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ABSTRACT | - ‘
T T " "0ne of the largest—investigations-of-elementary— --—————"
education ever undertaken, the Sustaining Effects Study sought
answers o a series of policy questions. The two major issues
addressed by the study were (1) Who receives compensatory education
(CE)? and (2) How effective is CE? Related: to these primary issues
were a number of secondary questions: (3) What is CE? (4) what is the
nature of the process of classroom instruction in elementary
education? (5) What happens to the achievement of students when their
CE services are discontinued? (6) Is there an optimal duration and
period for receipt of CE services? (7) What happens to student
"achievement over the summer, and i$ summer school effective? (8) wWhat
is the nature of the home environment of elementary school students?
and- (9) What are the relative contributions of . socioeconomic
background and schooling toward school achievement? To obtain answers
to these questions, a large amount of data was gathered through a
complex design. Five substudies were initially planned: a
longitudinal study assessing educational achievement for 3
consecutive years; a study of successful instructional practices in
high-poverty schools; a study of ‘participant characteristics and
relationships among economic status, educational need, and
instructional services received; a cost-effectiveness study focusing
on resources and services to which students were exposed during
reading and math instruction; and a study of the effectiveness of
summer school programs. A sixth substudy was added later and involved
following a limited sample of students into their high school years.
Numerous instruments were used to gather data from students and
teachers, (Specific study desigas, variables investigated, and
results obtained are discussed.) (RH) '
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PREFACE

The Sustaining Effects Study is one of the largest studies of elementary
education ever undertaken. The general design of the study Qas detailed in

the Request for Prcposal issued by the U.S. Office of Education in the spring
o. 1975. bDr. George Mayeske was thne author of that document and was the
originator of the ideas expressed in it. After the study was started,

Dr. Mayeske was intimately involved in the implementation of the overall design.
Much of the credit for whatever success this study has is due to his basic
.ideas. In addition, Dr. Mayeske devoted himself to giving the‘study superb
administrative support.. Within the Office, and later the Department of
.Education,‘he secured financial support, expedited forms clearance, arranged
meetings with Title I staff members, and'contgcted chief state school officers
to arrange for their cooperation in securing the consent of local schools to
participate in the study. In short, he wés everything one could want in a--
Prqject Officer. From the beginnihg, Dr. Janice Anderson was'aséociated'with
the study as Associate Project Officer. When Dr. Méyeske transfeired'out of
the Department 6f’Education, she becéme the Project dfficer_and carried on in
the same fine manner as Dr. Mayeske had during the first five yea:s-cf the
study. Sshe continued to support the project in an exemplary fashion with good
budget supporﬁ and excellent critical reviews of the first drafts of all the
technical reports. These tﬁo dedicated goverﬁment project officers deserve the
sincere thanks of both the educational research community and our project staff

for their dedication to this project and educational research in general.

We were most pleased with the willingness of so many schools to work with us
for three full years. When initially approached. about participating, a sur-
prisingly large number of_schools agreed to ke part of the study. They
committed themselves to having a fall and a spring test administration,‘;o
supplying us with data on.the instruction received by each individual séudent
in the school, and to supplying information on ﬁhe staff. with very few

exceptions, the schools remained with"the_stﬁdy for as long as they were needed



ard cooperated willingly in a demanding reszarch schedule. We enpress our
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great appreciation to them for theirx particiza

Finally, T would like to thank the staff and the adwisory committees that were
so essential to ccmpieting the work. They are listad on pa-as xvii and xix
All of our advisors were very helpfﬁl and made material ccrnzributions to the
improvement of the design and conduct of the'study. Scme of them stayed with
the study for eight vears! They deserve our real thanzs. The sanior staif
also stayed with the projeét as long as thev weras needed. As the P:ofadc
Direamtor from 1975 to 1981, I can attest to theix dawction and hard work in
making the study a success. I hope that when all the <achnical raports are

examined and this final report is studied and evaluated, there will e some

consensus that this cooperation and effort have made a lasting contribution

to our understanding of elementary education.

‘ 2
Launor 7. Caxter
January 1983
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CHAPTER I. AN INTERPRETIVE SUMMARY QF THEZ RESULTS OF THE
SUSTAINING ZFFECTS STUDY

AN OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT

The purpose of this report is to present an integrative summary of the results

4

of the Sustaining Effects Study (SES). A short summary of the questions asked,

and the findings follows:

1.

N

What Is Ccmpensatorv Zducation?

This question cannot be answered simply. Compensatory Zducation (CI) is
an amalgam of many different services delivered in different ways. How-
ever, it is clear that CZ students receive services that are to some extent
different from those they would have received had they not been selected
for CE services. CE students, relative to regular students, receive more

hours of instruction in reading and math. The instruction is in smaller
~.

classes; more of it is in small group settings, and more of it is given

by special teachers and aides. The instruction is more varied, involves

different content and methods of instruction,_and'ﬁore materialshénd
equipment are used. The typical moqe of C2 instruction is in a pull-out
setting. The pull-out setting seems to offer a positive learning environ-
ment and rates very favorably when campared to other instru;tional’settings._
Although C= students receive significantly more expensive instruction, and
alphough théy receive much more basic reading and math“services, while
they recsive their compensatory instruction, they lose out on some of the

instruction that reqular students receive.

#ho Receives Compensatory Education?

It is clear, in terms of percentages, that poor children and educationally
needy children are the principal recipients of Title I and other CZ
services. However, there are more non-poor than poor children, and more

children achieving above an educational cut-off point (such as performing

1. I-1 o~
2
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one vear below gracde level) than there are children zZelow such a
level. The absolute number of children receiving CE who are non-gcor

)

and achieving higher than one veaxr below grade level is greatar than
the number of children receiving (= services who fall below these cut-
offs. Thus, while the trends are in the intended direction, it appears

that there could be a better operation of the selection process to

assure that more poor children, and more educationally needy children
receive CZ sérvices. Possible improvements partially depend on a
clarification of the intent of Congress ragarding who should ke serw=d,

rh

ow =ffectivse Is Compensatory Zduca:tion?

.
»

Based on the results of data from the first year of data collecticn

and from analyzing three-year longitudinal data, it appears that CT,

and particularly Title I, is effective in improving the reading |
achievement of students in the first, second, and thirzd grades. It

is effective in improving the math pérformance of students in all ele-
mentary grades. The amount of improvement relative to similar students
who have not had CE services is not large, but it is statistically
significant. The results.of the three-year longitudinal stuéy coniirm
the results for the first year. A number of different analyses show
that many of the less disadvantaged Title I students benefited from a

vear of Title I services and who 'mromoted out'. However, the most

severely disadvantaged students usually received Title I services during

all three years of the study and did not show gaiﬁs relative to similar

studencts who did not have Title I.

#hat Hazoens to the aAchisverdient of 3tudents When Their CIZ Servizes 2ira
Discentinced?

. . . J - . -
There is cecnsiderable turncver among students rzsceiving C=.  abouk 40

pexrcent of the students receiving Title I sexvices in a given school
vear will not be receiving them the ensulng yeax. The Zfigure is even

higher for other forms of CZ. The data show that students who have

24
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had their CZ services discontinued do, in fact, receive services
similar to regular students. Discontinuation of CE services does
not seem to have a deleterious effect. tudents who lose their C=

services because they achieved at & level that 'promoted them out' of

'CE continue to perform at their relatively higher level.

What Happens to Student Achievement Over the Summer, B®d Is Summer
School Effective?

Generally all groups of students continte educational g:oﬁ:h over ths .
summer., This growth is greater in reading than in math. 7There
appears to be a slightly greater summer g*owth for regular students
than for CE students in reading but not in math. This differenge is
judged to be practically insignificant. 1In comparing students who

attended summer school with students who did not attend summer school,

no increased achievement was evident. It is emphasized that the

amount of irnstruction in reading and math in the typical summer school

is quite small and it is probably unrealistic to expec: much academic

growth. . : ' ) >,

»

What Classroom Practices Influence Learnxnc’

The many factors influencing classroom instruction were examined. A
model of the elementary education process was develoved. The model ~
included the intprrelatlcnshlps between school achievement gain and
student's economic background, opportunity to learn, instructlonaL

practices, resources available, staff characteristics, coordination

of instruction, and principal's instructional leadership. The model

was fitted to the data obtained frem Lntervlewlng principals and
teachers, and frcm observations in the classroom. The kest fitting
model showed the process of elementary. education to be surprisingly

complex and not dependent on any Smele or straight~forward relatlon-

sh;os

) . . I~3
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What is the Nature of the Hecme
Children?
T L AE—

1

-

ronment of Zlamentary Schcol

[N

igQ 7

|

‘The usual home of an elementary school child is a two-adult family hcme,

with parents: about 35 years old; they are white, living in a single-
family dwelling and have graduated from high-school. However, thexe
are frcm 20 to 35 percent who cdme from homes with diZferent charac-

davy

-

teristies. The usual child spends about two hours during th

1]

plaving, about one hour doing chorss, about two hours watching TV, an
hour reading for pleasurs, and an hour doing homework. almost all
parents expecht ‘heir children to graduate from high-school, and akzcut
25 rpercent -ex ct them 8 graduate from college. Cver 75 percent of
the parents 2 the gquality of their childzen's schools as excellent
or gocod. Whe e home environment of Title I students is compared to
that of regqular studeuts, the £wo home envirzonments are guite sinmilar,

although there i's a slight tendency for Title I children to come £rc

3

less advantaged homes.

<

dr

What is the Relative Contribution of Backcround and Schooling to the -
Students' Academic Achievement? ¢ T

Based on data collected f£rom hcme interviews, from tThe schools, and )
from the students, it was possible to form indexes for student back-
ground, school characteristics, and school learning ex:er-ences. In
analyzing thes® relationships, lt was found that while kackground
characterist cs were meortant determinants of achievement,lthe school‘
learning experiences were also important, perticulaxly in the early
grades.

