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. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report encompasses tyo major projects conducted pursudnt to
this Researéﬁebontract. The majer éoals of these two projectsvwere as
follows: | _ ' |
1.. Touprovide specific information'about district level effects

of current educational policies and‘progfams on desegregation
goals. '
2. To provide guidance for futUre school desegregation reseah;h
~ reflecting the practical needs and concerns of professionals
frqmuother disCiplines as their work relates to school deseg-A

regation;

The retionale for thekfirst of these two pnojects derives from the ‘
fact fhat'school'desegregation, whether under a court-qrdered_plah or as
@ result of voluntary action, takes place within the context of numerous
other educational policies end programs. These policies and programs,
in?olving federal. state, or local actions, may help or may;hindef ;he implee ’
mentetion and outcomes of desegregation efforts ‘when they comertogether
at the district level. Littlelis_knowny however, about the actual effects
of the interaction between these educationai policies end pregrams and
the desegregat%oﬁ pfocess or about specific policy steps that may need to
be taken to control those effects. |
| This study wes conducted to describe fhe manner in which selecteév
federal and state educational policies affect educational equity at the‘ |
local school district level in twoAdistricts that have been desegregated -
for several years. The educational pelicies and programs fall under the

rubric of qompensatory education. They include Title I of the Elementary and
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SecondaryAEducation Act, 1965; Article 3 of theJﬁlchigan Public Act 94

(1979);'billngual educational programs supporte by both the U,S. Govern-
ment and the State of'Mjchigan; and, to a li‘lted extent, the Emergency
School Aid Act. y "
In this study/ the degree of educatio al equity in the schools is
.identifled by (1) the extent of resegregat1on within the schools; (2) the
‘extent to which schools provide a common ed cat1onal exper1ence for all
students or differentiate in objectives, cur icula, and mater1als for tar-

get students; and (3) the achievement outcomes for target students in the

—

var1ous compensatory proqrams : \

A ,
Although compensatory ‘education programs have generally been intended

to contribute to equal educational opportunity for rac1al and ethnic minori-
ties, this study examines whether and to what extent these programs actually
may have enhanced educational equity’ in two desegregated school districts

or may have functioned to maintain or enhance educational inequities. .

wh1le this study des ibes the way in which federal and state educa-

' tional_policies and programs have functioned in only wo school districts,
these case studies shotld provide a foundation for the design of more com-

_prehensive researchyéz the impact of educational policies and programs on

educational equity2<§_ |

| The meth és in this study were designed tondet rmine the degree to

which thé'impl mentation of compensatory education’programs--Title I,

Article 3, E AA and bilingual--1n these two school districts {nhanced

the equality of educational opportunity The criteria for determ1n1ng the

contributipn of each program to equality of educational goals were. (1) -
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the extent of resegregation within the schools; (2) the degree to which .
the_schools provided a common educational experience for all or differ-
 entiated in objectives, curriculum, and materials for target students;
and (3) the achievement outcome among target students in the various
compensatory programs. ' '

Three basic procedures uere used to obtain the information reported
in this study- (1) conducting focused 1nterviews, (2) making observations, ¢
and (3) reviewing related district documents, proposals, and reports )
office personnel, principals, compensatory education instructional staff,
special education teachers, and.regular classroom teachers in‘the two
school districts under study. _

Observations of students' educational experiences were conducted,
- with students randomly selected from the target lists of compensatory
education students in each of the districts. The purpose of these obser;
vations Was»to compare and contrast the educational experiences of students ‘ =
involved in various combinations of compensatory education programs and
to provide information to supplement the interviewers' data.

The third procedure‘used, that of reviewing written materials,
involved the gathering and reading of a variety of district publications
to locate information related to resegregation, differentiation, and out-
comes. lhe documents and district publications reViewed included numerous
memoranda and brochures regarding such topics as school and student

eligibility for compensatory-education programs, desegregation history,

and district budgets.
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'rn sumnary of the findings of this study, it appears that while

lneither of the two school districts”has overtly resegregated'within

' sChools on the basis of race, the compensatorx_education programs which
we have examined function in each of\the schoolﬂdistricts to .resegregate
the poor and minority students in several ways. The most obvious of
these is the practice of "pulling-out" the students for Title I, Article
3, bilingual, and, in some cases, ESAA programs. Eligible students are

. specifically identified and regularly taken out of the mainstream class-
rooms for instruction or other activities. These students are generally
ddsproportionately black and/or members of ethnic minority groups.

! Pull-out and other patterns of resegregation jn the elementary}

schools generally were due to three factors, according'to the staffs in

. the two districts.‘ The first reason given for the need to‘provide

encourage the practice. The easiest way for school staffs to provide

federal and state agenc1es Wlth evidence that the allocated resources go

R e Tt o e e A
i

- only to the target population is to isolate that populat1on from the non- -
| compensatory population. Although the intended or manifest purposes of
Title I, Article 3, and bilingual programs are to overcome the disadvantages
of target populations and enhance the possib1l1ty of an equitable education
" for all, a latent or’un;ntended function of these programs is to resegre-
gate the target students at least part of the time within the school.
The second criteyion used in th1s study to examine the effeot of
several federal and state educatlonal programs and policies on deseorega-

|

‘ " separate instructional prcgrams is that federal and state regulations ' -
|

|

tion goals was the degree of differentiation in objectives, expectations,. ;

|




and instroctional programs'provided target students in comparison to -
non-target students in the two school districts. Again,»there is no
Aevidence'that differentiated programs were provided overtly on the
basis of race. Programs were differentiatad, however; for ﬁthnic
minorities with language background different from‘English. In accord
- with what were perceived as appropriate bilingual educational programs,
| minorities identified by a d1fferent language and cultural origin were
systematically provided differential instruction in English and, to some
extent, in their native 1anguage and culture.

Although the Title I and Article 3 compensatory education programs
" did not overtly differentiate betWeen blacks, whites, and other ‘minorities,
the eligible and target‘populations were clearly disproportiOnately black
and ethnic minority students.

The primary goals of federal Title I, bilingual, and Emergency
School Aid Act programs are to assist in overcoming educational disad-
vantages and to proVide equitable education. These are clearly in har-
mony with the goal of desegregation, that is, the equal protection of the
.laws, or equitable education. The state compensatory education program
under Article 3 of Michigan Public Act 94 has a similar goal with parti-‘t
cular reference to basic skill achievement. Analysis»of the way in which
these programs have functioned in two desegregated school districts in-
dicates that the specified programs have not provided,equal protection

and equality of education as measured by the criteria of resegregation,

differentiation, and achievement.




The~emphasis in the federal and state policies and guidelines for -
the several programs tends to reinforce;"perhaps require, differentiation
and resegregation.” Pull out for separate differentiated educatioral
services for compensatory education students is stimulated by the need
to account for the use of resources for ‘the eligible population and the
emphasis upon supplementary serv1ce rather than supplanting regular
services. This pull=out, combined with the theories of indiv1dual dif-

| ferences in learning abilities and individual needs, clearly’promotes
the practices of differential:objectives,:differential expectations,
and differentiated programs with the concomitant resegregation of students.
‘ If the two case studies of desegregated school districts are
typical of desegregated schools, the policies and practices characteris-
tic of Title I, Michigan Article 3, bilinguaiz'andﬁESAA programs shoold
be changed. These policies 'should emphasize the go;i“of equiiable high -
quality education for all, rather than endorsing differentiated individualized :
" educational objectives. School.districts should be rewarded for overcoming
the disadvantages of the target populations, whether minority or majority
students, rather than for maintaining these students in the programs and
| limiting" the1r level of achievement. Programs should be devised that |
promote desegregation and equitable outcomes w1thin the schools in harmony
with the goals of a balanced student body composition.

Pursuant to the second major goal of the contract, three symposia
were held_at Michigan State University.‘ ihe premise sUpporting each of
these symposia was that future research should be based not only on the
interests of educational researchers but also on the needs of individuals

in other professions, as their work relates to school desegregation.-;;f




research on desegregation is to provide knowledge which can be applied
»by-ail;who mandate, implement,-or'evaluate desegregation plans, it is
necessary that those who participate in the desegregation process have
a-voice in- shaping the nature of:future research. "

Both general interest and concrete ideas were expressednby Symposium
participants even prior tq attending the symposia. Before cdming to the
symposium involving representatives.of the media, participants indicated
they were interested in such topics as student interactions and perceptions °
in desegregated schools, techniques of achiev1ng desegregation, and effects
of desegregation on the quality of education. They alse expressed interest
in how to report desegregation news -most effectively in terms of the public
interest, whether white flight results from desegregation, and the general
effect of the media on the progress of,schoolidesegregation.

The second symposium involved representatives of.iocal and state )
school systems and other edqcational policy makers on the national level.
Again, their interest in having input into the future scope of desegrega-
tion research was indicated by the topicsﬁin which they expressed interest
prior to their symposium. Among these topics were the role of the state
in desegregat\dq\nlanning. financing court ordered desegregation, district
,consolidation vis a vis school desegregation, the role of states in
cushioning desegregated school districts against enrollnent declines, the
tr%atment of handicapped children under court ordered desegregation, and
- possible conflicts between desegregation and other programs such as com-
pensatory education and bilingual education. Questions were also raised

about the extent of public commitment to school desegregation, the

L]
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commitment of the business»ane professional community, and the possibility
of violence as a conseqhence of school desegregation.

The third symposium was held for attorheys and judges who had been
and were currently involved and 1nterested in school desegregat1on
Among the 1ssues raised concerning the courts role in school desegregation
were court superv1sion of school districts durjng desegregation implementa-
tion, -+he use of special masters to oversee desegregation in major urban
school districts, dehographic changes which may accompany school desegre-
gation, programs of encillary relief, school-community relationships in
desegregation planning.and implementation, and the relative effectiveness
of’various implementatioh techniques. Other issues included the outcomes

. for pup1ls of school desegregat1on, its impact on res1dent1aA segregation,

—b

| and its actual and poss1ble relationships with curriculum.

A1l these interests were expressedpr1orto the dates: when the
three symposia were convened. ‘The proceedings of all three symposia
'Qere recorded, transcribed, and summarized, and many specific questions
raised therein have been identified.

~ The outcomes of the three symposia suggest that members of the

profess1ons jnvolved have not always availed themselves of the research

5

literature that now exists on school desegregation. Indeed, many of

- their questions have been addressed by hesearch to a degree that exceeded
‘ participants’ awareness. ' |

In general,,the questions raised byrparticipants fell jnto the

following identifiable dimensions of the desegregation process or products.

11
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Educational quality

by

Processes of achieving desegregation

Resegregation

Ancillary relief .

‘Curriculum

Attitude; toward desegregat1on

,Outcomes of spec1f1c student racial ratios

.'ﬁAlternat1ves to busing as a technique

,The relationship between desegregation and achievement

Re51sulnce and opposition to busing and desegregation

Violence in desegregating scho

ols

Demographic issues associated with school desegregation

Financial aspects and requirements of school desegregation

Policies, procedures, and behavior of school boards relative

to desegregation

Teachers' unions and schooladesegregation

The rnle of the media in school desegregation |g

The large numer of quest1ons generaied in these symposia do not

collect1vely constitute a definitive research agenda.

12
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requires evaluating, ordering, and setting priorities.. In these terms,
a'formal agenda did not emerge from the many issues raised and the

fquestions posed. In the interest of avoidlng whatever bias may be

: ,1nfused into an evaluat1on and ordering of these quest1ons, perhaps it

should s1mply be observed that one 1ndicat1on of ‘the 1mportance of a

m——

’ research quest1on is its frequency of c1tat1on Therefore, those areas — -

r1n wh1ch interest is expressed most frequently would seem to mer1t
ser1ous attention in the future research agenda of school desegregat1on

Certain areas of research now appear to be gaining in importance
'. andﬂin some.cases»this reflects the sentiments expressed in the symposia.

