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EXECUTIVESUMMARY

Compensatory education is one of the Nation’s most important efforts to
equalize educational opportunity. The concept stems from the recognition
that children from disadvantaged backgrounds frequently do not enjoy the
sume educational benefits as their peers. Many attend schools in districts that
have low overall revenues or high concentrations of -disadvantaged families.
Such circumstances place special strains on the schools and adversely affect
the general development of pupils. Compensatory education is inteaded to
ease those problems by providing disadvantaged children with additional
services to help them complete their education on more equal terms.

The legislative authority for compensatory education came from Title [ of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), subtitled *‘an
Act to strengthen and improve educational quality and educational opportu-
nities.” The most important source of compensatory education funds, Title |
has channeled billions of Federal dollars to States and school districts for
compensatory programs. : '

Congress had three purposes in mind when it enacted Title I. First, it
sought to provide additional financial assistance to school districts serving
farge numbers of students from low-income familics and to the schools with
the greatest number of such students. Second. Congzess sought to fund
special services for low-achieving children in schools with low revenue levels.
And third, Congress intended Title 1 programs to contribute to the cognitive,
social, and emotional development of prrticipating students.

Since 1965, the Federal Government has provided between $1 billion and
$2 billion a year to States and local education agencies for compensatory
education programs. Representing 34% of all Federas expenditures in
elementary and secondary education, Title I is the largest Federal education -
program for young students. While Title I accounts for only 3% of the total
monies spent nationally on elementary and secondary education, in some of
the Nation’s poorest school districts it accounts for almost one-third of their
ner-pupil expenditures. ' ‘

The amount of money that a school district receives under.Title | depends
on the number of children age 5 to 17 whese families live under the poverty
line; the number of children receiving Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC); and the number of children in federally supported foster
homes or institutions for neglected or delinquent children. Within the district,
Federal regulations also direct Title [ monies to schools in the poorest areas.

<

3 -



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In writing the enabling leer o, Congress chose 1o give States and school
districts wide Fatitade in establ, focal compensatory cducition programs.,
Forexample,a 1974 Senate repert 2otes that “local oftictals are charged with
developing local solutions to meet 1:eir specific needs.”

The school districts take the initiative in designing locul programs and in
identifying which students are to receive special services. Compensaiory
education funds are most frequently used tor special instruction, but locai
communities also may use monics for such auxthiary services as food. medical
care, and psychological counseling.

The NIE Study
The impetus for the National Justitute of Fducation (NIE} stady came
from the Education Amendmients oft 1974 (Public Law 93-380). which
directed the Institute to conduct a compreliensive study of compensatory
education programs. including those financed by the States. Congress

“requested this 3-year study in order to gather information that would help

them in considering legislation to reauthorize Title 1.

In requesting the study, Congress essentially wanted answers to twe
questions. First. what have compensatory education programs accomplished
over the last decade? Second. how can compensatory education programs he
improved?!

To answer the first question, the NIE study examined whether existing
Title I programs have met the original intentions of Congress.

To determine how compensgtory education might be improved. NIE
rescarchers investigated the rcluti‘f'c effectiveness of different State and local
approaches to implementing Title I. They studied the relationships betwesn
impmvcd academic  performange and  such clements of instruction  as
individualized learning and class dize. Researchers also considered the possible
effect of other methods of ull()cjning tunds (on the basis ot achicvement test
scores, for example), and they examined alternative ways of orgunizing
Federal, State, and local efforts to make compensatory programs work better.

Farlier national evaluations of Title I often focused solely un children’s
academic performiance. More recent selective evalnations tended to isolate .
reading programs, and measure the impact of compensatory education by
gauging the effectiveness ol reading instruction. However. Title I's ultimate
success depends upon its aoility to distribute funds and deliver services to its
cligible students. Consequently, Congress has shown strong intcrest in
lezrning who benefits from Title l}:_\f"un(ls and services.

.
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NI examination of Tiile T was designed to enable Congress to judge
whethe, the program has miet ench o three objectives: the allocation of
funds, the delivers ot seivices, and the development of children.