* k

These are the major results of the study. In the secticns that Sollow these

results are given in more detail and their implicaticns are discussed. The

detailed results of the study have been reportsd in the series of tec!

reports

)
‘ ]
0
)1}
[

listed at the end of Chapter II. Generally, the. technical rezor=s do-

not contain extensive interpretive or policy-oriented discussions. It is the

i
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intention of this report to summe:ize the important hignlights o the rsports,
to integrate them, and to draw policy implications. The drawing of policy
implications is necessarilf a somewhat speculative ectivity because, when
dona by a technical contractur, it reflects a limited perspective and one
largely based on research data. Questions of congruence with other program
objectives, and polltlcal considerations are frequently not adequatelv

" reflected in a researcher s thinking. While the interpretations offesrad here

need to be viewed as reflecting a limited perspective, they do have the

distinct aavantage of being based on the analys s of factual data.

' In this chapter a statement of the problem as studied in each of the sub-
sequent chapters will be given; there will be a summary of the data availableh
and then a discussion of the possible implications of that data. ‘ rach of the
subsequent chaoters contains a more detailed presentation, so written as to
be of interest to policy maxers, educators, and citizens seriously concerned
about elementary education. Each of the chapters in this report is based on

the relevant technical reporrs.

HIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTER II - INTRODUCTION

This chapter beglns with a short hlstory of the Sustaining ‘fects Study (SES),’
pointing out that it started in July 1975 and, after a year of olannmg and
‘preparaticn, data collection was begun at 329 public elementary schools in
the fall of 1976. Data were collected for three successive school years.
Each fall and spring all of the students in each school took achievement and

rcmea DMLl = N

o attitude tests; their teachers indicated the amounts and kinds of instxruction

.

each child received in reading and math during the school year, and the

N

teachers and principals reported-cn their own training, characteristics, and
cor

methods of instruction.

- e -

The data collected were designed to help obtain answers to a series of policy“

questions. The two major issues were: : : .

.
H

4
{
]

i
4
¢
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9
t
1
¢




1) who receives ccmpensatory educaticn?

1

2) How effactive is compensatory education?

»

Related to these primary issues were a number of secondary guestions:

3) What is compensatory education?

.

4) What is the nature of the process of classroom instruction in
elementary education?

5)__What happens to the achisvement of students.when their CZ services -
are discontinued? L

6) Is there an optimum duration and period for rsceipt of CZ sarvices?

7) What happens to student achievement over the summer and is summex
school effective?

8) What is the nature of the home environment of elementary school
stucdents? -

-

9) What are the relative contributions of socio-ecoromic background
and schooling to school achievement?

®

Chapter II discusses the design of the Sustaining Zifects

Ehé reﬁéindér 6f
Study, the various samples used in the study, the test and survey instruments
used to collect Qata,‘relaﬁions with the schools andﬁhow the data weres
collected, the 'in-depth' study of high-goverty scthls,_and'the series of
technical reportsjﬁ-It.ié believed-that data of high quality were collected
cn a very large numbexr of regular and CZ students. The resulting data base
constitutes the largest and mast thoroughly integrated body of informatien
abcut elementa:y.educaticn that has ever been collected.

AIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTER III ~ WEAT IS COMPENSATORY EZIDCCATICN?

CZ cannot be defined or desériked simply. It is an amalgam of many diZferenz
programs, practices, and services. Chapter III ccntains sewveral descriptions
of CZ programs. These qualitative descripticns suprort guantiZied material

gathered frcm the sclools zy the use of survey questions ccmpleted =y school

o - A . '28
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superintendents, pri;cipais, and tesachers. From data collectsed in 1976-1277,
we determined that éor the SES schools the average amount spent on the educa-
tion of regular elementary students was $1,189. For students receiving
Title I services this basic amount was supplemented by about 3436. The exact
additional amount is hard to determine because of the difficulty in deter-.
mining precisely the number of students receiving Title I services, but the
general magnitude of these figures is illustrative of the cost of the

additional services Title I students receive. This additional money buys a

considerable mix of different services. The largest amount of Title I funds

pays for additional regular teachers, s;ectal"teaéhers, aides; andotrer T
instructional personnel. Smaller, but significant, amounts go for adminis-
ﬁrative services, training, planning, and eva;uation. Also; Title I funds
are used for instructional materials and audiovisual equipment, as well as
for buiidihg alterations. Students ieceive guidance, counseling, health, and
nutritional services from Title I funds. In Chapter IiI the relative costs

of these services are given.

Knowing where the money goes is interesting,.but one wonders what actual
impact it has on instruction. In terms of the number of hours of readimg and
math instruction, Title I studgnts receive more hours of instruction than'-
regular students in the same schools. .In reading, in the first.two grades,
there are only small differences, but as grade increases there are large

differences. For example, by the sixth grade Title I students receive 6.5

PRV O R,

hours of reading instruction per week) while regular students receive 5.0,

a supplement of 32 percent. In math there are éignificént differences. in all

3" grades, with Title I students receiving about 5.7 hours of instructien per

? .. week, while regular students receive about 4.9 hours, a supplement of 29
percent. These figures are reassuring insofar as they show that Title I
students actually receive more instruction ih;ba§ic subjects, but there is
another side to the picture. The length of the schooi-gay is qually the
same for all students and while the Title I students are receiving additional

reading and math instruction, the regular students are receiving other

]
i
-1
1
)
¢
kY
g
L]




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. P

instrucction. ~For example, teachers report that.whils Title I s«udeanzs ara
recaiving additional.:eading instruction, the ragqular students are raceiving
instruction in reading, math or other subjects; are engaged in individeal
instruction; or are engaged in student-selected activities. Thus, while
Title I students are getting more basic instruction, they are losing out on

other instruction. Unless the number of schcool days is increasad or the

school day is extaended for Title I students, this result is inewvicabla, and
one can question if Title I students are receiving a net tenefit.
Are there gualitative differences in the services deliverad Lo Tizle I

students? TIn terms of class size the data-show that Title I students are
instructed in slightly smaller claéses than regular students. The size of
classes varies bv grade, but for both reading and math and-for all grades,
the classes with Title I students are smaller than those with regulax
students only, with the average d;:ze*ence being abodt one student out of 19
in reading and one out of 24 in math. In tHe elenen-a*y grades, much oI the
instruction is 'given in small groués rather than to the class as a whole.

This is particularly t*ue in the £ir two grades but, for reading, even in

the sixth grade, 80 percent of the insﬁruc ion is in grouos rather than the

14

whole class. Title I students receive much‘more of <cheir instruction in

s1tall groups.

The number of students in a class and the size of the instructional group axe
notentlal indicators of the gquality of instruction. These are both favorable
Zox TLble I stucdents. 3ut o*obably more ‘m*o sant are the ‘teacners and the
methods used in instruction. The teachers of Title I children tend to have

lass aching eéxperience than do the teachers o:

th
3}
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true of their total years of teaching exgerience aﬁd ofntheié”:enu:e in their
present schcol. Howevexr, the teachers of Title I students tend to have nrad
more college courses in instruciional technigues and Tore inservice training.
Both groups had similar amounts of total college training. In Report 10 it

is shown that theftotal amount of teacnlng experience is associated with

o - 30



J T T WP Ny O

et e T s e e A ®

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

higher student achievement. While the differences ars not large, it is of

- concern that the teachers of Title I students have less teaching experi=nce

#
than the teachers of regular students.

The setting in which Title I students receive their instruction is quite
different from the setting for regul;r students. For both reading and math,
Title I students receive coﬂsiderably less instruction in the whole-classroom
setting from regular teachers. In contrast, thev receive more Of their in-
struction from special teachers, teaching assistants and aides, in small
groups, 2oth within a small par:t of the classroom or in some other roon.
Regular students receive more of their instruction from regular teachers in
the.regular‘classroom'and they engage in considerably more individual study
on their own. The major aifference between Title I students and regular
students is the difference in the amount of instruction in small groups with
instructional personnel other than regular teachers. -

Title I instruction frequeﬁtly takes place in a pull-out setting. Although
some have been critical of the‘qse of pull-out settings, our data shows that-
this setting should be conducive to learning. The pull-out groups are two
and a half time smaller than regular instructional groups, and each student
has almost tﬁree times as mﬁch staff time available. In pull-out settings

40 percent‘of the groups were taught bf a CE or specialist teacher witﬂ
special ‘instructional material or equipment. In the pull-out setting, a
larger percentage of the students werg"on-task' than in other settings.
Generally, the setfing for pull-ocut instruction seemed superior to :hét for
reqular instruction. To us, as researchers, it seems appropriate that the
Title I students should receive instruction in small groups but we believe

it would be preferable that the instruction bé givén by the regular teachers,
since, as shown in Report 10, students seem to learn more when inst:uéted by

regular teachers.

We examined in detail the kinds of activities and approaches used in teaching

readingvand math to Title I and regulér students. There tended to be similar
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practices in the first two grades but than large diZferences appearsd in tha
higher grades. In generalizing over the different activitiss, it appea:s':ha:
both the Titlsa I and the regular students raceiva instruccion in basic sub-
jects in the lower grad:ss, but, as grade increases, the ragular students
receive instruction in more abstract and advanced materials wnile the Title I
students continue to be taught more basic subject matter. The use of a numbex
of differenz approaches was examined. In the first grade, btoth Titla I and

o

regular students were mosth fraguently taught reading through

+

ohonic analys'es,' 'graded letter sound rz=lationships,' and 'litaral and

impliad comcranension.' 3y the sixth grade e met-hcods usad to instruct the
ime o Y g

n.

