programs. The proportions of recipients on the average tended

to be less white and more black or Spanish-surnamed than the proportions

of the students in national enrollment figures. Compensatory education

services were provided to only four percent of all noripubliO.school stu-

dents in the districts surveyed.

C. Ty4'pas of Services

All districts in the sample were found to use coTpensatory program

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

also provided some auxiliary non-instructional 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

.instruction in readit or language arts, and 44 percent were found to be

receiving compensatory instruction in mathematics.

Four characteristics of instructibnal services are- described in

some detail: class size, time spent in instruction, teacher

teristics, and individualized instruction. While noting that consid,-

?
erable variation was found among the sample of 100 school districts,

the NIE study judges compensatory instructional services to be special
5/

in each of the,following characteristics:

-Class sizes are small. They average 9 studehts in
compensatory reading and 12 in mathematics and Lan-
guage arts, compared with 27 in,homeroom'classes.'

5/ °U.S. Dept..of Yealth Education, and Welfare. National Instituteof Educ.ition. ompensatory Education Services.. p. vii.
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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 instructilonal time for
students in reading, 22 percent for students in lan-
guage arts, and 27 percent for those in mathematics.

-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 teaching one subject. Teacher's aides
deliver a substantial portion of compensatory instruction.
More than half tAe 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
could be considered individualized in all respects.

The NIE report also examines the incidence of 'pullout" progam's,

where students are removed from their regular classrooms to receive spe--.

cial instructional services. On the basis of the 100 school districts,- ,

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

this method, but less than half of the language arts and mathematics pro-

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

programs were more likely to miss Some or all of,their regular instruc-
,

tion than those who received compensatory instruction in their regular

classrooms.

Patterns of,expenditures alt, 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_aukiliary services accounted for less than 5 per-

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

survey of 100 districts indicated that about one-third of the funds for

10
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auxiliary services was spent for, parent invblvement'activities, including'--

parent advisory councils, and anotheyhird was spent or counseling and'

social work. The remaining third of the auxiliary services budget was

divided between health and other services, including transportation and

food.

In followup case studies of 1,-Idistricts from the 400 district sample,

the characteristics of auxiliary services were examined. It was found

° that the percentage of ESEA Title I budgets spent for auxiliary services

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

percent in the number Qf students served were reported. The 18 districts

provided some explanations as to why the decrease.was occurring, >such as

the Federal requirement that services be supplemental (distri(ts reported

difficulty showing that auxiliariy services were truly supplementafti

a rhewed emphasis on.basic skills; financial pressures; and program

evaluations. It was stated that quantitative measures of the effects

of ,auxiliary services were more difficult to assess than measures for

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

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

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

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

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

advisory councils. 1

In addition to the 75 percent for instructional services and 5,

percent for aui.1-iary services, the NIE study estimated that Elie re-

taining 20 percent of tte entire ESEA Title I budget was spent for other'
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purplbses, including dditional sqlaries\fringe benefits, equipment,

operat'ion and maintenance, and capital Outlays. The NIE report contains

no at-alysis of these expenditures.
/4 -

. f

D. Special Demonstration School Districts

On the basis of 12 special demonstration school districts (which were

not part of the 100 district sample), some cqmparisons are made by the NIE

of compensatory and noncompe satory instruction: Since, this survey was

small, non-randomly selected, not nationally representative, the find-

ings
-

must be treated only as suggestive:' Nine di-stxicts were found'where
1

Title I students received more, language arts instruction per day than non0

Title I students, but 2 districts were ..found where the instructional time

was eq44,1, and 1 district was 'found where the Title, udents received

11111less instructional time per day. When comparisons at made regarding -

- class size and teachdr training, ESEA Title I students'in ta 12 districts,

do/in fact seem'to receive more services overall than other students-

4 ,

t^
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II. Recommendations

The focus of "Compensatory Education - Services" is onthe procedures

used for selecting recipients of compensatory education Services and on

the kinds of services,proyided through compens4ory education programs.

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.)

0

7"
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III. Implications

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

the NIE report that might be of 1).r.ticular interest to the Congress,

including:.