The averall NIE study consisted of 35 research projects. Those projects
include:l w National Survey of Compensatory Education. special demonstra-
ton projects in 13 school districts, and a nurnber of detailed case studies of
particular aspects ot the Tide I program. In accordance with the study’s
mandate. NIE submitted an interim report in 1976 and a second report -
actualiy a series ot”six reports in the fall of 1977, Other reports will be
issued in the falt of 1978,

Title I's Effectiveness in Distributing Money

NIE gathered information on whether Title 1 funds are actually distributed
as Congress intendad. The original legislation specified that funds were
intended to help Jdistricts provide services to arezs with concentrations of
low-income  fumilies. The number of children living in poverty would

- determine the amount of moncy a district received and also the 2ligibility of a
particular school for funds.

At the same time. Congress decided that funds should be spent only for
children who are cearly low achieving. School administrators and teachers
select children at the individuat school level on the busis of their educational
needs. Until Title § resources reach the school, the focus is on fymily income:
thereatter, itis on student achicvement. ¢ //

NIE's analysis of the distributional eftfects of the Title | f/)rmulu indicates
that the formula generally meets the purpose intended hy/('ongress: Title 1
directs funds to areas with concentrations of children from low-income
famitics. However, the poorest counties and districts oftef receive less money
than do richer areas for cach of the children countm}/ for Title 1 purposes.
Fhis is because Title I allocations are weighted by “the average per-pupil
expenditure (APPE)Y tor the Sture. and very poor afeas are often found in
low-spending States. '

/

More specifically, NIE found that:

® Overall. the larger the number of poor children in a district, the larger
its allocation.

# The fargest proportion of Title I morfey is directed to central cities,
rural areas, wnd places  with high, proportions of’ minority group
children. '

® The share of Title I funds going to counties in the South and in the

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Middle Atlantic States is larger than the counties’ share of the
school-aged population. In the South. this is a result ot the region’s
heavy concentrations of low-income children: in the Middle Atlantic
States. it results both from the numbers of low-income and other
formula-cligible children and from a refatively high level of educational
expenditures.

! .
Urban and Northeastern counties receive the most money for each
formula-cligible child: rural Southern countics, the least. This reflects
the sveighting of allocations according to State APPE. ’

Although Title T funding constitnutes only 37 of all spending on

clementary and secondary education on a national level, it may account
for one-third of the funding in the very poorest school districts.

 Title Land Other Educati. Aid

NIt compared the effectiveness of Title I to other Federal and State

education programs that direct funds to places with the lowest income
populations and the riost limited tax bases. NIE sought to determine which
program had the greatest effects on educational spending at the local fevel.

/ }

Title' T aid per pupil in the lowest income school districts is 3% times as

gareat as Title [aid per pupil in the highest income districts. This makes Title |
aid more redistributive with respect to income than any other Federal
program of education aid to jurisdictions or than State aid overall. Title I also
pr/)vidcs slightly more money to districts with small local tax bases than to
?ist‘ricts able to provide high levels of local spending. and it is thus more
/‘quulixing than other Federal aid within States.

//’

Finally. NIE found that Title | is superior to other Federal or State

/ funding programs in terms of its capacity to increase educational spending at

/

the local level. rather than being used to replace local expenditures. A higher

/ proportion of Title I dollars represents net additions to district expenditires
than is the case with other Federal or State education aid.

At the within-district level, Title I is less focused. and the tunds are. not

coneentrated solely on the lowest income schools. There are strong pressures

to increase the numbers of schools being served. and a number of

procedures-some of them statutory and others embodizd in regulations-

have greatly increased school districts’ flexibility in identifying schools to

receive Title I services. Though cach “of the sources of flexibility can be seen

as desirable in itself, taken togc_ti\er‘ they greatly reduce the concentration of
N Titte I funds.

4
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Alternative Funding Formulas

N was asked to consider whether or not other definitions of poverty
would Iead 1o a better method of allocating resources to - the schools. The
current tormula could be revised by raising the level of poverty upwards or by
ying it to average tamily income. Today . a family of four is considered poor
when it lives on an income of $5.800. This figure could be adjusted so that
poverty is defined as 1259 or 1505 of the current index. or as 5077 of
median family income. )

NI examined the implications of these and other proposed changes for
Title | funding. It concluded that if Congress raised the poverty level, the
proportion of those now identificd as poor in large cities and in the South
would decline. This. in tern, would mean that these areas would receive less
Title I support.