Title T students were completely different Irom those used to instxuet
regular students. In the sixth grade, the three most freguently used methods
with Title I students were the least freguently used witn regular students,

and the three most frequently used with regular students were the least

ll‘

frequently used with Title I students. or the regular students in the sixth

grade, the most frequent methods used were 'literal and implied comprehension,'

! In con-

'reading in content field,' and 'literary forms and appreciation.
trast, the three most f£requent methods used with Title I students werxre
'modified alghaket,' 'sel: instruction with reinforcement,' and 'studenc

reading own writing.' It is cleaxr that the me:thods used with Title I students

are different from those used with regular students.
There are also differences in the methods used in teaching math. Felative to
regular students, Title I students receive more math instruction by 'learning

about the structure of number systems,' 'working with math games,' 'working

with physical models,' and 'learning about sets.'

ecuipment. Title I students, particilarly in reading, tard & receive oore
é
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It is clear that Titla I students receive instructional services that axe in

'addition to, and different from, the instrﬁctional services of regular students.

But it is not so clear that these services add up to a net positive effect. In

theory, receiving more readiﬁg and math instruction in small groups from instruc-

tional personnel who can devote more individual attention to the Title I

student should result in éreater learning, but while the Title I student is

receiving more reading and math‘instruétion, the regular student is frequently

receiving instruction in a different subject or a different setting, but still

getting something the Title I student is not. Also, the regular student is

more frequently receiving the instruction from a regular teacher with more
“”teaching—experience*than‘the*spectai“tnstructionEi—personnef—fnstructfanehe———;—

Tiﬁle'I students.

After the first two grades, the me;hods and techniques usgd_in instruction for

the Title I student and the regular student differ. Title I students tend to

be instrﬁcted at a nmore elementary or basic levél, while the regular stucdents

are receiving more advanced and abstract instruction. The method§ used with

the Title I students in the higher grades are quite different from those used

with regular students. It is not intuitively obvious that the methods used

with the Title I students are the best methods that might be used. It is also

clea& that”TitlevI students' teachers more frequently use nén-text teaching

materials and dudiovisual aids, but from results -in Report 10 it is not clear

that these materials are helpful; it is possible that they are used because
they are available, and that they are available because there is Title I money

to buy them. In Chapter V we will examine the extent to which Title I services

D retme e Al A am g

seem to.lead to greater learning. °

HIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTER IV - WHO RECEIVES COMPINSATORY EDUCATION?

There are many kinds of Compensatory Education programs. The‘Sustaining

v f£fects Study was mainly concerned with Title I of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act, but since Title I operates in an environment that

e e o S e
1
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includes othar CE programs, it was necessary to consldar both Title I and the
otHer programs in avaluating the effacts o«f Title I. Congress mandatcad the
Participazion Stuc nd specified =hat information be obtained on tha numbex
of students receiviig and not receiving Title I services as a function of,

first, the voverty status of the students and, second, as a function of the

-

acadernic achievement of the students. To obtain the economic status i rma-

fo
0

o

nf
tion, home interviews were conducted with a random sample of akout 13 O

(al

-

[b]
n
1
n
'™
o]

narents of students in the study. The students all took achizvemen

{h
U]
(T

|;

reading and in math during the fall of' the 1976~77 schcol year to prov

iaz orm,r on -.. academic achievement.
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T™e results show that among students coming from a poverty* background, 40 zex-
cent receive Cé services** and 60 percent do not, while for students coming
from a non-poor background 21 percent receive CE services and 79 percent 4o not.
In terms of the receipt of CE services it is clear that a greater propor=zion

of poc.r students receive CZ services than do non-pcor students. However,
because thes'e are many more non-poor students than there ares poor students,

the number ¢ non-pcor students receiving Title Ivis greater than the number

of =oor students receiving such services (1,690,000 arnd 1,230,000 :es;ec:iyelv).
In the same population of students there are about 2,500,000 poor chi

recein 3 CZ services and about 12,600,000 non-poor students also not raceiving
C=. To the extent that the Congress intended Title I and other C= programs O
ke programs for both the poor and the eéucationally-héedy, it seems that there
are many poor chlldren who are not served while at the same time there axe

many non—-pcor cH ldzren who axe *ece1v1ng cz servxces.

Yowewver, i% is not clear that it was the Congzess' intent that Titnls I was
largely to serve the poor; rather it may e argued that it was the Congress'

intant to provide services Zor the educationally needy. Of those students

*See Chapter IV and Report 2 for a discussion of how goverty was defined.

**These figures are for all CZ. Generally the trends are the same Zor Title I

and other CZ, but there are some differences. For data on these differences
the reader should consult Chapter III and the relevant technical reports.

: | | | -12 34
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whose achiavement iLs one grade lavel or more below thelr assigned grade lowvel
(low achlevers), 31 percent pdrticlpata in Title I. Among thoso abkova this
level of achilevement (regular achlaevers), 10 percent participata. But there
are many more regular-achieving students in the nation than there are low-
achleving students, so there are ahout 2,000,000 low achlevers not receiving

Title I services, while there are 1,300,000 regular achievers who are.

Certain undesirable measurement problems are associated with using grade-
equivalent scores, so the data wera also analyzed in terms of percentiles. The

percentage of students being serviced by CZ increases progressively as the

\J ", 8 — - - s ey U — - — R e » [l
achievement percentile dé&creases. ~Nevertheless, among students atove the

national median in achievement level, 4 percent participate in Title I. In
terms of absolute numbers this is about 450,000 students. There are about

2,506,000 students below the average who receive Title I services.*

In judging the success of Title I in reaching the intended students, one is

faced with the aﬁbiguity of Congress' intent.. Some feel that CZ programs are
primarily for the poorvand some feel they are primarily for the educationally
low-achieving., It is usually assumed that there is a high degree of reldtion-
ship between poverty and school achievement, and thus if one criterion is
satisfied, the other will automatically'be also. This is not the case. .The
relatlonshlp between economic status and educational achlevement status is

very modest when viewed at the individual student level. T€ one knows the o
economic status of a student, one can predict his academic achievement somewhat
better than at the chance level, but not by a very large amount (the correla-
tion is .30). The relationship is considerably stronger at the school level
(.67). wWhile students are selected for Title I as individuals, they must be
in a school having Title I funds. Thes, funding scheels_in terms of poverty
criteria tends to make Title I available to the mosﬁ educationally needy

students.

*The numbers presented depend on the definition of poverty and achievement level.
With different definitions the numbers vary. See Chapter III and Report 2 for
numbers us;ng different definitions. ' '
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when tha joint relatlonshilp betwaen poverty and achlovement, and sdelection Doy
Title I are considerad, the rolatlonshlps becomo more complaw, When all
elemontﬁry school students are considared, then among the poor and low
achlevers,* 40 percent receive Title I and 60 percent do not; among those who
are non-poor but low achievers, 26 perceﬁt receive Title I and 74 percent do
not; among the poor who are ragular achievers, 22 percent receive Title I and
78 percent do not; and among the non-poor and regular achievers, 8 percent
receive Title I while 92 percent do not. In terms of apsoluta nupbers Lz L3
clear that a large number of studants who are non-goor and regular achiavers

are raceiwving Title I, about 858,000 students, while there ars aktout 1,825,200

1D

receiving Title I in all the othexr categorisas.

What do all these percentages and figures mean in terms of C5ngress' interestc?
First, it is clear that in a general way the intent of Congress that Title I
funds should go to the poor and the educationally disadvantaged is teing met.
It is the case that poor students receive Title I services relatively more
frequently than do non- ooor students; similarly low-achieving students recelive
Title I services relatively more. frequently than do higher-achieving students

3ut pecause thera are more non-poor students and there are more regular-

acqlav*ng students, the absolute number of children receiving Title I servi

0

es

is larger, among both the non—acor and the regular-achieving studen_s than i%

ll)

is among the.goor and lower-achieving. While the general intent of Congres

is being met, there are large numbers of students receiving Title I who do not

fall within *he intended target groups.

Thers are a number of reasons Ior this apparent misallccaticn of services.
Most fraguently principals and teachers repoxT that they use some c<omsination

of tesacher judgment and tasts to selact students Ior C= services. 3oth of

*'Tow" and "Regular Achiewvers" are defined nere as teing telow or above one
year below grade lesvel. As discussed later, selection for Title I is based
on a different criterion.

36
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these methods off adntqnmunu are somawhat uneollable and will mbaclassigy some
atudenta. Also, within a given school dlatrlcet, some gchools will wacoiva CR
funds and othara will not. When the Htudents in a particular school are
salectad for CE, gome will ba selected who are leas aducatlonnlhy nandy than
ara low-achleving astudents in other district schools without CE. Also, some
schools can be designated as 100 percent Title I schools and all students will
recei;e CE whether or not they need it. There are also significant ragional
differences in the distribution of achievement scores, Title I funds are
generally distributed to districts based on national poverty critaeria, but
the selection of students is based on local academic need. Thus, since there
are regional differences in achievement, some schools in higher-achieving
regions will have the funds to enable them to select stu@ents for Title I

whose achievement would be too high to be selected if they were in a region

" populated with lower-achieving students.

Many analysts and administrators reviewing these data note that from the per-

spective of the national academic achievement, the number of regular-achieving

"students receiving Title I is so large that the whole selection system should

be carefully reexamined. Congress should be more definitive regarding the
intent of the Title I program: if it is a program simply for the educationéll?
disadvantaged it will be aimed at a different, but moderately overlapping
popﬁlation. The present selection system results, ét the national level, in
many-children receiving Title I who, frém a national perspective, do not need
it, and at the same time there are many children who need TitLe I but do not
receive it. The solution to this problem requires a clearer definition of

the ihtent of Congress and probably the funding of'ajlarqer Title I program.