For exampie, quality of education is clearly,becomind\a more pervasive
* concern in the context of school desegregation. " The processes involved
in school desegregat1on also have rede1ved much recent attent1on in
ethnograph1c analyses of s1ngle schools and classrooms - Resegregation
within desegregat1ng schools and*classrooms_cont1nues to be a concern,
and ancillary‘relief techniques have become extremely important in vir—
 tually all recent desegregat1on court orders.

The interest which emerged from the sympos1a, with respect to
outcomes broader than the cogn.t1ve achievement var1ables, has also been -
. more w1dely observed1t|the literature recently This promises to con-
tinue as an 1mportant issue. o e

In general, many of the issues raised. in the sympos1a e1ther are
receivingjattention from researchers currently or could feas1bly-be

addressed in research in the near future.
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Chapter I: INTRODUCTION

pesegregation and EducationaliEquity ‘

School desegregation, whether under a court-ordered plan or as a result

of voluntary action, takes place within the context of many other educational

’ poiicies»and,programs. These -policies may stem from.federal, state, or local

actions and may either help or hinder the implementation and outcomes of
desegregation efforts when they come together at the district level. Littie
is known about the effects of the interaction among educational policies and

programs‘and the desegrégation process or about specific policy steps that may

‘need to be taken to control those effects.

‘ The purpose of this research is to deséribe the manner in which selected

federal and state educational policies affect educational equity at the local

school district level in two"district§ that have been desegregateo for several
years. fhe educational policies and programs to be examined are broadly
identified as compensatory education They include Title I of the Elementary
Secondary Education Act, 1965 Article 3 of the Michigan Public Act 94 (1979); |
bilingual educational programs supported by both the U.S. government and the i
State of Michigan, and, to a limited extent, the Emergency School Aid Act

. . For the,purposes of.this study, the degree of educational equity in the

schools will be assessed by il) the extent of resegregation within the schools;

"(2) the extent to which schools provide a common educdtional experience for

all students or'instead,‘differentiate in objectives, curricula, and materials
for target students; and (3) the achievement outcomes for target stuoenta'in

3

the various compensatory'programs.
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even 1ncreased - To further reduce such educational inequities between minority .o

ghefl954 Supreme. Court decision in Brown v. Board of Education declared

:that {ac1al separation in schools denies black studenrts equal protection of

the lkw This decision has contributed to a national policy of equality of
educational opportunity of which school desegregation is one important element.

~,
This denbtes a primary goal of mixing races in school facilities, but in

“addition to\the ach1evement of racial balance in individual schools through

busing, magnet‘schools, and a variety of other means, the courts have ruled

that racial 1mbalance within the classrooms of deseqregated Schools constitutes

I

+. - denial of equal prote tion. . i

Literature describing various outcomes of desegregation’indicates that
the process of desegregation has not consistently reduced theuinequity in
educational outcomes (St. John, 1975; weinberg; l975) The evidence suggests
that, in some school districts, the desegregation of student bodies has been
followed by a significant reduction in" the gap between minority and maJority '

students' measured educational outcomes In other school districts, the gap

R 1n achievement scores has remained essentially the same, and in a few instances

%‘lf""

and majority students in many districts, the courts have ordered anci]lary

,relief programs in addition to desegregation The various compensatory

education programs financed by both federal and state legislation have generally

‘been intended to serve agsimilar purpose. Cohen summarized the philosophy

vbehind these ancillary and‘compensatory programs when he wrote, "The quality

of experience seems to be as ‘important as the quantity of bodies." (l974; p. 36).
Although the compensatory education programs identified above have '

generally been .intended to contribute to equal educational opportunity for

‘\racial and ethnic minorities, the questions pesed by this study examine the

extent to which these programs have, in fact, enhanced educational equity in

v
s b
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tuo desegregated school districts or have, on tne‘contrarv, functioned to
maintain or enhance educational inequities. | ;

It is important to recognize that this study is in no way a definitive
‘answer to the quéstion Its purpose is to describe the way 1n which federal
" and state educational policies and programs function in only two school
d1str1cts These case. studies should, however, provide a foundation for the
design of more comprehensive research on‘the impact of educational policies

|
and programs on educational equity.

Althoughlthe intent of various compensatory education policies is to
overcome the Tisadvantages of minority and poor children, the consequences of
.these programs|may be quite different than intended. The concept of manifest
and latent funptions as developed by Merton (1949) is useful in this analysis.
The policies implemented as a result of various legislative acts can have
© consequences at are both intended and unintended. The consequences of

j:icies may bevfunctional; nonfunctional.'or disfunctional When

!

'ithe consequenqes of a policy coincide w1th the aim or purpose of a policy. they’

implemented P

R,
[E——

are identified as manifest functions. If however. the consequences diverge
from the intended aim, they may be considered latent functions. “In this context
educational policies may result in practices that coincide w1th the overall
aim of educatjional equity, thus contributing to the goals of desegregation.
On the other hand, the same policies may result in programmatic guidelines and
practices tn t diverge from the national policy of educational equality. Our ;

purposes are therefore, to examine how particular educational policies and

programs function in two school districts.

| Definition of Concepts _
Several conceptis crucial to this study have been used'by others with some-‘

what differ?nt meanings Before'proceeding we want to clarify the usa§e in

.'.this project.

|
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The Goals of Desegregation Segregated schools were declared unconstitu-/-

tional because they denied equal protection of the laws to children in minority

| schools. The decision clearly indicated that equ education could not be ./
provided in segregated schools. Equality in education is thus 1dent1f1ed*as~
the goal of desegregation The criteria for determining equality have not been
clearly'defined or established, but several have been used L |

Equal access to: education is a primary and w1dely\accepted criterion
Since schools and educational programs are not all the same quality, access \
has come to mean access to the same schools and the same educational programst

A second criterion may be termed equal participation §eyeral couqts. \

: have ordered ancillary relief in addition to racial mixing of student bodies \
These procedures, generally intended to equalize the education received withinﬂ
the mixed. schools, involve equality of participation in classrooms courses, '

| educational programs, counseling, and a variety of other educational activitiest

A third criterion of equality of education is the outcomes of. education. %

L

The U. S. Office of Education study of Equality of Educational Opportunity

(Coleman, 1969) used the achievement of students as the crucial criterion of | °
equality. This has 1ncreas1ngly become the final criterion for .determining
equality of education. o \ |
The goal of desegregation as used in this study is equality of education
for all as determined by equity of access, participation and outcomes. The
terms equality of education, educational equity, and equal ‘educatignal
opportunity are used as synonyms. | .
Compensatory education is used in this~study to refer to any educational
program intended to overcome the disadvantages which any group of students. may

experience in the educational system. The disadvantages may be associated with

a variety of factors such as poverty, race, or limited English language proficiency.

;31_ . : "
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Resegregation refers to the practice of separating some groups of

studentsgfrom other groupsfof students‘for all or a portion of the school

day on a regular and continuing basis. The group is defined as racially

and ethnically resegregated if thewcomposition of the group deviates more
than 15 percent from the composition of the student population as a whole.
Groupings which would not be termed resegregative would include occasional
short-term groupings with no potential for' identification or for iabeling
students as superior or inferior. But if differential labeling occurs or

is likely to occur through repeated identification of such groups, inequality
in education probably exists.

Differentiation refers to educational practices which imply differentiated

judgments of the academic worth or potential;of‘two or more'categories of
students. Differentiationvis determined to occur when (1) different'educational
goals and/or'objectives are set for different students; (2) different levels of
expectations are held as appropriate for some students and not for others; and
(3) different levels of instructional methods and materials are provided for
different students in a given age-grade level.

, Educational Outcomes refers to the desired results ofvthe educational

process. These include a wide range of behavioral categories, but ih this study

the outcomes measured are generally'limited to the basic communication and

computational skills. In a few instances other cognitive and affective outcomes

A]

\
have been identified

\The Purposes of Compensato;y,Education Programs
Before ‘examining the function of -the four educational programs in the two
school districts; it is essential that we determine whether or not the intended

purpose of each was in harmony with the goals of desegregation--that is, to

assist in providing equal edutational opportunity to all students. A brief
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ahalysi§'of the purposes of each'program follows:

Title I

o

‘The purposes of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) of 1965 are cited in Section 101, beclaration of Policy, which States:'

In recognition of the special ‘education 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 adequate educa-
tional programs, the Congress- hereby declares it to be the policy of the .
United States to provide financial assistance 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
preschool programs) which contribute particularly to meeting the special
educational needs of educationally deprived children. Further, in
recognition of the special education needs of children of certain migrant
parents, of Indian children and of handicapped, neglected and delinquent
children, the Congress hereby declares it to be the policy of the United .
States to provide financial assistance to help meet the special educational
needs of such children. . ’ ‘ - 3

The passage of this act served notice of the intention of the federal
government to assume &irect fihéncial responsibility for providing chi;dken, '
‘ particularly the economicaliy‘disadvantaged, with services that would .contribute
to their cognitive development. This goal, of providing financial assistance
to school districts -to fund special services for low achieving children in poor
schools o imprer their academic achievement, is in accord with desegregation's

‘goal of providing equality of educational opportunity.

Article 3 , : |

The State of Michigan, Article 3 of Public Act 94 (1979), entitled
Imgrdvement in Basi¢ Cognitive Skills, is a éompensatory‘education act which
provides étate funds for programs désigned to iﬁprngvthg achieyément;in basic -
cognitive skills of pupils enrolled in grades K to é;;ag;have gxtraordinary
need for special assistance to improve competency in those basic skills-and

for whom fhe districts are not alreédy receiving addifional funds-by virtue
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ot the pupils being physically; mentally, or emotionally handicapped. Article
3 considers pupils in "extraordinary need" as being those who have attained
40 percent or fewer of the state reading and mathematics objectives |
With its emphasis on improvement in achievement, the purpose of Article 3
is congruent with that of providing equality of educational opportunity. In’
the State of Michigan large numbers of minority and poor children are in
Article 3's target population. In an examination of a representatiVe sample
of Michigan public elementary schools, research indicated that students in

majority black schools and low socioeconomic white schools achieved a signifi-

~ cantly lower mean percentage of reading and mathematics objectives than students
in hhite schools generally. and high socioeconomic white schools in particular.

. (Brookover, et al., 1979). _ . i o

The Emergency School Aid Act (ESAA, 1972), a program of the United States

"Office of Education, is designed to meet the special needs incident to the

elimination of minority group segregation. It is intended to reduce or prevent
minority groop isolation in elementary and secondary schools with substantial |
proportions of minority group students and to aid school children in overcoming -
the educational disadvantages of minority groupiisolation (Section 702, Emergency
School fid Actl. Flearly this program is intended to foster educational equity

for children attending desegregated schools.

| Bilingual Education

0ther.compensatoryleducation programs which focus on equity are the various
bilingual education programs. The importance ot bilingual - bicultural educ-
ation to the securing of eqoal educational opportunity'was'expressed by the

federal government in 1968 with the passage of the Bilingual Education Act,

24
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Title VII ESEA, and by the State of Michigan with the passage of the State
Mandatory Bilingual Program, Section 41-A of*Public Act 94. In Title VII
- the Congress declared the following to be the policy of the Uni#éd States:
. In order to establish equal educational opportunity for alﬁ children
(A) to encourage the establishment and operation, where appropriate,
of educational programs using bilingual educational practices,
techniques and methods, and ?B) for that purpose to provide financial
assistance to local educational agencies, and to state educational
agencies for certain purposes, in order to enable such local educa-
tional agencies to develop and carry out such programs in elementary
and secondary schools, including activities at the preschool level,
which are designed to meet the educational needs of such children, ¥
and to demonstrate effective ways of producing for children of limited
English-speaking ability, instruction designed to enable them, while
using their native language, to achieve competence in the English
language (Section 880b). :
Simitarly, Section 41-A is designed_to assist children of limited English-

' ' // : ‘ 2 .
speaking ability to achieve on a lével commensurate with students who speak only
English. It is designed for "children of limited Enqlish-speaking abilityfwho
have or reasonably may be expected to have difficulty performing ordinary

- classwork in English because their native tongde is. a language other than i

English or because they come from a home or environment where the primary

language is a lahguage other than English." \ r

It>seems clear that the policies citgd in Title I of ESEA, Article 3 of

. Michigan Public Act 94, the Emergency School Aid Act, Title VII of ESEA, and
Section 41-A of Michigan Public Act 94 have purposes that coincide with those
of equality of edgcational'opportunity. . Because of the limitations in defining

. and enforcing_federal‘and state po1icies, results do hbt always ° ‘
conformiprecisely to intent (Derthick, ]970). The problem,. in 1ight of the

~ concept of manifest and ]étent functions, becomes one of examining the conse-
quences of these public policies as they are implemented in the local district

(Whiley gg, glf,A1973). ‘Are policies implémented‘ih a manner which supports
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the goal'of equality'of educational opportunity (manifest functions), or are
‘_the policies latent and either dysfunctional or nonfunctional for the unit

(school) in relationship to the goal of equality? .