In 1974, some members of the House of Representatives expressed
considerable interest in using data from achicvement test scores to allocate
funds to States, school districts, and schools. NIE studied the feasibility of
this approach and its probuble implications. First. it looked at alternative
ways to collect achievement data and the cost of doing so. Second, NIE tricd
to estimate where funds might be distributed it allocations were based on

_achievement scores. Third, NIE conducted several demanstration projects in

which school districts were given waivers from the. usual rules governing the
alfocation of tunds to schools. These projects altowed ME to observe what
might -happen if” districts relied on .ldmvunun data in identifying eligible
schools and students.

NIE's rescarch led it to conclude that it is not pussnl)le at present to use
achievement data to allocate funds to all State. and districts. However. a new
national testing prograin, which would nroduce enough data tor achievement
allocations to the States, could be ready in 3 vears. Such a program would
cost $7.2 million over a 3-year period. A testing program that couvld be used
to allocate funds directly to cach school district on the basis of the number of
low achieving children” in the district would probably cost as much as
S33 million over a 3-year period. However, the additional expenditures
required for ¢ ich State to allocate funds to districts on the basis of stitewide
tests would be far less.

NIE's analysis indicates that a change to an achievement-based allocation

system would have sittle eftect on the amounts of money received by each of

the four mujor census regions. However. many States would experience
changes in their funding. NIE estimates that 23 States would experience
changes of more than 15% in their share of funds.

The datu,ulso indicate that certain kinds of school districts, such as/

ol .
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districts with laree numbert of minority students, would probably wiin under

an-achievement-hased allocation syvstem. while nonniettopolitan arcas would

probably Tose funds it achievement criteria were substituted for poverty

criteria. Urbim and saburban districts in some arcas would be likely to gain

funds. while those in other sreas would be likely 1o Tose. On the average,
ctties and suburbs would gain. but not signiticantly .

Demonstration Projects -

The “demonstration projects.” in which rules governing funds allocation
were waived, involve 13 school districts for the period 1975-78, NIE was
interested in - learning exactly what districts might do if they were not
required o allocate funds under the existing Title | framework, and
particulirly. what would be the effects of any decision to allocate on the
basis of achievement. Districts applying tor this study gave numerous reasons
for wanting to waive existing regulations. Many wanted to allocate funds
durectly to both schools and students on the basis of educational disadvantage
because they felt that the current formula denied services to some low
achievers, Others wanted to continue serving students no longer eligible tor
services under existing ruies because  desegregation programs had altered
attendance patterns. Still others wished to climinate the stigma of Title 1 as a
pragram for poor or minority students.

Findings from the demonstration program have led NIE to conclude that
most districts could use achievement seores to allocate funds without facing
any major technical problems. The change to achievement criteria. combined
with more restrictive student eligibility criteria in many schools, enabled
participating districts to select low-achieving children more directly than they
had previously. During the demonstration, the proportion of poor children in
the Title I population decreased. while the proportion of low-achicving
children increased. The percentage of minority children among Title I pupils
remained sbout the same. '

For the most part, districts receiving waivers served more children,
although they spent less per child. This means an increase in the absolute
numbers of poor and minority children served as well as in the number of
low-achieving children. The increase in numbers of children served was
substantial for all grotps but most dramatic for the low-achieving group.

However. in order to serve additional children. the demonstration districts
slightly reduced the intensity of services provided for cach child. Although
children in these distticts spent less time in compensatory instruction than
they had before, districts did not make fundumental changes in their
approach to compensatory instruction. The nature of Title I services--the size
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of the instructional group and the quelifications »f the teaching staft was
not altered.

Based on the rescarch findings. it is clear that each district has a model of
the “appropriate™ structure of a compensatory programs and resisted
downgrading ‘this modcl by. for example. substantially increasing group size
or hiring less expensive staff. In many cases. districts used funds from sources
other than the basic Title I grant in order to maintain the quality of their
program. It is likely that these additional funds would not be available over
an extended period of time. Therefore. if" districts continued to serve
increased numbers of Title | students for a aumber of years. the reduction in
intenstty of services would probably be greater than that observed in the
demonstration districts.