As. will be seen later, Title I does have a positive impact on achievement and

‘providing Title I services to many educationally needy students can raise

their levels of achievement. A better selection of students to receive Title I
services would help some, but even with the best selection system-there are not

enough funds to serve all students who are below the national average. - However,

0]
£
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syven at tha prosent leval af funding, A partaat aalaction aystem wanld allow
the offaring of Title T.oservlcaes to all who ard ona ar mora greara balow grada
laval, '

while the rolationships among poverty, educatlanal achievemant, and salection
for CE constitute the major focus of Chapter III, othar lmportant findings

are related. In terms of selection ‘for CT, Hisbanlcs are selected relatively
most fraquently, followed closely by blacks, and then somewhat furthar bohind
by wnites. Thik appeérs to be the proper ordex in chmé of wnat Wwe Know. aboun
relative aé%ievemenc. Tn terms of urbanism,: students from large cizies and
rural areas are, relatively, selected most frequently. This.is particularly
true for the Title I program. Surprisingly, when all CE programs combined are
considered, the suburbs show the highest relative frequency of selection for
low-performing students. This is because the .suburbs offer a proportionataly
larger amount of services to students from other than Title L funds. This
implies that if a student in tnae suburbs. is léw—acﬁieving, the local communirty
or the state will find CZ funds to suppo;t extra service. Ia terms of regions
of the country, the West and the Northeast have the highest relative selection
rates of students for CZ services, while the South and Mid-AtlanCLc-haﬂe the
lowest. However, the South is the highest for Title I but lowest foxr CZ
programs funded from other sources. These differences in regional and uxban
selection rates interact with the source of funding 0f ¢S services. National
programs interact with state and local programs, and the fairness of distribu-
tion of aationally—funded programs depends on whether one believes. that one
region of the countxy should benefit at the expense of another Secause oI its.

v

relative goverty.

There ars sex differences in the rate of selection for CZ. 30YsS receive CT

c
services more Srecuently than girls. However, this should not e attributed

b

to sex discrimination. ;t is well known that in the lower %racdes girls have
somewhat higher achievement scores than zoys and thus the boys nave a some-

what greatexr need for CZ than girls. The differences in selection rates are
small, and it seems that the schools are not intentionally salecting students

to receive CT serwvices on the basis of gender.

- 3R% .
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Plonally, Chaptar LID consldeps how atudentd ava sulectad For OF ab reported

hy princlpala and teachers, Thara ta a gulcltnde of diffavant machods Qumd,
butt teachars ! judgmenta andd t$ﬂt goorad are usad mast frogquantly, Pha chapter
alogas with a discusslon of how a targating indax might be develapad, Tha
fdaa La to davelop an Lndax that would tall how wall a sahiool or dbatelat La
doing In selacting studunts for CE. A numbor of indicus ara conabdurdand

it la concluded that Lt is feasibla to davelop such an index, dapending on

how comprehensive.lt should be and how many rasourcas are available Ffor com-
putatlion, Tachnlecal Report 13 contalng a tablu that summariens tho ralevant
featuras of svach index and ilndicatas how well it Fulfills a number of

recuirements.,

-

HIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTER V - HOW EFFECTIVE IS COMPENSATORY EDUCATION?

- )

This chapter examines two questlions. First, it considers whether Title I
students géin relative to a comparison grthvof similar needy students who

do not receive Title I services. Second, it examines the evidence to deter-
mine Lf there are school practices, instruc;iopal techniques, staff character-

istics, and organizational settings that increased educational achievement.

There is also discussion of how students were classified as 'Title I,'
'Regular Needy,' and 'Regular' students. Briefly, 'Title I' students are

selected to receive Title I services, 'Regular Needy' students are students

- judged by teachers to need CE services but got receiving any, and 'Reqular’

‘'students are not judged to need CE nor are they receiving any. The method .

of defining a student’s.status is not.straightforward; it is complicated by
the fact that over a period of three years a student may belong to each of
the above groups. Because studehts frequent%y change from one group to
another, the composition of the g:éups changes, particulaély at the
beginning of each school year. Because the Title I and Regular Needy groups
are composed of relatively low-achieving students, at the beginning of the

school year these groups tend to have lost the previous year's higher-

'achieving students as the better students are 'promoted out' to the Reqular

0
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feonp . abplLavly, the Bagular guaup tepebi B lode Lrs posirenr STl

Pirte [ oand pagular Meady groups Pacatge fn tha Pagulas jroag Bha | R A
grudants ara venlaowdl by tho h.t_-ﬂ\ur-ﬂ.‘:’u?‘,\iu‘_/i.n{; stetan s From the Dower oyiaringg
graups,  Heaauso of these alaqges Lo gqeanp mevmbearahip thara fuey ba An angapan!
fnupesdsin Lo thoe acliovoment gap botyaan tha groups of Bagrlar stndent 4 agd
TLtle T and Ragular deady students as grade Loowaanos, Likawlaa, tha fact

that thera ara tawer Title I studants in the highav gradeas furthor fnarad:os
che apparent gap, slnca tha Titla T stodantsa aro cannrally the Lawesn-aohioonag
atudantd. IF thera aro fawnr Title I students and they ara tho gost oduca-
tionally noady, thon as thely proportion of a class bocopas smallax she awarags
differanca petwaen those Titla I students and yregulax seudentns WwiLL dnursase,
Thus, the so-called increasing achlevement gap betwean Title I students and

regqular students is partly the result of the working of CE.policies,

.Chapter V examines the evidence for achievement gains based on the data for

one school year, and for three-year longitudinal data. Graphs are presented
that show the relative growth of Regular, Title I, and Regular Needy students.
Title I students in grades l, 2 and 3 grow at a faster rate for reading than

similar Regular Needy students. The Title I students do not gzow at quite as

%
fast a rate as the Regular students in grades 1 and 2 but seem to grow aé a
slightly faster rate in grade 3. For grades 4, S and & in reading, all three
groups seem to grow at about the same rate. Thus we conclude that, for reading,
Title I seems to have-a oositiée effect in grades 1, 2 and 3 but not ia the
other three grades. For math, the picture is considerably more Dosi ive. In .~
all grades for math the Title I students improve more than the comparigon*QEOup
composed of Regular MNeedy students. Iurtlermore, the Title I studehgg acpear
= inmprove at a faster rate than the Regular students, while the Fegular leedy
students grow at a slower rate than the Pegular students. We conclucde tnat
o

Title I services have a rositive =ffect in

n

results of the thrze-year longitudinal study genexally coniirm the resulis Ior
the Sirst vear. A number of different analyses shcw that the less disadvantaged

itle I students benefit from a year of Title I services and are 'prcmoted out.”
[y
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However, thé most disadvantaged students usually received Title I services

.during all three years of the study andjdid“notrsﬁewmreiatiueﬁgainsmw@»mw;;;4,;::

There is a discussion of the reasons why Title I may be more effective in

math than in reading. It is suggested that learning to read is

not limited to the schools. Children practice reading at home, in shopping
malls, onlthe street, most everywhere. On the other hand, math is largely
learned and oracticed in school. Thus, additional Title I exposure to math

is of much gr=ater conseguence.

Chapter V¥ also examines the educational p:actiées and other factors that
might be associated withrimpfoved educational performances. Among the factors
investigated were: student background characteristics, the amount and kind
of instructional services, the type of school and instructional setting, the
characteristics of instructional personnel, the characteristics of the
.instructiénal environment, and the characteristics of instructional practices.
The effects of these variables were explored by a nﬁﬁbef of different tech-
ﬁiques, such as regression analysis and causal modeling. Generally, po strong
relationships were found between any of the school;re%ated variables and
increases in achievement. There were some relationships that were statis-
ticaily significaﬁt but not strong enough to clearly guide policy. The most

noteworthy findings were:

Students of more experienced teachers achieve more for in both

il e -
[}

reading and math.

<

} ¢ The amount of regular instruction and tﬁtof/independent work shqws ‘
’ some positive, but modest, effects on achievement growth. 1In cén-
trast, the amounts of instruction by special teachers or in very‘
small groups does not often contribute to the explanation of achieve-

ment growth, and when it does, a negative relationship is observed.

This is probably due to’the fact that these services are dis-

proportionately received by the lowest potential achievers.

°
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oo .Inboth reading and math, temporaxzy disruptions of instruction tend

th

to be unfavorable conditions for lesarning in the upperx grades but not

A

in the earlier grades.

e The frequency of feedback on progress sometimes relates positively to

reading and math achievement growﬁh.

e In reading only, a teachers' effort in planning and evaluation shows

a positive relationship to achievement growth in some grades.

School principals expressed a very positive attitude toward C=. Teachers
expressed both positive and negative attitudes. There was considerable
evidence that CE students had a positive attitude toward C= and éid not feel

stigmatized.

In summarizing this chapter, the evidence indicates that Title I serwvices are
fpositivelym;elaced_;g‘ggg;evement in reading in the first three grades, and
that Title I services are positively related to achieverment in mata in all

grades. But just what aspects of Title I services are responsible 1s not clear.

-
[

Students who receive instruction from more experienced teachers seem €O orofi
A .
more than those ‘receiving instruction from less experienced teachers. Also,

instruction in the regular classroom setting seems to ke a positive factor,

as does receiving instruction in a setting without diszuptions. :

.

.From a practical. point of view, the implication of the finding that Title I
. can help students improve their performances in basic skills is that Title I
services should be increased so that they might be available to all ecuca-

tionally needy students iZ our goal is to help all educaticnally needy stuadents

improve their achievement. Since only about half of all the needy students

e .
are now receiving Title I services, this would require a very laxrge increase
in the amount of Title I funding. A poli:ical judgment is reguired as o
whether the amount -~ gain is sufficient to justify this increased funding,

but it is clear. that-a very large number of children who could tenefit £from
’ . :

Title I sexvices are not receiving them.

42
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The findings also suggest that ecducationally needy students should be the ones
to receive instruction from the most experienced teachers in a regular class-
room setﬁing. At present this tendé not to be the case. Title I students
tend to receivé instruction from less experienced teachers, and not in the
regular classroom. While pull-out settings have characteristics favérable to
learning, it would probably be better if these same characteristics could be
.obtained with regular teachers in the reqular classroom. These are matters

that could be corrected at the local district and school levels.

HIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTER VI - HOW COST-EIFFEICTIVZ IS COMPENSATORY ZDUCATION?