-the percentage of eligible children actually served by the
program and the related claim that additional funding wouldserve more children;

-the frequency with which compensatory programs pull eligible
children out of their regular classrooms;

-the low participation of
nonpublic schoolchildren in'Title Iprograms.

A. Eligible Children and Additional Funding

The NIE report shows fiat not all eligible children receive ESEA

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

gibles in Title I schools, and found that only two - thirds of the eligibles

actually participated in the programs. °In districts receiving State com-

pensatory education funds, participation rates were somewhat higher --

about 75 percent. These figures indicate that unmet .needs exist in pro-

grams for educationally deprived children.

Thete NIE findings are not neceesariLy at variance with the purposes

of ESEA Title I. The ESEA 1qgislation does not contain provisions for

fully funding programs to serve the unmet-.needs of all eligible children.

Rather, the legislation-authorizes
"financial assistance" for programsr'

that "contribute" toward meeting the educational needs of educationally

deprived childrien (section 101, ESEA); local entitlement for assistance

4
14
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is based on a 40 percent Federal share of the average cost of educating

children; and ther.e is A provision for adjusting the allocations formula

1

whenever appropriations 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

si

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

objectives of the program.

The NIE' report also shows that districts with higher levels of

Title I., funding "(i.e., more dollars from Title I), served more

\
hildren

than those with smaller budgets. This finding is used to support a

claim that higher levels of Title I funding would probably serve more
6/

students. While this assertion might be accurate, it 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

Title I budgets of different sizes, and found that those with- larger'

budgets served proportionally more students.

The NIE study does not give an actual number or estimate of the

number of children that are eligible for Title I services but do not

6/ Ibid., p. 11. This report does not indicate_the relationship
.,between the size of a diglrict'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.
,

15
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receive them. Such a number could be calculated from the NIEtsurvey,

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

the additional fund4-needed to provide services for all eligible children.

The estimate would have marginal value because school districts'have some

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" Progr

Compensatory in$trucj ion (both ESEA Title I and State funded pro

grams) was often o involve 3 programs, where participat

ing students were removed from their regular classrooms to receive special

Nit

instruction. Almost 25 percent of all compensatory students were found

to spend the entire school day in classrooms solely composed of other

compensatory students. The combination of findiigs that pullout students

.

tend to, miss relay instruction more frequently than non pullout students

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

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

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

impac °of tracking, isolation, and segregation of compensatory students
. ,

from regular students outweighs any benefit obtained through pullout

instr ction. Others might claim that compensatory services are most

efficiently administered through separate instructional methods.
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C. Nonpublic Participation

A low rate of ESEA, Title I participat ion ,of "nonpublic schoolAildren

was reported by the NIE survey. It: was estimated that only 4, percent of

nonpublic elementary schoolchildren participate, compared with nearly 20

perce 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 hours per week for public

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

Title I districts were providing any Title services to nonpublic

students. However, not all public school districts have nonpublic stu-

dents enrolled n schools within the Sistrict,and nonpublic students

may be less disadvantaged than public school students. The NIE report

does not contain any statistics to shed light On these questions.

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

icance of theiNIE finding 6-f---1-4; participation of public schoolchil-

dren in Title I programs. The ESEA Title I legislation requires that

public school districts provide services to nonp lic schoolchildren

who are educationa ly deprived on a basis that is consistent with the

number of such children (Section 141A, 'tSEA). If a scfiool district is

prohibited by law from providing these -services, or if the U.S. Commis-

sioner of Education determines that a district has failed to provide

such servieps, then the'Commissidner is required to make alternate

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

7/
school districts have encountered problems with theSe provisions.

Ibid., p. 15. 17

14
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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,

that have failed to provide services, or that do not have any nonpublic

students, there is little that--,can be concluded from the NIE findings

about compliance with the Title I nonpublic student provisions. The

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 foudd in 43 percent of the districts might apply to as few as-. .

8/.
5 percent or as many as 90 percent of the total enrollment. A similar

range for nonpublic studentsn be reasonably expected.

Beyond these particular'questions about the services currently pro-
w

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

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

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 auxiliary

services. AI

rit

analysis of the services that might have been purchased with

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

also have been useful in this report.