Services Provided by Title I Funding

Services to Students. Because very little detailed infonmation was available on
the nature of the services being provided with Title [ funds. NIE conducted a
large-scale National Survey of Compensatory Education. The results showed
that 9 out of {0 school districts receive Title I funds. These funds are used
mostly in elementary grades and provide compensatory education services to
207 of the Nation’s elementary schoo! students. or 6 million children.
Three-fourths of the funds are used to provide instructional services. Title I
programs today focus on instruction to a far greater degree than in the carly
days of compensatory education. School district personnel have told NIE that
they believe this strong emphasis on basic skills. which is encouraged by
Federal officials. is appropriate. '

Tite I regulations are flexible, enough to permit districts to fund
noninstructional sevices. and some local districts feel the need for compensa-
tory education programs that can provide medical care, counseling. and food.
Most districts use fess than 5% of their Title | funds for such services. The
only moninstructional services to receive a growing share of Title | funds are
those activities related to the parent advisory councils (PAC). through which
parents help shape and plan Title I programs.

The NI survey demonstrated that Title [ provides important services that
represent real additions to the level of educational expenditures in districts
receiving funds. Districts might have used Title I funds to pay for services that
they would have provided even without Title I. Since they have not done so,
it seems that the requirements imposed by Title I on the schools™ use of funds
have been cffective in ersuring that supplementary. services are really
provided. ‘
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Types of Services. In examining how Titde I adds to the education of
ancipatmy chuldien, NIE pesearchiers coliected mtormation on class size.
time spentininstruction, teacher quaifications. and the degree 1o, which
compensatory education instruction is individualized. While NIEs investiga-
tion covered only a limited nomber ot districts, the results were encouraging
in ull Tour of these areas:
® Clas sizes were small. averaging Y students in compensatory reading
and 12 students inomathematics and language arts. In contrast. e
resular classes attended by Tadde | students had an average class sice off

N

® Compensatony education students spent an average of 55 hours per
weeh inspecial instruction. Thme spent in compensatory reading
instruction averaged 2977 of the total instroctional time. For language
arts and mathematics, the equivalent figures were 229 and 2777,
respetively.

® Teuchers giving conipensatory instruction to students often had special
training. For example, 677 of 1h w professional teachers had graduate
training heyond 1 bachelor’s degree, and 927 specialized in one subject

® Muny school districts attempted to individualize their instruction.
although iew oftered instruction that could be considered individnal-
17edin all cespects. Teacher aides played an important role in Tite |
programs and were used 1o help schools provide niore individualize d
atiention to chilidren. More than half the aigzs employed nationwide
are paid from Title [ funds.

Tide T oprograms seem to be designed in wavs that can help students
achieye mone in school. Title Tstudents usually spend more time in basic skills
instruction than do classmatés who are not in compensaton progranti. Also,
they are taugnt in smualler groups. often by specially trained stalt. On the

Sother handuahe qualivs and intensity of Title 1 services are nat uniformly high

m the 14.000 school disticts receiving compensatory funds. In some Cistricts.
compensatory education students receive less reading instruction than do
non-Tide b studentss Moresver, in some districts, there is litde evidence of
clear pianning or specitic insreuctional goals. The absence of such pli mmng
tends to lessen Titke I's effectiveness in helping children to learn.

Extent of Services. NIE found that even ity school districts with well- designed

-and carefully muanaged drograms many eligible children remain unsérved. The

Nutionial Survey found that only 66% of the children determined eliginle by
school districts recgive se ivices. I the Congress does not fund Title 1 at its full

S i
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authorized level caclr disticos annual entitiement s reduced according to a
compley tormula. Lower appropiations atfect the mimnber of stadents served.

Because of this limired tundina, most scheol districts can serve only
chitdren who score far below the SOth pereentile in achievement. Students
whose performaree is just below averase and who might achieve at average ur
above-uverage levels it they received special services usually are not included.

“Similarly. retaining children in the pregram after they begin to mike

achievement zains is often impossible because there are children with greater

P .
necds AWALTLE SeTVICes.

These problems are particularly severe in districts with the highest
concentritions of poor children. Althoush these districts receive Lirger Title i
grants than do more atfluent distrivis, they generally receive less money for
eiach poor child becatise they ar2 in States with Tow average expenditures and
lower allocations. These districts can serve only a very Hmited proportion of
their low-achieving students.

Finally. Tess than ['7 ot all high school students receive Title 1 services.
although the program wis designed for both elementary and secondary
students. Relatively few private school students receive Title | services. and
those studeints receive considerably less time in instruction than do public

schiool students.