It seems reasonable to many that as more resources are made available for the
instruction of low-achieving students, the achievement of the students should
increase. One of the assumptions underlying the federal funding of educational
programs is that poor school districts are not able to marshall enough local
resources to provide the extra services to help low-achieving students to
imprové their performances. Thus, it is hoped that the federal funds will
help improve the performances of these students. We attempted to‘test these

~ assumptions by investigating the-relationship between the amount or cost of

- resources used and chaﬁges in student achievement. The finding is that ﬁhere
is no positive relation between the total cost of the personnel and‘other
resources used in instruction and growth in achievement. Becauée-this finding

— __.lis contrary to conventional wisdom and the assumption underlying Title I (and

many other social programs), it deserves to be scrutinized carefully.

[ N SR

———

Early stﬁdies of cost-effectivenéss wers usually based on obtaining the total
~expenditures involved in a CE program and dividing them by the number of par-
ticipating studénts. This gi&es a per-pupil cost, but there are many reasons
why this approach gives untrustworthy results. In an attempt to overcome the
limitations of this approach, researchers have recehtly developed a resource-
cost ﬁodel vased on the idea of applying a standard price to each service

j actually received by students in their instruction. This bottom—-up approach,

o | 43
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as contrasted with the top-down approach, starts with a teacher's report of

how muchi instruction each student receives. standard prices are ceveloged

for each element of instruct =ion given. These prices are uniform for all
students and thus ignore actual variations in teacher sala*xes and the cost
of instructional material from one region of the country to another. The
basic assumption is that a teacher with a certain amount of education and
teaching experience does as effective a job in one location as in another
Thus, a uniform, common metric is developed and used to cost the instruction

received by each student. Chapter VII regorts the sults of acplylng this

L)
1]

resource-cost tachnigue to the SFS daza. Achievement galins were studied in
relation to the cost of instruction. Overall the reéul:s show that thers is
no significant gpositive relationship be*weﬁn these two va*lables. Tor some
grades there seems to be a slight positive relationship but it is counte
by othervg:édes with slight negative relationships. In Report 7, detailed
statistiéal tests are reported and tAe overall conclusion is that there are
few s:étist*cally significant trends and, where they are s*gnifitan:, chey
tend tp be negative. This negative correlation means tnac the morsa cusb_y thé
services a student receives, the less the achievement gain macde by the st ude
It can te argued that the slightly negative relationships found are due to

the fack that more resources are given to the more needy students than to

less needy ones. It is argued that the most needy students will have more
difficulty in improving their levels of achievement than less needy students
and thus the negative relationship found is determined by the nature of the
students receiving the more costly services rather than the ineffectiveness

of the increase in services. This icea was investigated andé it was ZIound
g

(]

acre

(¢

rnat lcwer—achieving students do receiw ostly serwices than higher-

achieving students.

while tne relationships are not rong, they are at least
larxge enough to supgort the idea that the negative .relaticnship ZetWween COSt

of service and achievemert gain is a functicn of the achievement lewel of the

students being served.
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While it is possible to offer explanations for the negative ralazionship, it
is still important to ask why a fairly strong positive relationship was not
found. The idea that 1ncreésxng the fundlng, and thus services c©o needy
students, will lead to anreased achievement is so pervasxve and fundamental
to federally—funded programs that-these findings need to be most carefully
ekamined for faulty analysis. One way of checking the possibility that the
results are due to a faﬁlty;resource-cost model is'to undertaka the same
analyses using total hours of instruction received by the student. The use
of hours of instruction received is independent of any cost model and in a

sense is more basic than a cost-effectiveness analysis. Yet t“he results are

the same as those found with the resource-cost model.

The resource-cost model used has been criticized by some researchers as faulty.
We believe tﬁese criticisms are not valid; nonetheless, the importance of the
relationship between the cost of services received and gains in achievement

is such that we recommend thét an independent analysis of the SES data be
undertaken. We believe it is important either to confirm the results :eported‘

here or to clarify the methodological problems in such analyses.

HIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTER VII - WHEN AND FOR HOW LONG SHOULD STUDENTS RECEIVE ‘
COMPENSATORY EDUCATION, AND WHAT HAPPENS TO. THE ACHIEVEMENT OF STUDENTS WHEN

. THEIR COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERVICES ARE DISCONTINUED?

Opinions differ about the best érade in which ;tudeﬁts should receive compen-
satory education. Some have thought that compensatory services should:be_con-
centrated in the primgry grades, particuiarly in the first and second grades.
This was based on the idea that if students received assistance early, they
could catch up with students entering at a higher achievement ievel. Others
have argued that additional- services should be available at whatever.grade

the student demonstrated a need for the services. We examined this questibn'

using several different methods. The result was that there is no one grade

'where CE is most effective, but there is evidence that it is most effective

in the primary grades.

TN
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"In the Sustaining Effects Study we exam:ned three quest

Another concern has been the optimum length of CZ sersices. Some have fel:t
that one year's worth of services éhou;d te sufficient, whila others have
urged that the same child should receive services for as long as needed.
Again we could find no evidence to suéport either position. Rather, there is

an interaction between the level of achievement of the student and the

r

venefit derived from CE. Students who are selected for CE but achieve at a

1

rh
5
(D

relatively hign level seem to benefit from cne year O CZ services, whi

very low, achieving students do not seem to benefit. from services. at the

intensity they are eiving them. Thus we cannot say that thers 1s a gener al

<<

r
optimum length of CZ services.

There has .keen considerable concern over what hapoens to students when theirxr
CE is discontinued. particularly in Title I, the goal is to serve the most
needy students. From year to year, rhe parti;ular students to be served will~
depend on a number of factors such as the availability of fﬁnds for CZ programs
in specific grades and subjects. When students whose achievement levels in-
reased during the year are_considered for services the next year, Lt may be
that they have progressed suffidientiy, in comparison to other students with
lower achievement levels, to make them no longer the most neecdy. Tt has been
argued that, as scon as these students regin achieving at highe:x levels, they

are promoted out of CE programs and thus lose the impetus>that has built up

and then may fall back to previous lower levels.

ted to this

Ux
}4.
8]
3
U

ela
problem. First, we studied the frecuency o£f changes in CZ participation of
students from year to year to see if it was freguent 2nough tc merit attention;y
next we determined wnether or nct there really was a change in the instruc-

tional sexvices received by students once they had lost their CZ status; and

"

inally, we ezam_ned whether those students losiﬁg »mair CZ services contiated
to achieve at a relatively higher level or reverted to the lower level
characteristic of CZ srtudents. The findings are rmlatively clsar. 2Among CZ
students there is considerable change in status from Qea; to year. Among

46 '
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Title I students, about 40 percent of the students who receivéd Title I

services in one year will not receive Title I services the next year. There
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“this change? The results indicate that those students who nd longer receive

"7i{s even greater turnover 1N Other programs. ror the other federalky=funded———=

_programs, the turnover figure is about 80 percent, and for state and local

programs it is about 65 percenﬁ. Thus it is clear ;hat there is a large
amount 6f student turnover from year to year. Next we examined the hours and
costs of instructional services offered to regular students, to studénts ~hose
CE programs continued from one year to the next, and for students who had
feceived serv;ces in one year but had their sexvices discontinued for the
second year. The results show guite clearly that regular students receive
services costing considerably less thaﬁ'CE students and also that the students
who had received CE services the previous yéar, but were not now receiving
them, got services ﬁhat cost about the same as the cost of services for
regular-séudents, rather than the cost of services for CE students. Thus,

we know that there.are'mady students who have their services discontinued,

and ﬁhat.the services they receive subéequently revert to those feceived by

regular students. What happens to their achievement levels as a result of

'CE services since they were no longer qualified because of relatively high

- achievement continued to maintain their achievement gro&th during the next

yvear. In other words, there do not seem to be deleterious effects resulting
‘from the discénﬁinuation of CE services. The policy implication of these
findings is that there is.really'no great problem associated with ﬁhe turn-
over of CE students who lost sexrvices because of high achievement. While it
may be wise to’give schooi personnel flexibility td.handle the cases of
individﬁal studenﬁs judged to remain in need of CE servicés, there isvnot a
national problem of CE students being 'promoted out' only to fall back
because their CE services were disconﬁinued.

¢ .
although the Sustaining = fects Study was not designed to follﬁw students
into high school, it became apparent in the later stages of the study that

it would be desirable to try to obtain data on students in high school, to

a7 <



see if we could detec: any long term, sustained erffescts of C=. A small

— sample of students was followed ‘into the seventh, eighth, and ainth grades.

The students were.bested for rnadlng and math acnlnvemeit and information
was gathere@ on the cdurses they took in junior hlgh-school. We found no
evidence that achievement effects of CZ in the elementary grades carried over
into junior high-school. However, the data available for ﬂaklng a definitive

rast were not available. The former Title I students took wmore remedi

-t

a
courses in junior high-school than other students who had not teen Title
students. We also found evidence that the students' socio-economic back-
ground still played an important role in achievement lavels
students moved through the junior high-school grades. We believe this certion
of the study should be viewed with caution because of the di

the problem investigated and because of the less than ideal data available.

HIGHLIGHETS OF CHAPTER VIII - WHAT HAPPEINS TO STUDENL ACHIEVIMENT ‘QVER THE
SUMMER, AND IS S‘_ZJ'E-‘.D‘ER,SCHOOL EFFECTIVE?

—f.n_Alkugroupsmof”studen;sﬁshgy_gghieve@ent growth during tae regular school vear.