\'

\\

8/\\11.S. Department of Health, EdUcation, and Welfare. National Center for
Education Statistics. Education Directory Public School Systems
1975-76. Washington (NCES 76-153), 1976. p.

18
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IV. Resealch Limitations

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

in partiCular, imposes certain restrictions and limitations on the infer-
.

ences that can be made from the data thereby collected. With regard to

the research that underlies this report, the limitations are biased on

the type of school district sampled in the survey, the size od the sample

itself, the accuracy of the natiofial estimates, and the lack ?f data for

more thap one school year. There are also special limitations on the

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

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

districts selected from approximately 14,000 school disrficts with ESEA1

Title I pfograms 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 withTitle . I programs; and

(2Pdistricts without Title I programs.

The first exclusion preyents generalization of the NIE research find-

ings to all ESEA Title I di;trict-s,or programs Although most Tittle I

programs are apparently represented by the NIE sample, no estimates can

be presented of the number of eligible or participating children Wgrades

19
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.

-
. .

9 through 12. Perhaps the Title I services privided to these chil ren
a 0

are proportional to their educati6nal needs, but there is no basis

.this conclusion in the NIE report.
2,1t

The exclusion of districts without Title I programs means that

comparisons cannot be made between districts with such programs and those

without. Such comparisong are often considered helpful in evaluating the

overall effectiV4.hess of a program. For example, the NIE study found

that compensato6veducation class sizes -were "small" and that homeroom

sizes were larger, but there are no comparable data to show the size of

regular, noncompeiosatory classes or homerooms. Likewise, there are no

data showing the training of ooncompensatorir teachers or the amount of

individualized instruction in regular classes, nor are there data to

show the numbers of lowachieving students who are pulled out of class

rooms for specialized but noncompensatory instruction.

B. The Size of the Sample )

The question might be asked whether there were a.sufficir

number of districts in the NIE sample to make generalizations about the

14,000 districts under study (100 districts were selected for analyzing

compensatory instruction, and from these 18 were picked .for intensive

analysis of auxiliary services; the NIE separately selected 12 special

'demonstration school districts, and they willbe discussed in a later

section). There is no statistically "corrgct",solution to the question

of sample size, and the answer depends in part on the vviability of

the data collected and on the objectives Of the analysis.

20
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The underlying Variability of the data i4 an important consideration
A

in determining the proper sample size. Clearly, if there were no varia-

CRS-16

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

ficient for analysis. Wj.th greater variation among districts, ,larger

samples become necessary. Likewise, some.analytic objectives require

larger samples than others; for example, greater accuracy in estimating

national totals requires larger samples (this topic Will be,discussed

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

can also:req4ire.lArger samples than tle study of only-a, few such

aspects.

Selecting the proper sample size can involve a trade-off in

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 NI report may perhaps be indicative'of an

insufficient sample size ( I ough repbrting deadlines may also,have

been a consideration), The 4IE report does not contain any analyses of

regional variation in compensatory education programs. There are few

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

districts, or in urban, subiban, or rural districts. There is no

analysis of Federal versds State compensatory education programs- Some

'discussion of these isses-might be expected in as study of ESEA Title I.
1,7

Lt may be useful to compare the NIE sample size with sample .sizes

110

used by the Nationdl Center for Education Statistics (NCH) to study

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

. 4 27,
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1.

was selected in a 196970 study of finances, while only 933.districts

were selected for a 1972-73,study
of finances (the largel: sample was

necessary for State, and national estimates while the smaller sample was
9/

y,used for national estimates only)l An:-NCES study or pupils and srAff

10/in 1971 used a sample of 2,541 *districts (for making national estimates) .

To evaluate the sustaining\effect's
of ESEA Title I programs for elemen-

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

5,000 elementary schools (out of a total of over 62,000 such sehonls).