Chapter II: BACKGROUND OF THIS RESEARCH

- Historical Background

The early 1960s brought a new focus to the Un1ted States government s

which was dev1sed shortly after the-1954,Brown v. Board of Education decision,

was one of compensatory educat1on
} Compensatory education programs are based on the soc1ocultural premise
" that low income and minority ch1ldren do not perform well in school because of

“d1sorgan1zat1on'wn “their fam1ly structure, jnadequate childrearing patterns,

efforts to 1mprove the ach1evement of m1nor1ty and poor ‘students. This strategy, ”55

2.

underdeveToped language and other un1que cultural features (PerselT, |9//,F
}» p. 76). Katz writes: that low ach1evement can be attV1buted to "asbasic fa1lure
of soc1al1zat1on process in the home . . . early ch1ldhood'exper1ences in
poverty env1ronments create enduring personal1ty format1ons that are inimical to
effective achievement striving not only in the classroom but, indeed, in
virtually all areas of life," (1969, p. 13).

Dolce concurs w1th Katz: ‘ o

A victim of his environment, the ghetto child begins his school career,

. psychologically, socially and physically disadvantaged. He is oriented

to the present rather than the future, to the immediate rather than

delayed gratification, to the concrete rather than the abstract. He

is often handicapped by limited verbal skills, low self esteem and a

stunted drive toward ach1evement (1969, p. 36). _

.These ch1ldren,as a group, have been referred to as “culturally depr1ved,“
includ1ng the econom1cally d1sadvantaged and racial and ethnic m1nor1t1es, such

5 as blacks, Puerto Ricans, Native Amer1cans, and Mexican-Americans. Compensatory

@

, educat1on programs are des1gned e1ther to remediate or to prevent the assumed

bl

=10~
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deficits that.cause these children to fail in_school (Bioom, 1965). These
programs are intended to'provide servfces which will remedy the damages imposed

by the home or cultural environment so that these childrer can have an equal
b |

—

opportunity for success in the schools. : ST

Impetus was given to the concept of compensatory education during the
administration‘of'tyndon B. Johnson Johnson's programs dur1ng the era of
. the Great Society were based on a belief in the self-fulfill1ng prophecy
related td poverty. Accordjng to the self-fulfilling prophecy theory, the
factors that cause poverty are so interrelated that it is almost.impossible
for the causes not to become the consequences as well. Johnson's Nar on

Poverty, announced Jaruary ‘8, 1964, in his State of the Union message, made it

. c|ear*that—a*“chTef—weapon*qf‘th@‘battTE‘Woqu“be“better scnools, better health, '
better homes, and better training and.aob opportun1t1es" (Spr1ng, 1976, p. 198)

' Thus education became an important area of federal policy.

T1t1e I of the E1ementary and Secondary Education Act

‘The theory of a poverty cycle and the poss1b111ty of educat1on as a means
ofﬁbreaking the cyc1e~provided the rat1onale and the strategy for a major
governmental focus on the education of the‘disadvantaged child. In 1565, Congress
passed the Elementary and Secondary Educat1on Act (ESEA) of which a major
component, Title I, focused on the poor child in the funding of a program of
compensatory educat1on T1tle I became the maJor educational component of the
War on Poverty. - . ,

| Although the originators of Title I were‘concerned with the broad philo-
~sophical ideas of the cycle of poverty, redistribution of educational resources,
’and the elimination of cultural deprivation and educat1onal d1sadvantage, the

act itself specifically cites three fundamental purposep. These purposes were

2§
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“spelled out in detail in a‘National Institute of Education (NIE) publication,

Evaluating Compensatory Education' An Interim Report on the NIE Compensatory

Education Study (1976) and are summarized as follows:

1. To prov1de financial assistance to school districts in relation
" to their numbers of low-income children and, within those districts,
to the schools with the greatest numbers of low-income students.

2. To fund special services for low achieving children in the poorest
. schools. . . .

3. To contribute to the cognitive, emotional, social, ov physical-
: development of participating students.

Title I provides funds to school districts under state approved projects

by the U S. bbffice of Education. [uring the Act's first year, Congress approé |

priated $775 million to state and local education agencies which accounted for

‘————“‘fivegsixths—of—the—totai—funds—authorizedeunder ESEA_(Bailey and Mosher,. 1968)L,

“In 1978-79, the cost of this program.to the federal government exceeded two
billion dollars (HEW Publication No. OE 79-01043). "Funds are allocated with
the goal of directing them to the school districts and schools serving large
numbers of low income children. .‘

The formula used in alTocating funds is complex but, in'general, provides
that each school district receive for each formula-eligible child a-percentage
of the average expense of educating a ch11d in the" state where the d1str1ct 1s
located. The formula is applied at the county or local education agency 1eve1.

‘ Title I has not been fully funded since-its first year, and’ the percentage of

s

the average state expenditure received varies from year to year. Although 40 ; f

percent is authorized by statute (Public Law 95-561, Section lll a), in 1977

d‘St”iCts received °"1Y 16 percent (NIE 9-30-77) of the state expenditure for o

-~

each eligible child.
" To insure-that Title I funds are distributed according to the statute,

there are a number of regulations attached to the funds allocation process, and

B %

et

-~
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- the federal government monitors the states to insure- compliance with the rules
Similar rules and regulations guide the localveducation agenc1es in distributingJ .
these funds to schools and pupils. The primary concern isithat funds are used
for the intended beneficiaries and that the funds actually supplement the expendi-i
tures for that population (NIE 9-l9 77) ' |

‘State and federal regulations exist, in part, because of past district and
- state misuse of Title I funds to provide general aid for district-w1de needs .

(Berke and First, l972) and avoidance of the 1ntent of equality of educational

' o opportunity by 1mproving education in existing segregated schools (D. Cohen, . l969). ]

.States and local districts are responsible for program monitoring to make sure

that minimum standards are met for compliant resolution, auditing, technical

”'-“assistance, dissemiﬁ‘tion of 1nformation, recovd keeping, fiscal control, fund
~ accounting, enforcement,.reporting, etc, (PL 95-561, Section 171-174). |

" In addition to the funds‘allocatiOn-requirements; there are a number of
requirements that districts must!use in the design and'implementation of,their.
programs. Described in Section 124, »these’requirements‘include the folloming:

Assessment of Educational Needs

.- Formal Plans

Sufficient Size, Scope and Quality
.- Coordination with other Programs
Evaluations. -

Information Dissemination
Sustaining Goals -

Participation of Parents and Staff
Training of Educational Aides -

<

OO W —

The above program development regulations and the funds allocation rules.
i} provide a framework for state and local education agencies as’ they develop and -

. implement projects under Title I. ’State and local agencies have the flexibility

~ of imPosingﬁadditionalgregulations.as long as thev are-within the context of the ’d
federal framework. ;A§=a consequence, the[funds allocation and program development
. _processes differ as they~are'implemented in the védrious states’and local'school_' 4
districts. S o - L - A
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 The State of Michigan, Article 3, Public Act 94 &

o

© Title T is not the only legislation which focuses on the "disadvantaged"

or "deprived" child. Since 1963, when California enacted the first state
.compensatory program, other states have begun to appropr1ate funds to school
‘}districts to meet the special educational needs of poor children. In 1971,
_j’- ',.if 'thefMichigan State Board of Education asked the state legisiature for funding |
| of programs to provide additional support for compensatory education in
%cw : ‘Michigan. The Tegislature appropriated $22,500, 000 for compensatory education
| during the 1971-72 school year. In 1979-80, $32,936,500 was al]pcated
(Article 3, Section 31). |
l« - . _Article 3 of the State of Michigan, Public Act 94 (1979) entitled, "Improver‘
e ‘ment in’Basicméognitive*Skiiis,P*provides—state funds for 'programs "designedfufde;f—
to improve the‘achieuement in basic cognitive skills of pupils'enrolled in
. grades K‘too6; who haye eXtraordinary need for special assistance to improve
' competency;in those basic skills and for whomgthe-districts are not,already
receiving additional funds,by virtue of the pupils‘being physicaliy, mentally, -
or emotionally handicapped," | | o
This article considers those in'"extraordinary need" to be pupils who have -
‘i attained 40 percent or fewer of the reading and mathematics- obJectives ‘as .

measured by the Michigan Educational Assessment Program Test

|
; Funds are - allocated—at the rate of $250.00 per eligible pup11 to d1str1cts ; :{
which have 15 percent or more of their K-7 pupils atta1n1ng 40 percent or less ' i
of the read1ng and mathematics obJectives over three years as measured by the ° i
- -Michigan Educational Assessment Program Allocat1ons to. eligible districts,’ I
as determined by the formula are distributed in déscending order to d1str1cts 1

w1th the greatest concentrations of eligible pup11s ‘until the appropr1ated funds ;if

are exhausted. Like T1t1e I, Article 3 has several statutory requ1rements ,.‘v 'g‘f

T .
.
3 ) ) ’
1 . N ) . * .
. )
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‘designed to insure that the funds support special services for the intended
students and are not used as general school aid. Section 35 of Article 3
requires that: | '

1. The district has applied for :‘the funds on a departmenﬁ form.
: |

2. The district show comparability among schools within the district

3. The district involve parents, teachers and administrators in program .
planning and implementation e
4. Not less than 50 percent of the funds be'spent in areas that have
- high concentrations of low income pupils as described in Title I
legislation.

5. Pupils selected be educationally deprived and selected from among
the low achievers. .

6. Programs have performance obJectives and these objectives be evaluated.
v

7. Services be specific to the needs of the participating children and —
be suplementary. .

8. Records of compliance be kept.
Like Title I, Article 3 programs are monitored to insure compliance with
the requirements, and state rules and regulations further specify how districts

must meet the requirements of the statute.

Bilingual Programs

Bilingual education programs emerged from early Supreme Court decisions
concerned with the?constitutional rights of private schools to offer foreign;
1language instruction and the rights of students to attend these schools in

place of public schools. As early as 1923 in Meyer v.‘Nebraska (262 U.S. .390),

the court ruled to inyalidate the prohibitions againSt foreign language -
instruction in private schools.- Prohibitions against this instruction were
said to violate the equal protection clause of the 14th amendment. This decision

was further supported in Farrington v. Tokushige (273 U.S. 284, 1927). More

récently the courts have been confronted with the_issue of the rights ofvstodents
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of limited English speaking ability in schools receiving federal assistance.