- But what happens to that growth over the summer? To what extent do stucdents
continue to mature even though they receive no formal instruczion? We have
already seen. that during the regular school yeax the rate 0of growth for C=
students is roughly equivalent to that of reqular students. Some have
suggegféd that cduring the summer regular students centinue to improve due to
informal learning experiences, but that CE children  lack koth the motivation
and'resourcés to engage in these informal learning activities. However, the
evidence is less than clear-cut. Some have argued that, éor all students,

.

achievement suffers an absolute decline over the sutmex; other ewvidence sug—'
gests that C= students suffer a loss relative to regular students. It has

reen fuxthex suggested that among C= students those who achiaved the highes:
gains dL--ng the regular school year suffered the sharpest losses during tle.

sumezx.
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Based on these ideas, it has be=n suggested that summer school has an un-~
usually important role to play. If CE students have learning experiences

during the school year that enable them to achieve more, it is important

that efforts be made to continue or maintain the benefit, and summer school

seems a reasonable way of dding ie. Since summer schodl classes are avail-
able to only about half of all students, it has been argued that their
availability should be increased, particularly so that they would be avail-

able to CZ students.

The question of wnether achievement levels increase or decrease over the
summer has implications.for both the evaluation of CZ programs and for the
wisdom of funding summer schools. Stérting'in 1976, research indicated that
there was an absolute loss in achievement over the summer and that CZ
students lost relatively more than regular students. This research was
influential in shaping federal thinking about the whole question of the
intellectual growth of CE students and the Executive Branch's position on
legislation to increase subport for éummer schools. Since then several
repdrts have produced data that seemed to refute the earlier conclusions.
The Sustaining Effects Study provided a large amount of high-quality longi-
tudinal daté to evaluate these contentions. The results are quite clear.
For reading, there is not a summer loss but a consistent gain for all grades
and all kinds of students. For math, there is also a summer gain, but it is
not as large as it is for reading. It is reasonable to suégest that in
reading the students have considerable exposuie to reading material over the

summer, while for math there is less opportunity for summer learning. The

earlier research had suggested that there was a relative loss for CE students

in comparison to regular'students. Here the SES results are less clear-cut.
For the non-CE students in reading there is a decrease in the rate of growth

over the summer in the lower grades but very little, if any, in the highér

grades. For the CE students in reading there is a similar decrease in the

.lower grades, but considering- their slightly slower rates of growth during
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their non-CEZ peers. For math, the
CE and the non-CE students show a lesseniné in the rates of growth over the
summer at all grades. The change for CE and non-CE students is very similar
witﬁ, perhaps, slightly larger drops for the non-CE students. In summary,

the results show that there may te a very slight overall relative summer drop

wm -

for CT students in reading, but not in math. Neithner the SZ35 data, nor other

data reported by NIE ive credence to any large or particularl: siznificant
-~ L4 d 2 2

summer loss.

it had dlso been proposed that CE students who were nign achievers during the
school year'lost more than low achievers, where achievement was defined in
terms of the level of performance, not in terms of gains during the scnool
year... The SLS data show that low-achieving students continue to grow over

the summer and at arcout the same rate as during the school year, and there is

‘no significant difference between Cz .and non-CZ students. On the other hand,

high-achieving students grow at a faster rate during the school vear. Ior

reading, non-CZ high-achieving students continue to grow over the sumrmex, but

high-achieving CZ students show a loss, particularly a relative loss. Tozx

‘math, both C= and non-CE high-achieving students show a loss over the summer,

but the CEZ students have a larger loss.

The importance to be attached to this relative loss for high-achieving students
éepends on where the emphasis for CZ xesources should be placed. There are
akout six times as many CE students belcw t=he national meﬁ*=1 in achievement
as there are above it. If the goal is to help'the vast majority o =

students, can one justify exceptional resource exgenditures for nigh-achievwin

A

students on the grounds that they lose more over tne Summer than tneir non-

gers? Cn the other hand, low-achlisaswing CI students gain over %he summer.

-

0O
0]
L1§]

Perhaps low-achieving stucdents would gain more if they nad scecial summer

services. * has also been argued elsewhere that those CE students who are

r2s 90



high gainers during the school ear suffer high losses during the summer.
According to this argument “aes- students need the stimulation of intensive
instruction to achieve hi-n gains and, lacking such stimulation dﬁring.the
sumrer, they lcse more than those having smaller achievement gains. This N

" idea was tested by separating those who had high regular school-year gains
and comparing them with students who had relatively small gains. Comparisons
were made for both individual students and for school classes having high and
low gains. The results show that indeed those who had high school-vear gains
had cuite high éumme: losses. BR2But, at the same time, those who had low
schpol-year'gaihs had high summer gains. In other words, the result demon-
strates the regression-to-the-mean phenomenon. Because of measurement un-
reliability, the individuals at the extremes of both.ends of a distribution
‘tend to move toward the mean on any subsequent measurement. Thus, the over-
all res. ... -~» largely due to statistical artifact and do not represent a
real difference in gains or losses betwezn high and low gainers. '
From this wealth .of data we conclude that there is no absofﬁte summer droo-off,
and that there may be a slight, but not particularly significant, relative loss
for C= students in comparison to non-CE students. The more detailed anaiyses
of high and low gainers, and of members of high-gain and low-gain projects,‘
leads us to telieve that reported relative summer drop-off is more of a

measurement artifact than a rseality.-

The practicai implicatidns of these findings regarding the "summer drop-off
phenomenon" are that it is-not something that requires any special action or

concern. Our findings, and those of others, do illustrate, however, that

e e cme P ks e

: policy makers need to ke very careful regarding the soundness of reports and
the appropriateness of any actions based on them. 1In hindsight, it is diffi-
cult to understand why some policy makers placed so much confidence in reports

based on quite limited data which was exp:eésed in a poor metric.
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Some have suggested that students who have nrot cerformed well during :Ihe
le

regqular school year should go to summer schcol as an addéitional arning

h

s Zaen

experience that would hels them in the coming school year. it b

[s1)

thought that this might be particularly lmooruant for CE students who are
having difficulty keeping up with their peers and, if high-achieving C=Z
séudents lose a large amount of their schecol-year gains, it would be particu-
larly important that they attend summer school to help mitigate such losses.

Of course, summer school serves functions in addition to instructicn in basic

]
p8)
1
n
1

are réecreaticnal. anéd scecial-interest classss that many

e

subjects
scudents £ind attractive. Suamer schcol can also serve as a safa summer haven
for children whose parents are working or need to ke away Zrom home. Simmer

l

school serves many purposes in addition to instruction in reading and math.

About half of all students have summer school available either at the students'
egular;yea: school or elsewhere in the school district, witn larger schools
more frequently having summer programs. Schools with a high concentration of
minority students are more likely to have summer p:og:éms. about tWwo-thirds
of all summer schools derive some support from Title I funds, but only a
quarter are completely supported by Title I. The average length of summer
sessions is five to six weeks, which is 25 to 30 school days. The amount of
reading and math instruction is not large. On'the average, there are about

17 hours of reading instzruction and about ‘14 hours of math instru tion. There
is no-difference in the amount of instxuction as gracde level increasas, nor do“
Title I students receive more instruction than others. However, CE students
are mora likely to attend surmer school than non=CZ students. 3v grade, the
csercentages of CZ students who attend range.fxcm 21 =o 32, while the percentages
of non-CZ students wiao attend range frem 7 to 20. In terms of judgment by
teachers of need for CZ sé:vices, twice the gercentage of 'needy' students

attené summer school %Than the 'not needy.' In terms of achievenment test

scores, students attending summer schcol score considerably lower than those

not attending, and this is true among zoth CE students and non-CZ students,
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In judging the effectiveness of summer school, it is not suificient to show
that students who attend summer school increase their perZormances over the
summer. Rather, one must compare students who attend summer school with
similar students who do not. First, we examined the summer growth of -all the
SES students who attended summer school ‘and comoared their growth with that of

students who did not attend. For both readlng and math, the students who

‘attended summer school grew at the same rate as those who did not attend.

Since these comparisons lump all students together, it can bte argued that the
results would be different for CZ students, so we made two other comparisons.
In one case we conoared onlj CZ students who a tended summer school with CZ
students who did not attend. In the other sample, we compared Title I students
who attended summer school and were from schools offering summer school, with
Title I students who did not ‘attend summer school and were from schools which
did not have summer school. 1In neither case was there any evidence that
students attending summer scﬁool performed better the next fall than those who

did not attend summer sehool.

All the analyses fron the SES data discourage the idea that summer school, as
it is now conducted, is an effective mechanism for improving tne perxrformances
of CE students. As we compare students who attended Summe x schools with those
who did not attend, we simply find that present summer schools are not effec-
tive in raising basic achievement test scores. What effect should be reasonably
expected from four or five weeks of instruction of less than an hour a day for
reading or math? When children are rapidly maturing in their reading skills .
and can have summer reading experiences without summer school, should we expect
summexr-school~related reading gains? 1In the data there is a hint that summer
school 'in the higher grades may be effective in math, and, in comnarison to
reading, there is less summer growth in math in the higher grades. Probably
there is less opportunity for summer math?related experiences than there'is

for reading.

SO
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We should not construe these results to mean that summer school cannot ce
effective. If summer school were longer, hagimore hours gexr day devoted to
basic subjects, and had experienced regular teachers, it might well result in
achievement gains, but that is still to be demonstrated. ,Indeed, we will
never know how effective summer school can be until a careful study is made
of summer schools that are designed to give intensive instruction in the basic
reading and math sgills. I£ such summer schcols proved affactive, then therxe

would be a sound educational basis for legislation to provide Zunds Zor

similar summer schools for CZ students.

HIGHLIGHATS OF CHAPTER IX - WHAT CLASSRCOM PRACTICES IV“LU“VC~ LEARMNING?

We developed a model of the elementary education process based on in:ormation
previously analyzed and our cnderstanding of the education process. e callec
this the rational model and it consisted of the following fac:ors:

achievement scores and fall achievement scores and the gain ketween

sorlng, the soc10—economlc background of the students, chel* oooor*cn ty—-to-

learn in the classroom, the instructional practices used by tnel* teacH rs,

-

the resources: avallable for their instruc tion, the cHa*accer- ies of the

o

ncina

B

schecol/stafz, the coordlnatlon of instrucktion, and the level of the or

14

instructional leadership. Using the technigues of causal analysis we" tried &
develop an understanding of thé relationship between these factors and how

they affected student learning.