Effects on Student Achievement. In the past there has been little ovidence
that compensatory education programs have had any eftect on student
development. However. NIE'S findings demonstrate that  compensatory
instruction can have a considerable effect on learning.

NI examined the relative effectiveness ot different instructional tech-
nigues inorder o identity promising approaches and to estimate the
potential of compensatory education it funds were used weil. The NiE
Instructional Dimensions study (1DS) focused especially on individualized
techniques, the amount of time students spent in instraction, and whether
instruction oceurred in the student's regular clagsroom or in a “pullout”
setting. Sovthat the results of difterent approaches coubd be compared. the
programs selected tor study varied considerably in these respects.

The preliminary results of the study showed no dramatic differences
among various instractional methods, although they indicated that Ist graders
did better when tanght in their own classrooms  and confirmed  the
importance of time spent in instruction and on specific learning tasks.
Overall. the results showed that the children made signiticant achievement
gains. For example. Ist graders in the sample made average gains of
12months in reading and 11 months in mathematics during the 7-month
period between fall and spring testing. a gain equivalent to a 12- and |5-point

. -
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rise m their pereentuie scores. Third eraders agined ¥ monthy in reuding and
12 mathematics. a percentile gain ot 7 and I3 points. These gains are
considerably greater tlmn those found in previous evaluztions. which have
tended to find at best a month-peranonth gain. 1DS results suggest that
compensato,y instrugtion can meet with sigmificant success.

However, NIE cannot conclude that al! compensatory education students
are gaining as mach as those who participated in the Instructional Dimensions
study. The classzooms in that study were not a random sample. but were
sglgulul for their instructional characteristics. Although the programs were
operating in a cross-section of school districts, they were probably better
implemented and more stable than average Title | programs.

In general. NIE's tindings do not show that Title 1 instruction is effective
everywhere or that past problems with the quality and stability of
instruction~l services have been solved. But the results do indicate that school
districts can create the conditions necessary to make compensatory instruc-
tional services etfective

Administration of Title I

To ~understand how Title I is nianaged by Federal, State. and local
administrators. NI investigated Yoth the administrative and legal traimework
of the program. Management of Title 1 is complex because it involves three
fayers of government: Federal. State, ar 1 local. While the Federal Govern- .
ment exercises leadership in carrying out a program legislated by the
Congress. the principal responsibilities for ensuring that  Congressional
mtenticns are met reside with the States and the districts. NI researchers
Jook at how this process was affected by the fegai framewaork of Title I and
by ditferent management practices.

Federal Requirements. Much of the legal framework is concerned with
requirements voverning the use of Federal funds at the local level. Program
developmeni requirements are designed to ensure that districts provide
high-quality services to participating students. '

NE sought 1o determine it the legal framework governing the use of
Tide T funds was consistent. necessary. and clear. In general; it concluded
that:

® The legal framework is consistent. The framework includes the statute
passed by the Congress, the regulations prepared by the U.S. Office of
Education (OE). and letters of advice sent by OE to States and school
districts. In ucneml neither the regulations noy the letters of advice
conflict with the statute or with each other.

10
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The funds allocation requirements appear necessary if the Congressional
goal of providing special services to educationally disadvantaged
children is to be met. These requircments are designed to restrict the
ways in which school districts may use funds to ensure that the funds
are aliocated to schools in the poorest wreas and used to supplement,
not replace, local expenditures. The regulations assist districts in

resisting pressure to use Title | funds for general education or for tax

relief,

The program development requirements are not necessary in the same
sense, because districts have no incentives to deliver poor services.
However, program development requirements do provide a model for
district planning. They are. also flexible enough to enable school
districts -to develop widely different programs to meet the needs of |
educaticnally disadvantaged children in their community.

The legal framework is not, however, as clear as it could be. State and
local officials look to ‘he legal framework for guidance in resolving
technical and administrative difficulties. Since the language of the
framework is not always clear, some confusion exists about the exact
interpretation of specific requirements. This lack of clarity has serious
consequences, because Title I coordinators who misurderstand the legal
framework are likely cither to violate its requirements or to adopt
unduly restrictive policies. For example, some States and districts have
planned their programs more conservatively than the law or the
regulations require in order to avoid being charged with violations
during program audits. In some areas the provision of special services in
the regular classroom is forbidden and students are pulled out of class
for their compensatory mstructlon but Title I does not requlre or
encourage either * pullout “in- class programs. i

In general, Federal management appears to be fuﬁdamcntally sound,
and the efforts of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
(HEW) to see that regulations are observed are appropriate. These

-effoits consist of program review visits each year by OE officials to a

few districts and fiscal audits by HEW auditors in a“few others. The

- results of these site visits and audits can provide guidance even to

districts that are not visited. Tlfis system does not require a niassive
Federal enforcement effort, nor does it place heavy burdens on the
States or the districts. Some technical problems do remain; for the most
part, these involve the procedures required to decide whether services
are unambiguously “supplementary.”