In Lau v. N1chols (414 U.S. 563, 1974) the court ruled that a school

distr1ct in. California which rece1yed federal funds must provide either bilingual
or Engl1sh-as-a-second-language courses whenever students of a non-English

speaking background are enrolled in large numbers jn the district's schools.

In Serna v. Portales (499 F. 2d 1149, 1974), relying on Lau, the court ordered
bilingual education programs as a remedy in a civil rights action.

Concerns about tﬁe education of ethnic minorities resulted in the passage )
’Wof Title VII of ESEA and Section 41-A of Michigan Publ1c Act 94. Both of these

acts have rules and regulations similar to those of T1tle I and Article 3-

previously discussed. These rules and regulations require evaluation, advisory
.committees, reporting,-and settingT -objectives. States and local

 educational agencies in turn have developed implementation guidelines and

strategies to. provide direction to the schools receiving funds under these

. programs.

Related Research

‘With the large dollar amounts expended on compensatory education, it seems
reasonable that evaluation and research efforts would focus on the results of
these,prograns. ' L 7 ,

The funoings of earlj research on compensatory education and achievement
have been summarized by Averch (1972) as follows

1. 4Beneficial results are rarely found in the large scale stud1es,'

J:goggtsa few short run smaller surveys tend to show modest positive

2. Pupils from the more d1sadvantaged economic backgrounds seem to have
greater progress in highly structured programs ‘

3.- The short'run gains fade away rapidly if not reinforced.

4.. The level of funding is not a sufficient condition of success.

33
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The Education Amendments of 1974 (Poblic Law 93-380) directed the Nationaf&
Institute of'Education to conduct a comprehensive study of compensatory educ- ;
ation programs. Congress requested that NIE examine the accomplishments of .
compensatory education programs over the previous ten years and seek information
as to how they might be improved. In response, NIE examined the legislation
and contracted for research to Judge whether Title I and, to a lesser degree,
other ttate compensatory education programs had met the funding objectives in T
delive y of services for child development. |

he results of NIE's research, as reported by the National Advisory Council
on Education of Disadvantaged Children, indicated that 90 percent of all school

districts received Title Ivfunds,~useddpr1marily in the elementary grades to

Serve more than six million children with program emphasis in basic skills
instrnction. However, theﬂsurvey noted that due to limited funding only 66
percent of eligible children were served.

The instruction for Title I students was largely individualized and in
small classes. An aVerage'of five‘and one-half hours per week were spent in

~ special instruction. |

The Instructional Dimens1ons Study (Kischner, 1976) examined the location
of instruction and found that first. qraders did better when in mainstream
rather than pull-out instructjonal programs.~ .

- According to the Kischner study, 75 percent of the children in compensatory
education programs received poll-out instruction. This method removes compen--
satory education students from regular classrooms. The study noted that while l
most-conpensatory education~students are in heterogeneous homerooms, 24 percent
of_these students receive all of their instroction in groups‘composed-of only

compensatory education students. Though this procedure may insure that the

programs are not supplanting, it constitutes a type of homogeneous grouping. : ‘ 5.
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Ab1l1ty qrouping, the most common type of homogeneous grouping,
arranges groups of students in different sect1ons or classrooms w1th1n a

grade (Mills and Bryan, l976) Students are placed on the basis of the1r

performance on standard1zed tests, past academic performance, teacher, counse ors

or administrative recommendat1on, or some combination of these criteria. The

aim is to create groups of students with similar characteristics which are

felt to affect learning.. According to Rosenbaum (1976, p. 5), "ability : A
grouping selects on the basis of ability, differentiates instruction by a
quantity and intensity of work, and attempts to suit work to each student's
unique intellectual abilities." The goal of such grouping 1s 1nstruct1onal
improvement. The practice in compensatory educat1on proqrams is s1m1lar

Students are tested and the lowest achievers are,prov1ded with compensatory
education services, primarily outside the regular classroom. ‘

Another type of homogeneous grouping is tracking wh1ch attempts to
"homogenlze classroom placements in terms of students' personal qual1t1es,
performance or aspirations" (Rosenbaum, 1976, p. 6). Tracking is part1cularly
prevalent in secondary schools where students are assigned to curriculum
groupings such as”College Preparatory, Business,or General, based on a variety
| of factors of sometimes questionable validity. %\

In both ability grouping and track1ng, the plan is to increase the hpmo-
geneity of student groups based on some specific performance Accord1ng to a
Findley and Bryan Study (1971) on ability grouping, approximately 82 percen'
of the districts studied used test scores as the sole basws or one of the

\

criteria for student placement. \

Much research has been done on ability groupihg to determine its advantades

and d1sadvantages Research has considered the effect of ability grouping on
\

ach1e7ement, affective development opportun1ty, and\strat1f1cat1on Stud1es
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Ehave shown that due to ability grouping and homogeneous grouping practices, \_

black and white students lead almost ent1rely separate lives in many racially

\
- mixed schools (D. Cohen, 1974) and, as a result of‘such practices, minority
st dentsl opportunities for higher occupational and educational attainment

are diminished (E. Cohen, 1975).

Compensatory Education and Resegregation

‘1Compensatory education programs that place disadvantaged or deprived
younisters together for instruction have the potential for aiding in the
process of resegregation. |

As a result of desegregation policy, the racial mix of students within
schools may vary greatly from school to school In addition, it is widely
known thit desegregated scrools display wide variations in the way in which

students re distributed in various classrooms and programs w1th1n the

racially m'xeduenvironment. In sose desegregated 'schools, classrooms and
programs may, be such that minority \students are evenly distributed while in

others, with istrict, minorities may be concentrated'

 the same desegregated,

in some class }oms and programs whilél eing underrepresentedhin'others.
Minority oyer- or underrepr senta 'onhin classrooms and programs. may

résult from inte tional efforts to produge resegregation or may be a latent

function of the i plementation of specifig, programs or policies such as

l

\ : .
compbnsatory education Placement ractices within the desegregated schools

have an important impact on, the racial cdmposition of the classrooms and programs

within the desegregated environment One of the most frequently used place-
ment practices for bringing about rese regation is class placement by ability

(Levin and Moise, 1975).

Data on the racial composition of co.pensatory education programs suggest

that thes 'programs can have resegregative effects Glass (l970) has expressed

}\J\ g




" is Hobson v. Hansen (269F. Supp. 401). This case involved the ability grouping

" tutional.

against the San Francisco Unified School District. Relying heavily on the

~ statistics for the San Francisco Unified School District

" racial balance in the classroom. (McPartland, ]968)
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the concern thatipull-out instruction, a type of’placement based on ability,
produces this effect. NIE data shows that nationally, higher proportions of
minority students are enrolled in compensatory educatiOnmprograms than their .

total enrollment (NIE, 7-31-77). | NIE data also‘indicate that there is a

‘significantly higher proportion of minority group children in classrooms ‘which

'contain compensatory education students than in the districts as a whole. The

-

disproportionalities cited remain baspcally,constant across grades. (NIE l2-30-76).

The presence of diSproportionatefnumbers of minority children in certain
classes and programs has provided the impetus for litigation. " The most note-

worthy case involving the resegregative effects of ability grouping and tracking

and tracking practices of the Washington, D.C. School System.‘ Plantiffs alleged
that *hese practices discriminated against poor and black children only They*f.
presented evidence to show how these practices reSulted in resegregating the
races. The court held that a system of grouping which places minority students'

in the lower curriculum groups and inhibits movemerit between groups is unconsti-

A similar case was Larry P. v. Riles (343F Supp. l306,‘l972), filed

Hobson v.-Hansen decision, -the court ordered the defendsnt to refrain from

dependence on I.Q. tests in placing blacktstudents in EMR classes; if the con-

sequence was racial imbalance as had been demonstrated in the ‘plantiffs’

Research studfes. designed to determine the ‘effects of racial mixVin'the T

classroom have tended to support the courts decisions on the importance of

Hickerson (l963) in a California high schoof\study, attempted to learn

37\
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whether minority and nonminority Students received'similar kinds of educational
experiences. He foUnd that proportionally, black representation in the advanced
English sections and college preparatory currlculum was lower than that of whlte,
Mexican-American, .and Filipino‘students. B
| Rist (l978), in a case study of the lntegration of thirty black students
in the Brush Elementary School in Portland, Oregon, reached a similar conclusion.
He observed.that although the children were said to be "placed in classes with-
out‘regard to race, the black students usually endéd up in the lower half of
the class." | |
The National'Institute of Education has included placement practices as

- 'one of "the mechanisms which enhances resegregation in education. NIE views

this problem as one of its priority research concerns as educators begin tof7”

deal with second'generation desegregation.issues NIE considers the long térm ,
’effects of’ resegregat1ve placement pract1ces "profound for life chances and
. adult- opportun1t1es" (NIE, p. 22). . , ‘
In a comprehens1ve rev1ew of the research on the relationship between \_‘
school desegregat1on and academ1c achievement, We1nberg (l975) concluded thatt

oné of the 1mportant factors wh1ch lead to dramat1c gains in the achievement

of racial m1nor1t1es in desegregated schools is comparable desegregat1on at
" the classroom level and a lack of r1g1d placement by ab1l1ty
The federal government is also concerned about the impact of placement
' pract1ces on the racial mix. of students 1n desegregated schools. Districts
may become 1nel1g1ble for certa1n funds 1f they maintain any -practice, such
a ability grouping, that rac1ally,1solates students (Mi1ls and Bryant, 1976). ‘
 _Even though the intent of these practices may not be racially motivated, 1"l
the ronsequences appear to disproportionately relegate m1nor1ty students to \

'lower ab1l1ty group1ngs, such as compensatory ‘education classes ~thus
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resegregating them withinvthe desegregated setting. "Substantial minority |
overrepresentation in theee pragrans is universaily found, ng‘matter who
undertakes . the’inquiry-nvwhetherleduCatibn“researchers, litigants objecting' - ‘
to particular classificat1on practices, or ‘even state departments of educat1on | ‘

(D. Kirp, 1973, p. 761) dege Skelly Wright, in his comments in Hobson\

\

Hansen, sums up this behavfor by educators, tat1ng that "the arbitrary q

al1ty |
, of’thoughtlesshess" can be just. as harmful and destruct1ve to students as \

“the pervers1ty of a w111ful scheme!' (296 F. Supp. at 496)

ﬁompensatory Educat1on and Different1at1on

3 Implicit in the idea of group1ng and S1m1lar placement practices is the
a concept of different1ation. As indicated above, differentiation refers to

" educational practicee which render differentiated judgments of academic worth
or potential and which identify classifications or categories of students.
Differentiation incﬁudes the setttng of different goals and objectives with J
accompanying variec levels of expectations and the use of different instructional
methods and curr1cular materials which may ultimately limit student mob1l1ty I
" both within the school and in society. \

Although current educat1onal pract1ces in the U.S. subscribe to the idea j
of differentiation, this.has not always been the case. Common Schools, 1 ,J
prevalent educational institution during the early nineteenth century, were ' '
based on Ehe Principle of eqvityain education and to that end the goal was to ~i

» provide common educational experience for all ch1ldren 1rrespective of back-

gro nd ,Coleman, 1969) The common schools concept changed during the 20th
as Ame ican edu ation began to prepare children for differentiated

|
| |
occupa jonal ‘oles in so 1ety (Hurn, 1978) The 1dea of equality becane one / : 1
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individd)% needs. Students were tested, classified, and assigned to programs
with curriculum designed to prepare them for "differential destinies" (Brookover,

et al., 1974). | , |

The importance of oublicAeducation for selecting and subsequently channeling
students through differential edocational experienoes was further enhanced in
the 1950s by an emphasis on differentiated education\ior talented youth and in T
the 1960s with'a similar differentiation for disadvan aged youth (Spring, 1976).