In studying the relationships; we.were particularly interested in the way eac!
of the factors related to achievement and achievement gains. Fall achiesvemen!
was most closely related to spring achievement, and the gain in acnseve ent
was related ia complex ways to the remaining faczors. The relationship of
socio—ecchomic,background to achievement was mcaes: and the relationship o
achievement gain was still smaller but ;csi“:e. c;;o:cuni:y-:o-lea:n was
broken down into three'sabfactors: _amount of time available for learming, the
amount of on-taskvéehaviof,.and the overlap tetween curriculum content and te

content. The relationship between opportunity-to~learn and achievement is

54
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guite high for reading and math in the second y:ade Ior the pooresr schools but

not for the higher achieving schools; it is quite high for both re=ading and

mach at cthe f£fifth grade for all schools. The relationship of oprortunity-
to-learn to h*evement gain is more moderate but still quite positive. In the
model, instructlonal practices operate through oprortunity-to-learn to
influence achievement. A number of different instructional practices were
found to be gositively related to opportunity-to-learn. Resources also

operate through oprgortunity-to-learm in influencing achizvement. 3Smallesr
student/scafi ratios were associated with higher percentages oI studenzs oan-
zask, higher percentages of student time devotaed to instrucction, higher

cualicy of classroom management, and higher lesvel of dirsct student su

el
1]
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However, resources-available was not related to achievement, except in fifth
grade math where the relationship was quite strong. Staff characteristics also

operate through opportunity-to-learn. VYears of teacning exgperience is somewhat

‘related to achievement gain. Teachers' job satisfzction is fairly strongly

related to achiavement level and to achievsment gain. 3imilar rela=ionshipos
were obtained for the characteristics of school principals. Cocurxdiration of
instruction also operates through ogtortunizy~cto-learn znd is fairly positively
related to both achievement and achievement gain. Principals’ instructional
leadership should influence opportunity-to-learn, but it was found that there
was a negative relationship between principals' instructional leadership and
student achievements. It is believed that principals in pcorer, low achieving.
schools exert stronger instructional leadership and thus, the relationship
found is explainable in terms of the schools in which the principals work.

»

3ased on these relationships and the interrelations between each of the

factors, the data were fitted to the rational model of the education process
that had teen develored. It was found that the rational model Zcormed a good
basis for modeling the educational process, bBut the actual process was con-

.

SLder ly more ccmplicated than the rational mocdel had postulatad.

3
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HIGHLIGHTS 0OF CHABTEIR X - WHAT
CHILDREN?

So far we have been largely concerned with the school experisnce of children,
but to understand the child's. total learning experisnce we should also look

to the child's home. In connection with the Participation Study, we inter-
siawed 15,000 parents and askad a number of guestions about the home anviron—
ment and particularly home-ralated lesarning activitiss. It was found that =he
usual nome of an elementary school child is a two-adult family neme, wizh
parents akout 35 years old; thev ars white, living in 2 singla fanily dwelling,
and have graduated Zrom high-school. hnile these are the usual charactar-
istics, there are from 20 to 35 percent of the children who come ‘Izonm nozes
with different characteristics. At home the usual child sgends atout twO hours
a dav playing, an houx doing chores, about two hours watching T/, an hour
reading for pleasure, and an hour r doing homework. Most of the children come
from homes where the parents are involved in schcol reslated esxtra-cur urricular
activities, andé most of the parents attend parent-teacher conferences at l=zast
once a year. Over 75 percent of the parents rate the guality of theix

children's schools as excellent or good. Almost all of the parents expect

[{]

their children to graduate Irom high-schecol, and over 25 percent excect =Zhen
to graduate from college.

H

4hen the home environment of Title T students is compared to that of egula
noexr

X
ene

'1

(D
[oN)

students, the two home environments are quite similar. It will be

B Y

that a large numkber of Title I students come from non-poor homes. Howev

H

(]

icht tendency for Title I students to come fxrom hormes wizh less
- B4
B2

ents, from minority homes, frcm hcmes Wit a scmewnat less

intellaczuzl environment, and with scmewhat lower axgeczations ragardin

\() ’

schcol atztainment.

These findings remind us of the nuxter of Jactors in additicn =2 <he classrcom
shat influence a child's learning environment. While the above Iigurss are

stated in terms of the typical, or usual, child, cthe data also remind us of

j BT
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the great diversity of background from which childrasn come. Also, the data
emphasize the relatively high regard in which parents hold the schecols their
children attend. This is in quite marked contrast to the pictura paintad ip
some of the media. While there certainly are individual parents who feaal
their children's schools are poor, and that their children are not learing
much, these are far fromthe typical finding. The high regard parents have for
the schools and the high expectations they have for their children is more

encouraging than we are oftan led to believa.

HIGHLIGHTS OF CHAPTER XI - WHAT ARS THZ CONTRISUTIONS OF 3ACKGROUND AND
SCHCOLING TQ STUDENT ACHIZVEMENT?

It was usually assumed that both schooling and background factors contributed
importantly to the achievement of students. However, with the publication of

Coleman's Eguality of Educational Opportunity, the guestion was raised as to

whether or not schooling made much of an independent contribution to children's
achievement. With the detailed data available in the Sustaining zffects Study
on both the student's home background, the characteristics of thé'schools,

and the learning experiences in the schools, it was possiblelto examine the
relative contribution of socio-economic background and schooling.Q Three
different composites were formed for: Student Socio-Zconomic Background,
School Characteristics, and School Learning Experience. The relationship
between these and studenc achievément was explored using the technigues of
casual.analysis. It was found that while background characteristics were
important determinants of achievement, the school learning experiences were
aiso importaﬁt, particularly in the early grades. The fact that the relation-
ship of level of performance from one grade to the next is ldwest at the
feginning grades indicates that there is a greater possibility of influencing
future achievemeAt in the Zirst and second grades. Also, it seems that socio-
economic background has relatively little dirsct influence on final achieve-
ment, but rather that'its influence is indirect, through initial achievemenz,
school characteristics, and school learning experiences. These facts tend to

point to the importance of schooling, particularly in the early grades.
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CHAPTER II. INTRODUCTIOHN

Swrmary

15 introductory chapter starts with a short history of the Sustaining

3

Effects Study. Next is a discussion of tne overall design o the study
and oFf the way in which the sample was selected. Then there is a descrip-
tion of the instruments (tests, questiilonraires, forms, eic.) used Zo
collect data. This s followed by a shori consideraiion of row the Zaza
were collected and arnalyzed. The in-depth study o
15 deseribed. Finally, there <s a list of tne regoris issuing

Sustaining Zffects Study.

A SHORT HISTORY OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY

In March 1975 the U.s. Office of Education issged a Request for Proposal
entitled "A Study of the Sustaining Effects of Compensatory Education on 3asic
Cognitive Skills." The.project soon became known as "The Sustaining Effects
Sstudy (SZs)." The study was motivated by two major factors: one a mandate
from Congress and the other the educational community's concern over the
effectiveness of compensatory eduéétion (CE). The Introduction to the Request

" for Proposal said,

"ad near decade has passed since Congress enacted the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) which authorized the Federal
Government to join hands with State and local education agencies _
in a partnership designed to enhance the education of,educationally'
disadvantaged childrxen in areas with concentrations of children

rom low income families. During this period and under the
authority of this legislation almost fourteen billion dollars have
been made available. These funds have affected:the school lives of
six to seven million children every year in myriad ways. The
evaluation requirements of this legislation have helped to create a
national concern for the benefits that children derive from their
years of schooling and for the costs of these efforts.

P S TP T T SN

-

.

Recently Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 has been extended and modified in many important ways. In
particular, the Educational Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-380)

j
1
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direct the U.S. Commissionzr of Education ts ewpand his =f%
to describe the actual and potential recipisnts of Title I s
vices and to evaluate the affacts of such par:icipa:ion. The
evaluative study proposed herein is both a response =3 thesa
new requirements anrd an outgrowth of prior exparience in evalu-
ating this program."

The =Zducational Amendments of 1974 also instructed the Mational Institute of

Zducation to undertake a series of studies which tecame known as "the NIE

Compensatory Education Study." NIZ was authorized to scend fifteen million

ddllars on those studies and enterad into a number of contracss &2 szucy

diffarent aspects of Title I ccmpensatory =ducazizsn., A list of =he scuds is
iven in the NIZ Incerim Report (22). 1In addition, the Departnent of Heal:zh,

Zducation and Welfare and the Department oI Ccmmerce investigated ways in’
which "OVEIuy indexes could be updated more frequently than every ten years
through the census. Their report, "The Measure of Poverty" ‘32), rhows the
impact that alternative method:; of estimating goverty would nhave onn fundin
for differ ent geographic regions. This study and the NIZ studies have now
been published (see (23) for the fina. reswort »n the NIE stuciss).

Much of Congress' concern regarding tie.eifaciivaness arnd ogara:zion of Ticle T

stemmed Zrom several evaluation studies which cast dount on =h. 277acciveness

.

of compensatory education. Wargo, et al. (2%) reviewed a numbar of svaluations
conducted in the first five years of Title I anc concludad thac there w.is
little evidence that Title I had a positive impact on particip.-<ing s*udedcts.
Subsequent to that report, the Office of Education soonsored cthe Comrensatory
Reading Study (31). while the results werévmére'encou:aging, thev were limi:éd
in the number of grades studied and in the length of exgcsure of students =5

comgensatory services,

The Iirst year of the SES (1973-75) was devorsd =g clanning; oo selacting the

samo’e and to persuading schools ;o Join the study: to the selecting, develop-

ing, and clearances of Lnst;umenfs, and .o the formation of various advisozy

groups. Data coll°c_lou aharged in the fall of the 1976-77 school year and

continued for three successive years. 5:3
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THE PURPOSE OF THE SUSTAIMING EFFECTS STUDY

The Susraining Effects Study is concerned with a number of issues; there are

two major policy issues and five secondary issues.  The two major issues ara:

1) Wno receives Compensatory Education? Among children coming from
different economic strata, how many receive Title I, other federal,
state, or local CE services? Similarly, among children performing
at different achievement levels, how many receive Title I, other
federal, state, or local CE services?