Title I administration is prohably better now than it hac been at any
time since the program was enacted in 1965. Congressional action in

13 ; o
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1970 and subsequent redrafting of regulations have made the legal

framework far more specific with regard to the usc of funds. This has °

obviously benefited those children the program is interided to serve.

For example, early evaluations pointed out that children in target

~ populations were not consistently given special, cr additional, services.
Today, most local officials know they cannot use Title [ money as
general aid.

The Role of the States. States must attend to nany management details if -

they are to ensure that Title I works as the Congress intended. First, the State
Department of Education must approve the applications for Title I assistance
sent by local districts. This process requires that State education administra-
tors carefully review each district’s application and ensure that it complies
with the legal framework established by the Federal Government and
interpreted and augmented by the State. After applications are approved, the
State distributes Title I funds to tlie school districts. During tie school year,
the State provides the districts with technical assistance in designing a
program, monitors the districts’ activities and enforces compliance. Because
State Title I personnel have the authority to take action if guidelines are
being violated, the States play a key role in making Title I programs work in
local school districts.

In studying how States administer Title 1. NIE learned that State practices
vary greatly. The States differ not only in the ways they communicate
information to the districts. but also in the ways they provide technical
assistance and monitor and enforce compliance. The NIE study found two
major reasons for these differences.

First, many States are unclear about their exact responsibilities and

authority in several areas, particularly those related to auditing and penalizing’

districts by withholding money. This reflects the fact that the legal
framework of the program is often unclear and underlines the need for
improvement in this area. Second, State resources available to administer
Title I vary, as do deciSions about the best use of those resources. For
example, while some States use most of their administrative moaey for staff,

-others use substantial amounts to pay for consultants or to cover indirect

costs such as bookkeeping and computer time. NIE research suggests that
States using a smaller portion of their Title | administrative money for staff
were generally less active and less effective in dealing with some of the
difficulties encountered by local.school districts. ,

- State Compensatory Education Programs

The final issue NIE examined was the relationship of Title I compensaﬂt’ory
programs to those designed and funded by the States. Almost a third of the

/:



States have such programs: they provide a significant levei of ‘additional
funding for compensatory services.

In general, State programs follow the pattern of Title I, although some
alternative funding patterns have been developed. These programs target
funds to the same types of pupils and provide the same types of services as
does Title I. When States tried to guarantee that funds were used for
supplementary services rather than lor general aid or tax relief, State
programs were found to rely on u system of monitoring and sanctions simiiar
to Title I. To implement their system, most States also depend on staff
funded from the Title | administrative set-aside.

State programs do not offer a hetter way of guarantecing the supple-
mentary services mandated by Title [. While some of the technical features
might be desirable in the Federal program, the State programs do not suggest

models for fundamental changes in- Title 1.

Because the -Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380)
permitted the waiver of comparability requirements for State compensatory
education programs, most States do not perceive serious tensions between
State and Federal requirements. Instead, some State coordinators find Title |
cuseful as a model and as a source of help in protecting State compensatory
funds from use as general aid.

In general, State’ programs provide services that complement and augment
Title I programs. Their continued growtltis not assured since compensatory
programs must compete. with other claims for State and local funds. States
that have established their own compensatory programs generally can call on
greater financial resources than those that have not. Without Federal
legislative action to provide incentives, it is unlikely that nnny more States
will initiate major compensatory education programs.

Summary -

NIE rescarch suggests that Title I has succeeded in providing additionai
educational services to ‘those students whom the schools usually serve least
" well. Moreover, State and local educators told NIE researchers that Title I has
helped reverse a historical pattern of American education and h... ncouraged
State and local ~ districts to commit their own resources to previously
neglected poor and disadvantaged students.

but
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