The concept of equality became one of developing spec1al educational
programs intended to provide-equal-chances for children of all backgrounds. The
differentf//1ng function, instead ofhine\;n??Ying ‘unction, became the mode
_(Gumbert And Spring, 1974) and individualizati n of 1nstruction, the primary
method. Reconciling the distinction between equality as equal access to a

€
common“curriéulum and addressing individuality of needs can ‘be difficult in

the classroom, where teachers cannot be sure that the o1fferentiation of work
to meet individual needs does not serve to incriase inequitres which grouping
was designed to avoid (HMI, 1978). \\

Brookover, et al. (1974), in their presentation of two ideal types of
edocational systems; draw a distinction between the equality-oriented school
and the different1ation—oriented~school. In the equality-oriented school,
there 1s no formal identificationlof differences or classification and labeling
of students. Students are randomly clustered and share common goals and
curriculum. In the differentiation-oriented schodl, there exist carefully
planned systems for identifying etudent differences and policies and pract1ces
which class1fy, label, and assemble students for individual instruction and

differential goals and curriculum. As is the case with ideal types, rarely

. is a pure form present in reality. Brookover, et al. note, however, that the

prevalent type of school in Amer1ca fits the differentiation-oriented model.

»




. equality that is related to differentiation The C1v1l Rights Act of 1964
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Based on the idea of differences, students'are'Subsequently placed
into programs , SUch a§ compensatory education, which are designed to remedy
these differences According tossome,*this practice serves to enhance the

'differences rather than alleviate or diminish them.

The post Brown v. Board of Education era prov1des still another focus on

; ESEA of 1965, and the Equality of Educatron Study of 1966 placed emphasis on
,the importance of educational outcomes as a measure of,equality. The idea that
it was the state's.obligation to provide equal educational outcones'for all
children beoan to receive some acceptance Attempts to: proVide equal educa-

tional outcomes may, in fact, result in a denial of equal educational opportunity;

I3

~ This position is. summarized by Brookover and Erickson (1975 p. 384)

The almost universal belief in limited learning abilities and in the~\
- appropriateness of highly differentiated levels of achieving much ]
“human behavior cguses many to believe that American education cannot - = ™
~-and, should not be modified to enhance the achievement of students

labeled as slow learners. The current emphasis upon individual

differences and the resulting individualization of educational programs

.based upon presumed differences in ability are not likely to produce --

change that will enhance the learning for all. Most proposals for the . __
’xt\provement of American schools are firmly based on this concept of

wide-differences in ability to learn and the design of widely differentiated

and individualized programs of instruction. Treatments and educational ‘\\\\\4

‘reform based upon this perception are almost certain to enhance the
: differences in learning rather than maximize the learning for all.

A

In short, treatment by differentiation or matching individual differences ”«\%\i
and instructional strategies may serve to maximize those differences. This |
situation is particularly critical where ethnic group‘differences'are‘involved.

These-kinds of asSumptionsbabout ability and remediation:become apparent when

one carefully examines policy decisions such. as those that underlie prograns

N

‘wiofxcompensatory education. |
An analysis of current federal education policies reveals the conscinus and

.deliberate differentiation of students. While it is not the intent of these

41
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policies to'denp equal opportunity or to harm students, they may in practice
~do se. | | J - |
Research‘conducted by the American Institute of Res;arch (AIR) on

. individualization and its relationship to achievement, supports the Brookover-
Er1ckson conclus1on 2 In. the1r study of many federally supported programs, AIR -
.;researchers found no ev1dence that ind1vidua11zat1on was substantialTy and

‘ pos1t1vely correlated wjth achievement. These ‘data are 1nterest1ng in that

' compensatory education‘programs focus on individualization as a goal. In fact,
the AIR data indicate that students“enrolledinn programs with the most moderate
emphasis on individualization showed the greatest improvement (Longstep Study, 1976);»

Similarly, AIR conducted a study to determine‘the cognitiveyand the : -
affectiye impact of bfl{ngual education on students in Spahish/English bilingual
| education projects funded through-ESEA Title VII.' The resuTts showed that the
fall-to-fall achievement gains in English, reading, and mathematics were
s;"neither‘significantly nor substantially different" from what.would haveﬂbeen
expected. without part1c1pat1on in a Title VII Proaect (AIR, 1978, p. T3).

The Instruct1onal D1mens1ons Study - (K1schner, 1977) found that for both
compensatory and noncompensatory education students in first grade read1ng-and
,math, "the 1ndividua1ization'element'is not an important.predictor of achieve-
ment as.a un1que source." : ' |

These stud1es suggest that programs wh1ch d1fferent1ate among students

‘Mx%‘“‘\ have Timited value in enhanc1ng achievement. Ind1v1dual1zed 1nstruct1on to '

';éiﬁre that all students maSter»common objectives may enhance achievement, but

Q

d1fferent1ation and_individualization pract1ces generally involve d1fferent
\

- objectives for d1fferent\\tudents S ) :
_Instructional differences between'groups were observed by Heathers (cited

“in Persell, 1977, p. 89)Twhopnoted_that teachers stressed the acquisition of

LS

v
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facts and used rote drilllwhen dealing with "slow learners," while Using

\;approaches that emphasized concepts and independent projects with high

;.ability\students. 'heathers also noted a nationwide study by Squire Which
revealed thatlEng ish\\eachers used monotonous, uncreative instructional

methods with "slow learning" sections. -

'. Persell (p. 90) also discussed a study by Keddie on streaming or tracking
in the British comprehensive schools  This study showed that students in
different streams received different educational content within the same

vcurriculum. o |
4 Stein (l97l),_in expressing a similar view, noted thatfblack'and buerto
Rican kindergarten children are taught "to hang up their clothes and take

turns while white children are taught numbers and letters."

As noted earlier, research on placement-by-ability has shown that slight

improvements occur in the academic performance of the high ability students
and_substantial losses for the average-tOJlowvgroups.m Although other factors
such as S.E.S. may be involved in some'grouping studies, it may be concluded
."that the'classification’by ability contributes to these changes in achievement.
Little consideration is given to the possibility that_ gains by higher groups
- may result from differential curriculum content, goals, obJectives,and/or |
,instructional methods -provided to these groups and not to the other groups.

It appears, from the studies cited by Persell, that students in the‘higher
‘groups have access to the instiructional methods most valued in education and
that they are also provided with curriculum content that is more advanced
;This may result, as in the instance of compensatory education\\\\grams, in'

widening the gap in educational achievement between differentially\tre

students and in limiting the. potential for student mobility Hobson V. Hansen

addressed the issue_of limited student mobilnty within a track system that

7.
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prov1ded a "watered down" curr1culum to lower ab1l1ty students 1n the Wash1ngton,

. D.C. Schools

More 1mportantly, each track bffers a substant1ally d1fferent kind
of education, both.in pace of learning and in scope of subject matter..
For a student locked into one of the lower tracks, physical separat1on
from those in other:-tracks. is, of course, complete, insofar as classroom

~ relationships ar concerned, and the limits on his academic progress
and ultimately, the kind of life work he can hope to attain after

" .graduation, are set by the orientation.of the lower curriculum..

In theory, since tracking is'supposéd to be kept flexible, relat1vely
few students should actually ever be locked into a single tract or
curriculum. Yet, in violation of one of 1ts pr1nc1ple tenents the .
track system is not-flexible at all.

Rosenbaum (l976) has noted that in- add1t1on to the effect that tracking has |
on such variables as school participation, fr1endsh1p cho1ces and. the development.'
of social stereotypes th1s system also "actually 1nfluences students' IQs in ways |
that support the,operat1on of the track system" (p. l3). Even though these
practices may be instituted to serve legitimate pedagogical aims or to meet. the

statutory réqujréments'of legislatlve mandates such as Title I and Article 3,

_they may, in reality, function to restrict student opportunities for mobility -

by.locking'them into differential educatjonal experiences which do little to
improve their skills and may eyen assist in maintainingwand promoting the .

variations that led to the .initial placement. Thus, in compensatory educational .

programs, placement may serve to defeat the goals of equality of educational

opportunity. . : :
_ The 1mpact of the programs supported by the Emergency School Aid Act was
evaluated after a three year period {Coulson et et al., l977) Although the '

assumptions regarding treatment and control group research design were not met

in some respects, the findings of this research are relevant to our study. The

results shcwed s1gn1f1cant ev1dence of positive ESAA program impact for an—___

.elementary school sample 1n the third year. In five of the Six grade level

reading and math achieyement test, the treatment schools .showed larger~gains'
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" than the control schools but only two were stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant at the

.05 probability level. " There was no ev1dence of program 1mpact in the secondary "
school sample or a p1lot elementary schooT’sample Overall there was little ..

evidence- that the program resulted in a catch-up by this treatment group. The

gstudy did show a clear pos1t1ve association between the number of hours the

*-elemehtary students spent in mathemat1cs 1nstruct1on anu students res1dua11zed .

post -test mathemat1cs scores
A1though there is ev1dence of positive 1mpact on educat1ona1 outcomes in
some of the compensatory education programs identified in th1s study, it is -

certainly not conclus1ve for all of them. An exam1nat1on of ‘the ways in which .

, such programs function in specific school d1str1cts may help in understand1ng

the success ar ﬂnTure of these prcgrams to achieve the goal of desegregat1on

which is to prov1de equitable educat1on for poor and/or m1nor1ty students.
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‘}The Research Methods

A

In accord with'the purposes of'this study, the methods Used were designed
to determine the degree to which the implementation of compensatory education
programs--Title I, Article 3, ESAA, and bil1ngual--in two school districts

enhanced the equality of educational opportunity The criteria for determining

” ,.fthe con ribution of each program to the, goal of equality of education were

u(l) the extent of resegregation w1thin the schools, (2) the degree to wh1ch the .
schools provided a common education experience for all, or provided different .

: objectives, expectations, ‘and materials for target students, and (3) the achieve-
ment outcomes among target students in the various compensatory programs.

Three basic procedures were used to obtain the 1nformation reported in this

study focused interv1ews, observations, and review of relevant district docu- -

.ments, proposals and reports. , )

' Indiv1dual focused interviews were conducted w1th selected central office
" personnel, pr1nc1pals, compensatory education 1nstructional staff special
education teachers, and regular classroom teachers in the two school districts
under study. Using-interview guides, the 1nterviewers elicited,responses and
recorded ‘them. Teachers and aides in District 1 volunteered for the interviews
and were paid a modest honorarium for the time spent with the interviewer. \
’Since nearly all staff members were interviewed in each of the schools studied,
the possible bias from volunteering was m1n1mized . In District 2 randomly |
selected teachers were 1nterviewed in randomly selected schools.

Observations of students educational experiences were conducted with
students randomly selected from the target l1sts of compensatory.education
students'in each.of the‘districts. The.purpose of these observations was to

compare and contrast the,educational,experiencehof students involved in various

|l
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_ combinations of compensatory education programs and to provide 1nfbrmation to
supplement the 1nterv1ewers data. Observers conducted one-day unobtrusive
" observations of these randomly selected students.
The third procedure.used, that Of.reVieWing written materials, involved
% the gathering and reading of a variety of'district publications to ldcate
f'inﬁormation related to resegregation, differentiation, ‘and: outcomes The"
’documents and district publications reviewed 1ncluded numerous memoranda and
brochures regarding such topics as school and student eligibility for compensatory‘
education programs, desegregation history, and district budgets.. |

»Tne criterion usedffor the determinatidn of racial‘resegregation, was a
-variance of.fifteen’perceht or more from the district, school, or classroom racial

composition. This standard coincides with the Michigan Board of Education's~

"Guidelines on Integrated Education within School Districts" and has been used
. by the Office of Civil Rights of the. Department of Health, Education and Welfare.
Nhere minority participation and_eligibility figures were within the range,
desegregation was considered“present. | |

The interview data was used to determine whether or not the various staff
members applied differentiated learning obJectives, expectations, and 1nstru£tion

to compensatory and noncompensatory students The interview data were treated

" as information given by reasonably informed participants in the system The

criteria for decision-making regarding differentiation were based on the pre-
dominant evidence obtained from the various sources. Where the informants agreed

~on the ways in which the programs operated,:their-responses were reported as the

fact for the district.i'wnere disagreement existed among the respondents, the

discrepancies are reported as such.
_The outcomes of the programs were determined by the academic achievement

) data available. Both school systems had good evaluative data avaitable, but

47
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only limted bases for compar1son of outcomes between compensatoryueducat1on
students and other students. B

There were some var1at1ons in the data available 1n the two school systems. f

These will be noted in the following f1ndings for each system. ) ' . )




.district that-had been ordered by the court to desegregate In 19

Chapter III: DISTRICT ONE CASE STUDY

Description of District 1

This case study was conducted in a medium sized, midwestern,\prban'School

4

> the'Board

. "”of Education of. th1s district appointed a Citizens Advisory Committe_ an Educa- - },.