C. The Accuracy of the National Estimates

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

total;, different samples of districts would produce slightly different

e'stimates% The accuracy of such estimates can be evaluated by means of

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

The standard error provides a range about the estimate that is likely to

contain the actual number being estimated. The likelihood that the range

contains the actual number can be estimated at varyinNrobabilities

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

9/ U.S. Dept. of Health, 'Education, and Welfare. National- Center for
Educational Statistiw. Statistics of Local Public School
Systems, Finance, 1969-70. Washington (74-14k), 1974; andU.S. Dept. of Health, Education, andlgeLfare. National' Center, for
Education Statistics. 'Statistics of Local Public School
Systems, Finance, 1972-73. Washington (NCES 76-156), 4976.11/ U.S. Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare. Nati6ral Center for
Education Statistics. Statistics of. Local Public SchoolSystems: Pupils and Staff, Xall 197.1. Washington (NCES 76-146,), undated.

11/ Hoepfner, Ralph;, Jean Wellisch, and Henry Zagorski. Report #1: The
. Sample for Sastaining Effects Study anelProjections of Its

Characteris'ics to the 14.30.gnal Population. System DevelopmentCorporation. Santa Monica, March 1977.
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estimates that the number of pupils receiving ESEA Title I services is

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

- 1
12/

standard error of .054%at the 95 percent confid nce level. This means

that the actual number is expected to be within the range of 61 and 71

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

the actual number would be contained. by those intervals 95 percent of the

time Confidence levels can beoincreased, for example, to 99 percent,

4 ,

but the interval of the estimate is increased accordingly. An increase

In the accuracy of t inestimate, eaning a smaller terval.qr standard
-.-,

error, can usually be obtained by increasing the size of the sample.

Staddard errors have been calculated and presented in the NIE report in

less.than half the table* where they might have 'been appropriate, and

the text of the report seldom reminds the reader that the numbers pre-

sentedare in fact estimates or projections and not the actual numbers

themselves.

D. The Lack of Data for More Than One School Year

volt
The NIE survey of 100 school districts collected data for a single

'46s,c4Itol ye'ar (1979°i76)'. Without multi-year data, however, an analysi's of
,

the efrects of budgetary change in the Title I program is_virtually

a
impossible. An analysis of change would require information-concerninq

the decisions that ind-tvidual---*ePree-1-74i-et-riers might-make relative to
0 .

the expansion, contration, or termination of existing program* or the

*
.

12/ U.S. Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare. National Institute of

,pueation. CoMpensatorpEducation Services, p. 11.
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introduction of a new program. It is a questionable assumption that the

ppttern of)behavior for a single district over two or more years can be

simulated on the basis of a pattern 'found in a single year in several

districts with budgets of different sizes. The inferences that can be

made from single year kelld, multi-year studies are different -- a distinc-
13/

tion apparently overlooked'in the NIE.rep.ort. °
tr.

E. Special Demonstration School Districts 14

« -

The NIE report compares compensatory education instruction in

reading and language arts yith regular instruction, but.it does so on
14/

the basis,df purvey of 12 special demonstration,schOol districts.

Morebger, these districts were not scientifically selected; rather, they
0

electe par \icipate under a special legislative provision that allows

greater flexibility (than under normal program regulations) for the

trict s allocation 1)f ESEA Title I funds to'meet the special needs of

educationally deprived Children. Since these districts were neither

randomly selected nor nationally representative, the NIE is prevented

from treating the findings as anything. other than tentative or.

suggestive. -The 1'egislative mandate required'that not more than 20 dis-

tracts would be eligible for the special demonstration program. However;

comparison of Title I programs with regular instruction could have been

accomplished from,a Idrger, scientifically selected sample of districts.

Following such a procedure might have made the,overall study more useful. .

13/ See especially pages viii and'11-12, where NIE asserts the finding
that, as Title I expenditures increase, districts serve more
students.

14/ Thirteen districts are participating in the demonstration, but too
few' students were sampled in the 13th district,t5 make, reliable
estimatdsdipbout language arts instruction.
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V. Context of the Report *1'

44

Y.

One of the provisicins of the Education Amendments of 1974 required

that the NIE make a stLiTy of the purposes and effectiveness of compen-.

satory education (section 821, Public Law 93-380). SpecificaLly,.the

study shall include:

-a. an examination of the fundamental purposes of compensatory
education;

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

c. an analysis of the effectiveness of met-hods, and procedures
for meeting the educational needs of such children;

d. an exploration of.alternative methods for distributing com7
pensatory education funds to States and school districti in
a timely and effective manner;

e, not more to 20 experimental programs, geograph4call rep-
resentative,,to assist the NIE in carrying out the pufposes
of this study; and

f. findings and recommendtions, including recommendations for
changes in ESEA Title I-,or for new legislation.