' tional Opportuni / ard charged it with developing a desegregation plan\?nd
'timetable for the \district.

The- Board of vucation adopted the plan, but a series of recall elections;

board reversals, couyt actions, and appeals followed. Despite the. setbacks, the

. schools in District 1\were desegregated in several stages during the period from ..

1971-78.
| District 1 had a student population in grades kindergarten through 12 of
more than 26, 000 pupils in the l979-80 school year. Of this total, appromeately

33 percent were minority.

The district was composed of forty-bne elementary schools, five junior -

high schools, and four senior high.schools. It operated in.l97é-79 with an

annual general fund budget of more than $60 million, with federal and state .
compensatory education pragrams prov1ding revenues of more than $7.5 mil]ion
Federal and state compensatory education programs in District 1 1ncladed Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and Article 3 of Michigan |
Public Act 94, federal Title VII, ESAA and state bilingual programs, and
Emergency School Aid Act programs

‘Part A of ESEA Title I, as it operated in this district, was desioned to

assist underachieving students liv1ng in low income areas- and to increase their

-skill levels in reading and mathematics

Students eligible for programs funded under Title I in the district were

" identified at the building levels and, according to district guidelines, were to

.y




be selected based on lowest achievement in read1ng and mathematics lhis

\

selection was made by building staff in several ways. Selection of k1ndergarten
and first grade students was ba;ed primarily on teacher judgment. In grades
two through SiX, one or more o% the followihg cr1ter1a were used:
| ltg Past participation in T1tle I Program.
f.fz;"District Instructional Guidance Plah | R
3. Diagnost1c testing from. basal S ries or supplemental mater1als
Preschool tesﬁ?ng for kindergartners.

5. Michigan Education: Assessment Program results for upper elementary
students. ‘\ / \

Ultimately, the building staff had to rank order all students by grade, and
those students who hadfbeenjidentified.as having the greatest academic need .
were to be provided_I{tle_l;sErvices_first. R N

The District.InStructional Guidance Plan (DIGP) was used to select the
learning objectives_for Title I students and.to evaluate their success in meeting
their objectives. lhis system*uses a mastery learning approachs(test-teach-test)
~ which is composed of 135 kindergarten- through grade 6 reading objectives and
155 kindergarten through-grade 6 mathematics objectives Each Title I student
was expected to master: 16 new DIGP reading obJectives and/or 16 new DIGP .. _—
mathematics obJectives for the'school year. ,

Like Title I of ESEA, Article 3 of the Michigan School Aid Act provides
‘formal assistance to districts for programs designed to improve the'cognitive
'(reading and mathematics) skills of low achieving students. A1l of the
elementary schools in District 1 received Article 3 funds o

Article 3 eligible participants were identified by rank1ng all students in

one building according to their scores on the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT).

The quota of Article 3 eligible students per building was set by the district
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and was filled by seiecting those students with the lowest Starnford Achievement «

| Test scores until the quota'was reached. Schools received approximately $200'
for each Article 3 eligible student in the building : |

Like Title I, Article 3 cognitive objectives and- evaluation criteria were z"*{

|

based on the District Instructional Guidance Plan and students were expected to

the school year.
, District 1 has rece1ved ESAA funds since the 1974 75 school year. Twenty
\ oL \' schools involved‘in the desegregation plan have received ESAA fundsm TZ&ESAA

AR

a program has three components: ESAA Basic, ESAA Special Projects, and E

Bilingual~k In 197a\approximatgiy 1500 students participated in these/programs
i

e

\The goals of the program in Distri: t 1 were not limited to improving academic

”master 16 new DIGP read1ng objectives and 16 new mathematics objectives during f

he cognitive realm, ESAA students

“achievement, but 1ncluded programs designed to improve student self-concept
school‘attitudes and parental involvement. In\b

\
ed to achieve 16 new DI P reading objectives and 16 new DIGP mathematics
objectives. In 1979-80 the first P 1or1ty area of the ESAA program ‘'was. in the '

- affectiv%
) " elementary,

L'__jment, and tb\develop positive sociai_en ironments. The second primary area,

ategory and included a cou seling program and programs for use with

tudents to enhance student self-concept, to increase student 1nvolvef- |

the cognitive tategory, in uded remedial reading-and math programs, bilingual

7 services. and a arts program. Inservice and human relations,programs for

_teachers were also included. , :‘\ | ‘
Students identified r the ESAA reading\and math programs must be members '

of minority groups attendin a desegregated school and must be below grade

o ;o levelvin reading and/or mathe tics. For particigation in the ESAA program.,A

bilingual students must be bel W grade level on the SAT in eading and math,

'_ attend a desegregated school, a d be Spanish surnamed and/pr have another

language spoken in the home. 'izi - \




' The T1tle VII and Section 41A Bilingual Pro rams as operated in this d1str1ct :
.prov1ded serv1ces to students from dual language backgrounds More than 2,000
- students were served in this program ‘during the 1979-80 school year. The groups

1ncluded American Indian, Span1sh Arabic, V1etnamese, French, and German students[

Ihe goals of this. pr gram 1ncluded increasing students' reading, mathematics,
and language $klllSAv Students selected for part1c1pation were those with a
'language othei\than English spoken at home and w1th scores on the SAT at or

below the SOth percentile in read1ng Cognitive obJectives were that 75 percent

of the stude ts would gain 16 new DIGP reading and 16 new DIGP math objectives
and that 50 percent would score at or above the 50th percent1le on the SAT

reading an& math tests

- Pescription—of-the-Sample-Schools

Because-the policies and programs'under consideration existed in this district
.primarily at the elementary level, the population for this study was l1mited |
to elementary schools three of wh1ch were selected for intensive study by the
vfollowing procedure {
AN desegregated schools were categorized on the basis of whether or not
) they were rece{ving funds under the Emergency School Aid Act of l972 and/or
the Elementary Secondary Education Act, Title I._ Seventeen schools were excluded
becauselthey were participating in other major.research'efforts or.special
'programs. fThe‘remaining twenty-four elementary schools comprise the'population
of‘schools under study; | ' ‘

These twenty-four schools were grouped into three categories_as follows;

Category A -- Those schools that had both ESAA programs and the

ESEA Title I programst Seven of the twenty-four schools fell into .

this category.
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Category B -- Those schools that did not have ESAA programs but
did have'the Title\I program. Eight of the schools fell into this

[}

category. 1 | L o .
Category C -- Those schools that had neither ES7A or Title I programs. -

Nine schools fell into this category

All of the elementary schools in this district participated in the Article 3

program. Each ‘school in each category was assigned a number. Using a table of

random numbers,'one school from each category was selected for the three-school
sample. The sch lols were identified’ as School A, School B, and School C, .
consistent w1th jhe selection categories outlined above. \

School A was an elementary school serving approximately 300 students 1n
_grades kindérgarten through four. The’ student population in 1979 was 44 percent
minority The school received funds from ESAA, Title I, Article 3, and Bilingual,
as well as from other programs such as migrant and Indian. ‘ B
i | School B was an elementary. school serving approximately 300 students in I
:grades kindergarten through six. The student population in 1979-80 was 39 ‘
’percent minority."_The school‘received_funds'under"Title I, Article 3, and ‘
Bilingual, as wellnas~for other programs such as migrant and Indian. |

School C was an elementaay school serving approximately 350 students in .
_grades kindergarten through six. Thé‘student population in l§79 uas 26 percent |
’minority The school received funds from Article 3 and Bilingual programs plus E

some special migrant and Indian program funds.

'Staff Disc;iption

Thirty-one teachers. three prihcipals; thirteen central administrators and
seventeen~instructional aides~were5interviewed for this study. A1l volunteered
to participate. Demographic data for personnel in these categories js. included

in Table l} ' - | g}h;ﬁ S - ' L,

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘




iTable 1 -- Demographic Cha?aéterigtics.of Staff Interviewednih District 1.

=z
Teachers and Central Office o , e
Aides Administrators - Pr1nclpgls = Tﬁ?gl.
=48 . “n=13 o hEI n=
. N | .
No. % No. 3% No. % No. %
! § s
‘Male. . 5 (10.4 7 (53.8; 3 (100.0) 15 (23.4)
 Female : 43 (89.6 6 (46.1) ° 0 ' 49 (76.6)
‘Race | |
'Black 10 (20.8) 4 (30.8) 0 14 (21.8
‘White 37 {77.1) 8 (61.5) 3.(100.0) 48 (75.0
- Hispanic . 1 2.1) 1 (7.7) 0 2 (3.1)
fLevel of Education |
High School or Less  * 10 izo.s 0 0 10 (15.6
' Some College or Bachelor's 9 (18.8 0 0 ' 14.1
Some Graduate or Master's 20 {41.7 2 215.4 1 (33.3 23 (35.9
'More than Master's - 9(18.8 11 (84.6 2 (66.0) 22 (34.3
;Years Experience - . J
More than 15 years < 10 (20.8) 2 (15.4) 3 (100.0) . 15 (23.4)
10-15 years 16 33.3; 2 i15.4; ‘ 0 - 18 (28.1
' 3-9 years 12 (25.0 8 (61.4 0 ) .20 (31.2
Less than 3 years ' ' .8) 1(7.7) 0 " 1 (17.2

444444
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" Description of the,Students Observed

Eight fourth grade students and two third grade students were observed

in this study of these students, two were Latino, four were black and four

- were white.‘ There were five males.and five females. Seven of}these students

were enrolled in compensatory‘education programs.

'Anaiysis and Results

Resegregation

In'addressing the issue of nesegreéation, the research questions were R
directed toward examining the nature‘of the‘selectionAprocess which determined
" student eligibility for the compensatory education programs under study '
" Information also -was elicited to detarmine the racial-ethnic characteristics
of the students selected. Finally, information was obtained regarding the ‘ ‘
,location of the instructional services provided and‘the impact of these locational )
decisions on the racial/ethnic characteristics of the instructional Qroups.

The selection processes described in school district documents were verified
in interviews with theiprincipals Al principals clearly indicated the means
by which students were selected for Title I and Article 3 participation Similarly,.;
all central office administrators_1nterv1ewed were aware of the criteria.” Teachers
1 were aware"of the existence of compenSatory education programs in.their schools,
; and both teachers and instructionai aides were familiar with the selection
processes used. when,questioned regarding familiarity with the criteria used
to sélect students forfparticipation in' the programs, nearly all of‘the‘teachers.
and instructional aides showed‘knowledge,of-these'criteria. The evidence B
"shows that state and federal guidelines were fo1lowed‘by the district in the
" selection of Title I and Article 3 eligible students
A11 of the regular classroom teachers interviewed stated that they had )

el

students 1n their classroonis who participated in the Title I and Article 3
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programs Staff members 1ndicated knowledge of the tests used to select\\\\
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- participants for the programs and of the various cut off po1nts and quotas

operating i their schools. . Rarely were cr1ter1a other than standardized

achievement test'scgres, criterion referenced_test scores, or teacher judgment
cited by respondents. In some.instances, instructional aides indicated that
AFDC ellgibility was used as a selection criterion. This response probably

reflected the fact that these students came from poor families.