Funding for the NIE study amounted to ,$15 millLon, to be obligated

during fiscal years 1975 through 1977. As amended by'Public Law 94-482,

the law requires the NIE to submit interim reports to the President and

the Congress on December 31, 1976, and on September 301977, and tolsub-

\,mit a final,. report on September 30, 1978.
J.

c
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Six reports constitute the NIE.interim report of September 1977. These

are entitled:

"Administration, of Compensator Education"

'Compensatory E4,ucati.on Services"
A

"Demonstration Studies of Funds Allocation Within Districts"

', "The Effects of Services on Student Development"

"Title I Funds Allocation: The Cbrrent Formula

"UsiniiAchievemeht Test Scores to,Allocate title I Funds"

Theinteriv; report of DecQmber 1976 is entitled "Evaluating Compensatory

;4

Education." It discusses NIE's strategy
/
fo? the overall study-iiTci 'presents.

prelimil\ary findings of a survey of compensatory educational services in ipo

school districts. vir /r

TheRIE has desig\1ed 35 research projects to make a comprehensive

response to the mandates ofithe legislation. The specific projects, the

contractors, and thecompletion dates of each project are described in

Appendix B of ''Evaluating Compensatory Educ'atton." The NIE has dividtd

0
projects into four major areas of inquiry:

a. funds allocatiod research, including alternate measures of pov-
erty, not more than 20 experimental" programs for school di,stricts
(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,th distri-
butional consequences of using student achievement measures, and
the subcounty allocation process;

b. research on services, including a survey of compensatory edu-
cation in 100 school districts, case studies on noninstructional,
services provided under ESE& Title I, and a teacher-training stvidl,;

2°6
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c. research concerning effects on children, including alternative
approaches to education, such as cross-age tutoring, client-con-
trolled-Nflementa schools, the extent of parental involvement,
ond'some studie of teaching basic skills in reading and math-
ematics and

d. administration, i uding a study of t e Federal administration
of ESEA Title I, a survey of how Sta es regulate ESEA Title I
and State compensatory educ ion ro rams, a,case study on ESEA
Title I and desegregation, s dy of parent advisory councils, )
a study of the'participation of nonpublic schoolchildren in co9i4
pensatory education programs a review of test bias and the
Classification of children,. ( (A study of.the problems of imple-
menting ESEA.Title I in rural schools was originallv planned,
but has been cancelltd.) k-

k
The ESEA Title L authorization for appropriations was extended-through

fiscal year 1979 under the provisions of the Education Amendments of 1977

(P.L!95-112, September'/4, 1977).. Without further Congressional action
4 6

.section 414 of the General Education ovisions Act will ,automatically

'exteed title I for one additional year. Several billshhve bee

in the 95th,Congress<to extend Title I authorization for additional years,

introduced
'a

including:

i;
H.R. 15 (Perkins), "Elementary and Secondary Education

Act'of 1977.11 Among other provisions, 4xtends the Title I
ad ho ization throughfiscal year 1983, making no other
cha ges in Title I legislation.

S. 1753 (PeP1),4"Elementary and Secondary Educftion Act'
1977." Conjains Title I provisions similar to H.R. 15.

I .
. .R. 7571 (Quie)., "Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1977." Among other provisions, extends the,litle I

. authorization through fiscal year 1982, but changes the'pur-
pose of Title I to prOvide financFal assistance for programs
that help overCOme_antieien;cies in children's basic learning
skills, and ,would allocotejfunds accdrding to educational
need as measured by an assessment -Zcf reading, 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 '2
parental involvement through the existing parent advisory
councils, and modifies various Title I administrative
requirements regarding State application, audits, com-
plaints, and the enforcement of provisions. Would also
authorize certain additional summer education programs
parent education programs, and personnel' retraining programs.

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:

ata

U.S. Library of Congress.-iCongressional Research
Service.' Title I of the E1ementary and Seco ary
Education Act by Robert F.)Lyke. (Frequently
updated) Issue-Brief 7710.

1
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