Racial Composition of Title'I and Article 3 Enrollment

-

The racial compos1t1on of the. el1gwble group result1ng from these selection
pro«edures is of part1cular interest for th1s research. District data indicated
the. number -of ch1ldren by racial/ethnic group who part1clpated in Titlell and
Article 3,activitjespduring the l979-805school year. Minority students comprised
- 48 percent of Title\lfonly enrollment, 59 percent of Article 3.only enrollment,
and 48 percent of those enrolied in both Title I and Article:3 programs. of .
the total number of children'participating in Title I, 48 percent were minority
students, while 53 percent of the total Article 3 enrollment'were minority. As
_prevlously'indicated,.district K-12 minority enrolliment during the l979—80]school
year was 33 percent "~ Based on the 15 percent criterion for resegregation as.
defined for this study, T1tle I enrollment, Article 3 enrollment, and the1r
' combined enrollments must be considered resegregated

A similar situation existed in the compensatory education programs for
the three sample schools. }Data indicate that of the 281 students participating
in Tit1e~1 and/or Article 3 programs in the sample'schools during the 1979-80
school year, -153 or 54 percent were minority- students This percentage is
substantially greater than the 33 percent district minority enroliment and the

35 percent district elementary school m1nor1ty enrolliment, indicating resegregation °
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by program involvement in the three sample schools combined. . This figure -
| is also greater than the 52 percent average minority enrollment in Title I

only, Article 3 only, and Title I and Article 3 combined district-wide The

data also indicate that this disproportionality is particularly attributable

to overrepresentation among black students. These students, ‘while constituting
only 22 perceént of the district’'s elementary students compr1sed 42 percent of
those students from ‘the sample schools who were enrolled in.Title.1 and/or
‘Article 3 programs. Although Caucasian elementary level enroliment fiqures
were at -5;percent district-wide, only 46 percent of those participating in
Title I and Article 3 programs at the sample schools were Caucasian.

Minority oyerrepresentation can also be noted if -one considers the combined
"minority enroliment in{the sample schools as compared to minority enrollment
,,,,in Title I and Article 3 programs. Total minowity enrollment at the three
\sample\schools duplicated the 35 percent minority enrollment district-wide at
the elementary level. Of the total number of minority students enrolled in
the three schools, 53 percent of the Latinos were involved in Title I and
Article.3 programs, 46 percent of the black Students, 25 percent of the Native
American students, and 33 percent of the Asian‘students, Of the total Caucasian
_ student:populationWin schools A, B, and C, only 21.3 percent were involved in -
these compensatory education programs. 4

“When the sample schools are considered separately, minority overrepresentation
. 1s noted in each (See Appendix A). ~In School A minorities constituted 63 percent
,of Article 3 and/or Title I enrollmenty while representing only 44 percent of
the total school population. Similarly, in School B minorities\represented 39
percent 'of the school enrollment and 53 percent of the programs' populations.
In School C, the total school minority enrollment was only 25 percent, while

these students represented 45 percent of the enrollment in the compensatory

Ly ,;;,,le.,, B J,.~< L ,.,;~V,",§i;’
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education programs, Racial/ethnic disproportionalities were apparent when
data uere examined'by grade level. Data ind1cated that in all except grades

two and five, m1nor1ty students constituted 50 percent or’ more of Title I and

Article 3/program enroliments. The exception in grades two and five can be
_attributed to Tow enrg}lment of minority students in these grades in School C.
’ All bilingual students ‘in District 1 may be placed in one of the non-
English speaking cultural groups. The majority of these students are of
‘Hispanic origin and are part of a sign1f1cant m1nority group with some rac1al
and ethnic’ character1st1cs d1st1ngu1sh1ng them from the dominant white group
Federal and/or state bilingual services are prov1ded e1+her in separate classes.f:
or by spec1al teachers who take -the student out of regular classrooms to pro-
vide the instruction. It is, therefore, ‘clear that bilingual compensatory
‘education services,result in the'target students being regularly separated from
‘ other students for a- portion or all of the school day. Personnel in District lh
reported that the regulations’administered by the Michigan Department of Education
are such that resegregation of b1l1ngual students was necessary.
- For the most part, services provided under the Emergéncy School Aid Act
in District 1 served allvstudents In one of the sample schools, however, black
students were provided a special physical act1v1ty program which was not ava1lable
“to other students These minority students were taken from their: classrooms to
the gymasium for a period on a regular basis. The school staff recognized this
as resegregation, and seueral faculty members expressed concern about it. o
staff Percéptions of Title I and Article 3 Enrollmént. Reqular classroem
teachers were questioned during the interview sessions about the racial/ethnic
composition of their classrooms and the racial/ethn1c backgrounds of students
in the1r classrooms who participated in Title I and/or Article 3 compensatory
programs. Each of 20 regular classroom teachers interviewed had an average of

o
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ten students involved in'these‘education programs. Fifty-five percent of

f these were. minority‘students Teachers supported by Title I and Article 3 '

ndicatedethat_of_241_students_served,_more than half were minority The

/reports by staff members are consistent with the 54 percent m1nor1ty student
participation reflected in district-wide data. _
when data from the various sources is combined it is ev1dent that
A ; m1nor1ty students were overrepresented in compensatory education programs.
| The_instructional services provided ‘for students participating_in the
'TitleﬁI and‘Article 3‘programs in these schools were primarily in the areas 3
of reading and mathematics This instruction usually took place in locations'd
outside ‘the regular classroom, although teachers often 1ndicated that the
spec1al instruction was also re1nforced W1th1n “the classrooms. The most common
locations outside the classroom, as 1ndJcated by teachers and 1nstructional
aides 1n the1r interviews, were special learning rooms and hallways This pull-w
'out instruction, according to teachers and 1nstructional aides 1nterviewed
usually required that participating students leave the regular classrooms for
ib-up to 45 minutes each day Most of the teachers and 1nstructional aides stated
that students were out of the classroom for periods of from 30 to 45 minutes
‘;and that they were likely to be out of the classroom at a time when the other
students were receiving 1nstruction in reading and/or mathematics

The interest in whether or not minority students were overrepresented in

compensatory education programs was combined with an interest in whether or ’
not disproportionate numbers of minorities were being pulled out of desegregated
classrooms and placed into more segregated learn1ng situations Teachers‘and
instructional aides largely agreed that the various racial and ethnic groups
were equally likely to. receive this special instruction outside the regular ,'f;

“classroom. This response was interesting because data at the district, school,
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. grade, and classroom levels clearly indicate'that students involved in the
compensatory programs were more likely to be minority, and consequently were

the same students being pulled out for the special compensatory instruction

The inconsistency in the staff response is amplified when one examines
the racial/ethpic characteristics of the randomly selected students'whose
educational experiences were unobtrusively observed. Sixty percent of these
\students were minority, and of those observed who participated in compensatory
‘educafion programs, 50 percent were minority.’ The observations also indicated
that students leaving their classrooms. for compensatory instruction -usually
joined instructional units composed of a larger percentage of minority students
than their regular classrooms |

The .students being observed spent from,lS to 90'minutes in'compensatory
education instruction with a4 mean pull-out instructional time of 34 minutes.
In'all except one instance, students received compensatory instruction in a
- . group more racially segregated than their regular classrooms. In most inStancés,
when compared to the racial composition of the regular classroom, the compensatory
instruction groups could be described as resegregated, using the 15 percent '
variance definition. | _

Teachers and 1nstructional aides were queried,as'to their perceptions
..regarding this situation. 'After being- questioned.about the racial/ethnic g
characteristics,of students involved in compensatory education programs, the
teachers and aides were asked whether or not minorities were overrepresented in
“the compensatory education programs in.their schools. Of the 48 teachers and
\_instructional aides interviewed, less than half felt that minorities were over-
represented in compensatory education programs_in their schools. About as many
'of the respondents felt they were not. Some were'uncertain *Principals were

also divided in their responses; one felt that such overrepresentation existed:

6u




in his school, one that it did not; and the third was uncertain.” About half

~ of the central administrators felt that minority students were overrepresented

he_compensatory_education_programs_ln_the_school district

Discussion of the above topic often elicited long periods of interv1ewee

| silence and. in some instances, very obvious tension. The responses appeared‘

to result more from the respondents'-evaluations.of the appropriateness of the
services for_the students than from a consideration of the actual numbers of ’
racial/ethnic»minorities participating in the programs. In numerous instances.
‘When the enrollment figures cited by respondents clearly indicated disproportionate
minority-enrollments;/the response concerning overrepresentation was still

-

negative. It appearedmthgiwactual figures mattered little. in perceptions of
overrepresentation. The presence ot*large numbers of m1nor1ty ch11dren in these

programs was not perce1ved as overrepresentation. 'In some instances, interviewees
asked'for clarification of thevdefinition of overrepresentation, and the definitiom

of 15 percent variance was given. Even in the ‘instances in which. school record ) %4

data clearly ind1cated deviations beyond the 15 percent range, respondents were
~as likely to deny as they were to affimm the existence of overrepresentation of
minority students in the compensatory education programs.

The  denial of‘overrepresentation among- teachers and instructional aides
was somewhat clar1f1ed by those respondents who aff1rmed minority ouerrepresentationj
in compensatory education programs. These interviewees were asked why this
situation had occurred. ‘The most common response was that it was due to factors
in the family background of minority students such as-socioeconomic status, single
parent'families, poor 1iving conditions, lack of interest in education,'high |
mobility,-working parents,and cultural differences among minorities (See i ﬁ
Appendix B,) These family background factors were con51dered as causally related

to Tow achievement and resultant placement in compensatory education programs
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‘They were also deemed to be particularly characteristic of minority\famffies.,=

" The second most frequently c1ted reason for m1nor1ty overrepresentat1on

~in compensatorxﬁeducat1on programs was related_to_pnogram_guldelines.meanv‘

of the interviewees felt that the programs ex1sted for minority students,
primariiy with a particular type of family background, and these were the
students whose needs the programs were desﬁgned to meet. . )

The third most freguently cited response was that'minorities need the
seruices more--that these were the students who were not succeeding in school

and who.required the compensatory services to attain some minimal level of

‘educational success. -

The fourth category of responses c1ted prejudice, racism (personal and
1nst1tut1onal), cultural b1as and discrimination as the reasons for m1nor1ty
‘overrepresentat1on in compensatory ‘education programs - These respondents felt ,
that due to the operat1on of - rac1sm, system bias, and personal preJud1ces,
m1nor1t1es were d1sproport1onally assigned to compensatory educat1on programs.
Other reasons g1ven for this overrepresentat1on 1ncluded the nature of the /

to determine eligibility, and the fact. that the educat1onal system is geared

1dent1f1cat1on and selection processes used by the programs, the tests ad;7n1stered
toward prov1d1ng d1sproport1onate programs for minority ch1ldren | -

| In summary, the data from the various sources indicate that the s lth1on
and 1dent1f1cat1on procedures used to determ1ne enrollment in compensatory

educat1on programs uere well understood by staff members and 1n compl1anc with

fhfederal and state gu1del1nes Standardized achievement and criterion referenced

test scores and teacher judgment were the critiera most frequently cited. The
results of the select1on procedures, however, are a latent function in that
resegregation occurred along racial and/or ethnic lines at the district,.school,

.grade,’and classroom levels. This resegregation was further'marked by-the pulling

°
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,'out of students ‘from desegregated classrooms for compensatory instruction in
. more segregated groups. Bilinqual 1nstruction was sometimes provided in
' _.segregated—elassrooms4yu14¥yU¥4E4w4ces—were—occasionally—provided—in—segregated———-—

?activities. Staff members were1about as likely to confirm this overrepresentation

as they were to deny it and those'confirming it attributed its existence'primarily‘
to faetors in the family backgrounds of the minority children—selected for and

involved in the compensatOry«education programs under study.

: Difterentiation ’

' An“important aspect of equality of instruction in elementary schools is
' ‘\the extent to which studentsuare differentiatediin order to provide different
. \ . B

‘types of programs to meet individual student needs. ‘This research focused on
d fferentiation of\learning obJectives established for compensatory education '

students, the various staff expectations for these students, and differentiation
of instruction provided to the compensatory education students Three aspects
of the instructional programs were of concern in this research _Who gives the

instru tion to compensatory education students’ What level of instructional

are used with these children’ What curriculum is. covered by compensatory
| education students during the course of the school year? This research also
_ sournt to termine whether or not the existence of compensatory education programs »;

‘1n the district exacerbated differentiation.

Learning Obgectives

V Differentiation in the learning objectives for, compensatory education
students. as compared to those objectives set for noncompensatory education
students, was investigated through district documents and interviews with
various staff members. - Written district documents indicated that the goal for B
students in the'several compensatory education programs was a gain of 16 new

District Instructional Guidance Plan objectives in reading and/or mathematics
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during the school year/ The number of obJectives to be achieved by non-
compensatory students was not clearly specified in District 1. Some 1nterv1ewees _
———————44—indieated—that—aii—students—vmn%aﬂexpeeted—to—ga%n—ié—obﬁective=44£ﬁﬂuers—r
to 20 objectives as the goal for noncompensatory education students. This
‘discrepancy was never resolved. It was, however, clear from the interviews
. that all students were working towardlDiGP objectives. Compensatoryceducation -
‘students were more 1ikely to be monitored/on their success or failure in attaining
' the objectives due to evaluation requirements in these programs., ’
District documents reporting attainment of DIGP reading and mathematics
_obJectives by compensatory and noncompensatory education students at each
elementary grade level during the 1977-78 school year showed that “compensatory
education students show a higher ratejof*attainment on early objectives in the
_ hierarchy, while noncompensatory education students show a higher rate~of
| attainment on the later objectives" (Selps, 1929). This material indicates
i that»thouéh allrstudents are wOrking*toward the same set of learning objeCtives,.
l compensatory students frequently are working on lower level objectives. This
[5’ distinction may_explain the inconsistencies in%the responses noted. $imilar
‘ treatment would‘have implied that‘compensatory.and noncompensatory education ’
students-had the.same number of learning objectives, but, this was not clear
from either the interviews or the district documents '

Respondents who fndicated that learning obJectives were different for
compensatory and noncompensatory students were asked to describe the difference.
Anong teachers and instructional aides responding to the nature of the difference,
the response most frequently mentioned was that the grade level of the learning

) objectives set for compensatory education students was- lower than that set for
students not involved in a compensatory education program.‘ About half the
central office administrators indicated that compensatory education students

had objectives at a lower-grade level Principals did not cite differences
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on this variable About-one-fourth oz/the teachers'and instructional

aides 1ndicated that fewer learping objectives are set for the compensatory

. objectives are“set for all students, based on their individual needs

When considered separately, the various data collected on whether or not
differentiation exists in thealearning objectives set for compensatory education
students are inconclusive. By combin1ng ‘the various pieces of data, however,
it appears that the learning objectives set for compensatory education students
are frequently at a lower level than those established for noncompensatory
education students. The data do not indicate that there are consistent di fferences '
in the number of learning objectives establ1shed for the two groups of students.
" The lower level objectives for compensatory students are in accord with the
guidelines and since these students have previously ach1eved below grade level,‘
many district staff members perceive that it is appropr1ate to set lower level E
objectives for them.

There is little'question about the difference in objectives for bilingual
students. The first priority in.these programs is the teaching,of English.
This is generally supplemented by some appreciation of the’students' native
cultures. Basic sﬁills and other objectives'are a part of the intended outcome
of the bilingual programs, but these, temporarily at least, have a somewhat
lower priority for the bilingual program students. Most respondents considered
16 reading and 16 math'objectives per year the goal for bilingual as well as.
“for Title I and Article 3‘students The objectives specified for bilingual
students are often on a lower level than their age-grade would indicate.

The ESAA programs are oriented toward the achievement of "affective"
objectives as well as cognitive ones. The former are generally common for all
students, although, as noted earlier, in one school only minority students were

included in one_particular activity. The cognitive objectives focus on
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_ overcoming the disadvantages of minority students, but there is evidence that

. different objectives are set for minority students in this program. )

In summary, it appears that the reading and math obJectives set for many:
Title I and Article 3 students are at a lower grade level than for most non-
'compensatory students in the same school. grade. This may be true also for
biiinoual students. ~The number of reading and math objectives for compensatory |
educationustudents-is clearly specified as 16 per year in each area, but the
number set for noncompensatory students is not clear. Although the staff in
District 1 do not clearly identify differences. between compensatory and non-
compensatory‘obJectives, there is substantial evidence that objectives for the
}compensatory education students}are often on a lower level and may be fewer in

- number than for noncompensatory students.

:xpectations Held for Students .

Determination” as to whether expectations held by the staff for compensatory
education students differed from those held for noncompensatory education
_students was addressed by asking interviewees what percent of each category
‘of"students they expected to master the obJectives held for them: Regular
teachers, compensatory and special education teachers,and 1nstructional aides
responded to th1S set of questions. " ‘

The data indicate that of the three personnel types, regular classroom
teachers had the highest expectations for compensatory education students,

- while the lowest expectations for these %tudents were held by 1nstructional 3
aides. ; . o

The-great maJority of regular classroom teachers expected that nearly

all of their compensatory education students would achieve the obJectives

set for them. - A somewhat smaller proportion of the compensatorg spec1a1




staff and instructional aides felt that compensatory education students |

would achieve this level of success.

| Regular classroom teachgrs also were more likely than other personnel
to report that their compensatory education students actually achieved the
learning objectives set for them. .Half of the regular teachers, but only
a third of the compensatory education teachers and instructional aides,
reported that mdst of their compensatory education students had achieved-the
.objectives |
About half of the instructional aides expected that compensatory educa-
tion students would achieve more than half of the objectives held for non-
compensatory education students?;while only a few expected that these‘students
would attain nearly all of the objectives held for noncompensatory education
students. | | . |
In summary, it appears that the instructional aides in this sampled had
" the lowest expectations for compensatory education students. Fewer compensa-
tory- education students taught by the aides were achieving the objectives
held for them when compared to students taught by regular teachers compensatory
teachers, and other special teachers Regular teachers had the h1ghest

. ewpectations and reported the most;students ach1ev1ng their obJectives:

'Instruction
~NeErucr o8 . _

Differentiation in the instruction provided to compensatory education
students was assessed,by examining who provides the instruction for these
students, the level of instructional materials used, and the curriculum
covered during the course of the school year. Data were collected*from the
_ 1nterview sessions to’ determine if differentiation existed on these variables

- Data from the interviews indicate that special instruction provided to

b

compensatory education students outside the regular classroom is provided

slightly more often by instructional atdes than by subject matter spec1alists
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_When the special instruction is provided within the classroom, it is most

. likely to be provided by instructional aides Data gathered from unobtrusive

‘observations support the interview data, indicating that students pulled out
of regular classrooms for compensatory instruction were about equally likely
‘to receive instruction from an aide/as from a specialist In the thirteen
pull-outs observed, seven’ instrb jonal sessions occurred with subject matter
specialists while six were with\instructional aides

None of the students observed received their compensatory instruction
within the regular classroom. when present in the classroom,instructional
aides graded papers, prepared d1ttos watered plants.and did other record
keeping and housekeeping tasks. lThere was. no ind1cation that stucents not
involved in compensatory education programs received any instruction from
aides or specialists. In one school,the reading specialist did spend one
'day,per week providing enrichment activities for noncompensatory education
students. Regular classroom teachers further indicated that they met often
(more than once a week) with thefproviders of the special instruction to
discuss their pupils' progress and instruction. The communication between
| these personnel types was usually considered informal. Responses from
compensatory education staff were similar. |

Interviewees were asked how the grade level of the instructional materials
used with compensatory education students compared with that of the instructional
materials used‘with noncompensatory education students. Most teachers and
instructional aides noted that instructional materials used with compensatory'
education students were, to some/degree, differeni from those used with .
\noncompensatory education students. There was no difference in the breakdown
of responses by;personnel type. The majorjty of each group noted differences

in” the materials used with the two categories of students.

H
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Thofe'interviewed noted that a primary difference in the use of instruc-
tional materials was that compensatory education students were more likely than.

regular education students to use instructional materials below grade level

‘. These students were also more likely to use special commercial“learning materials

such as instructional “kits, filmstrips, games,,and flashcards, and were-more

~likely to use materialsfdevelbped,by teachers. >

3

The final aspect of instruction investigated was differentiation in the

curriculum or teaching units covered during the course of the school year by

‘éompensatory education.students- compared with noncompensatory.education students.
"More than half of the teachers, instructional aides and principals stated that
the curriculum (teaching units) covered was the same for both compensatory and

“noncompensatory ‘edication students, A smaller proportion of the Central

Administration concurred in this opinion. Of those who said it was not the

same, most respondents noted that compensatory education students were working -

“‘on a lower curriculum level "and were Tikely to ‘receive extra drill, more

it

;reinforcement and supplemental instruction Some respondents indicated that

/’although compensatory education students were covering essentially the same )

curricula, they received less complex, more generalized exposure with less

,conceptual depth

Bilingual” instruction was prov1ded by spec1al bilingual staff persons.
In some instances this instruction (Vietnamese, Arabic, Spanish OJibway, etc )

was provided at a central location Bilingual instruction was intended

' ~primarily to develop proficiency in the English language and as a consequence

to improve competency in basic skills Learning obJectives were identified
for each child and a Personalized Education Plan was prepared. Like other

compensatory education students bilingual students were more likely‘to'use

'. instructional materials that were below grade level, supplementary teacher-

developed materials, and special commercial learning materials The district
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also made use of §”eclal Bilingual Resource Centers. ‘In addition to language
“instruct1on, students 1nvolved in the bilingual programs often rece1ved

re1nforcement in aspects of their basic culture

Summary of Differentiation
. The data regarding differentiation support the following summary comments:

(1) Differentiation existed in the learning otjectives set for“compensatory
~education students. Students in compensatory'education'programs generally

were working on réading.andqmathematic objectives at lower grade levels than
most students. not invelved in compensatory education programs This reflects

a belief by district educators that such differentiation is appropriate educa-
tional pract1ce.and1s in harmony with the federal and state regulations.

(2) Differentiation existed'in expectations”for mastery of learning objectives
for students involved in compensatory educat1on programs Those personnel most
‘l1kely to provide 1nstruct1on for compensatory educat1on students were a1des
_and spec1al1sts most of whom had lower expectat1ons for these students than
« did the regular classroom teachers In addition, perhaps(as a function of
these Tower expectations, 1nstruct1onal aides and speciallsts involved in compén-'.
satory education programs\reported fewer compensatory education_students actually

.achieving the learning objectives that were'set for them Regular classroom

B teachers did not report differences between the exchtat1ons held for compensatory -

‘educat1on\students and_those held for noncompensatory education students, although
" the level of t;;\SB}EEE?VEE‘Eéfng taught might vary. (3) Differentiation existed
in .the grade level of the 1nstructional materials used with compensatory education
students These students were fore l1kely than‘noncompensatory students to use
hhstruct1onal mate