2) How effective is Compensatory Education? Do those students receiving
CE services benefit from such services? Wnat ars their perIormance
levels relative to students who do not receive CZ services? Similarly,
what are their performance levels relative to students who are judged
to need CE but who do not receive CZ services?

Secondary to these two issues are a number of related questions:

3) What is Compensatory Education? requently we speak of Title I pro-
grams as though they had a cohes;vene;s of content or method of
instruction. To talk atout the effectiveness of CZ, we should know
what CE is. How does it differ from the .instruction children would
have received if they had not been selected for CE? How does it
differ from the instruction received by students not receiving CE who
are in schools where CE is offered?

4) What is the nature of the home environment of elementary school
students and how is it related to school environment? Questions 2
and 3 above are concerned with school instructional programs and
their effectiveness. Question 4 investigates the relationship of
home environmental factors to school achievement. How is school
achievement related to such factors as parents' educatiocnal and
economic status, intellectual stimulation in the home, homework, and
parents' involvement with the school.

2.

S e e f2el

5) What happens to the achievements of students when their CE services

“ are discontinued? CE services arxe discontinued for a numbker of

: " reasons. After recaxvxng CE services some students improve to such

' an extent that, relative to other needy students, they are no longer
eligible to receive CE services. Other students have CE services
discontinued for administrative reasons, such as their new classes do
not offer such services. Still others lose CE services because their
schools no longer offer CE services. If students have been receiving
CE services, but these services are discontinued due to one or
another of the above reasons, what happens to their achievement in
subsequent years? - ’

-
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Is there an optimum duration and ceriod for ra
It is sometimes argued that CZ students need CIT serv
their elementary education. Others believe thd concentracing
services in the first or second grade is most beneficial. Still
other periods or durations receive supoort. ' What is the optimum
time for and duration of CE services?

sarvices?

o
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7) What happens to student achievement over the summer and is summer
school effective? Do reqular and/or CE students experience an
absolute or a relative change in achievement over the summer? Is
summer school effactive in increasing the achievements of regular
and/or C= student

™2

1y

DESIGH OF THE SUSTAZINING ZFr=ZCTS STUDY

To obtain answers tod the policy guestions it was necessary to obtain a larg
amount of data through a very complex design. As initially 2lanned the

Sustaining EZffects Study consisted of five* substudies, which were:

1. The Longitudinal Studv. 1In the Longitudinal Study, educational ,
achiavement was assessed in the fall-and spring for three consecutiv
years. The children took achievement tasts in reading and macth, a
functional literacy test, and a measuxe of attitudes toward school
and toward themselves as students. The amount and nature of instruc
tlon in reading and math was determined for each student four times

the school year. In addition, teachers and principals

repQr on their practices of instxuction. Thus, it was 20ssibl
wIyx to assess student growth over a three-year period, but to
relate this growth to the kinds andéd amount of instruction being

‘received.

2. The Successful Practices in High-Poverty Schools Study. This study
identified and descriked the instructional practices and contexts
that appear to be effective in raising the reading and math achieve-
ments of educationally disadvantaged students. 1In the ‘cngztudﬁ1al
study data were obtained by Zormal tests, gquestionnairss dnd = -
schedules. In the High-Poverty Schools Study, these data were .
.supolementad by 'in-depth' or ethnecgrazhic ma: er;al )

from 53 high-goverty schools that wers a gar:t of
the Longitudinal study.

* Another substudy was added later and involved Zollowing a lixzited sanple
of students into high school.

El{fC . o S IIf‘* | 61
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3, The Participation Study. The purpose of the Participazion Study
was to determine the relationships amohq economic status, educa-
tional need, and instructional services received. Data on the
educational ‘achievement of the students and the services thay
recelve were obtained in the Longitudinal Study. Measuras of
economic status were obtained in the Participation Study. A random
sample of over 15,000 students was drawn from the schools and
vislts were made to the homes of these students. During the wvisits,
information was collected on the economic level of the home and on
the parents" attitudes toward their children's schools and learning
experiences. Thus, the level of student achievement and services
could be relataed to the economic level of and academic suppor:t
in the home. :

4. The Cost/Effactiveness Studv. Information was obtainad on the
resources and services to which each student was exposed during.
reading and math instruction. Cost estimates were generatad on the
basis of this information. Because achievement was determined in

. the Longitudinal Study, it was possible to relate educational effec-
tiveness to the cost of each program. '

5. The Summer Study. The Sustaining Effects Study also examined the
effectiveness of summer-school programs. Information about the
summer-school experiences of the students was combined with other
data from the Longitudinal Study. The amount of growth over the
summer was determined, as was the effect of attending summer school.

THE SAMPLE FOR THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY

The sample for the Sustaining Effects Study was not ideal since it had to meet
two somewhat conflicting objectives. For the Longitudina; Study it was
desirable to havé a sample of schools and students with a wide variation in
the variables to be studied, such as the kinds of schools, the extent of CE,
the nature of instructional practices, the kind of school leadership, the
abilities of the children, and the.level of the«fundingi Cn the other hand,
the Participation Sfudy required that projections be made for the nation's
schools regarding the number of students receiving CZ services, such as
Title I. It was also necessary in the Participation Study to report the
number of students at various poverty levels who were receiving CE and to
find the number dflchilaren at various levels of academic achievement who

were not receiving CE services. Since the federal government'was funding
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Title

particularly important that the study be able td dessriba the affactiven

I programs at a level of about three billion Jdollars 2 year, it was

O [l
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Title I activities. To meet these requirsments, three diffarant samples ware’

formed: a Representative Sample, a Comparison Sample, and a Nominatad Sample.
The Representative Sample. The Representative 3ample was drawn to be
representative of the nation's schools. It was a stratified, random

sample. Three stratification wariables were used, namely:  geogrzony,

size of the school district, and a discrict coverty indewx. The technical

details describing how the sampla of 243 schools was drawn are recorzed

1]

in Technical Report #l. 1In that report there are a numter of tablse

¢s of the Rapresentaczive

P.

showing comparisons between the characteris

Sample of schools and population estimates de:ived from other sources.

-

F*om these comp lsons, and from the sampling procedures used, it is

conc~uded that the Representative Sample allows quite accurate projec-

tions of the characteristics of the nation's elementary school students

The Comparison Sample. In trying to assess the effectiveness of CT it

would be desirable to be able to ccmpare the achievements of CIZ students

t

with other s;mlla. students who were not receiving CZ. We were aklas to

locate 29 schools situated in high poverty areas that were not raceiwvi

CZ funds. These form the Comparison Sample.

~g

The Nominated Sample. Because one of the major purposes of the Sustain-

ing Effects Study was £5 determine the effscts of Title I, it was
essential that the c0cai’sam§le of students contain a large number of
Ticle I students. aAnother surccse 9 the study was =o datarmine zhose
teaching practices wnich seemed‘pa::icularlv eSfactive. 7Thus a Nemina
Sample was Zormed which éoﬁsistéd of 43 Title I schocls :hat wers thcug
by state departments of education, the U.S. OfSice of Zducation, and

other agencies, to be particularly gcod examples of effactive C=

practices. A _ -
63
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In the First year of tha study there were 3209 parclieipacing schools having
abour 120,000 students. As will be described latar, data ware obtained on why
students in each school; thus there are data on regular setudants, Title I

! students, students receiving other CE, affluent students and poor students,
high-achieving and low- achleving students, students with diffurcnt racial
backgrounds and, in short, all the different kinds of students that exist in
the nation's elementary schools. (There were some exclusions; excluded were
schools with instruction largely for handicapped students, students in
bilingual programs, students in English-as-a-Seqond~Language programs, etc.

2

These exclusions are described in Report #1.)

Originally it was planned to continue the study with all 329 schools through-
a out the three years'of data collection. However the full funding of the
project was not available during the second operational year of the study,
which resulted in a reduction in the size of the Reéresentative Sample.
During the first operational year we were able to collect all of the data
needed to make the national projections required by the Participation Study.
B _Slnce the analytlcal methods lnvolved in the Longitudinal Study do not depend
[ on strict representation, but rather on maxlmum variation in the variables,
being studied, it was decided to drop some schools from the Representative
Sample and retain the other samples intact. Even though the Representative
Sample was reduced by_ﬁ@_percang_i;wstill_;ega}gggwg_;emarkably representative
sample. Of the 120,000 students in the first operational year, about 70,000
remained‘in the study during the second year. Reeders interested in the

technical details of the sample should-refer to Reports 1 and 13.

, THE DATA COLLECTED AND INSTRUMENTS USED

To undertake a study as diverse as the Sustaining Effects Study it was
necessary to collect information about the students, the kinds of instruction
they received, their teachers, their school priancipal's philosophy of instruc-

~ion and administrative practices, and descriptive material regarding the

s II-7 84
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gechool districc. Table IT-1 Lists the major ilnstruments s kn the Longl-
eadinal gtudy, what was descrihed by each instrumuent, tha poerson complacing
it, the frequency of adminlstration, and the month during the school yoar in
which it was completed. Mosat of the instruments used are complled in Report

9a and the psychometric properties of the instruments are given in Report 9.

tach fall and spring students completed three instruments: The Comprehensive
Tests of Basic Skills, a practical Achievement Scale, and 2 srudent Affective
Measure. The Comprehensive Tests of f8asic 5kills were administared Lo
determine the students' achievemant in reading and math.

There has been considerable criticism of standard achievement tasts. It is
sometimes claimed that they are niased against minority or pooz students and
also that they tend to measure academic subjects that are unrelated to real
life situations. In an attempt to overco&;hkhe c%iticiém of the academic
nature of achievement tests, Wwe develoged a 'functional lizeracy' test, thac
presented pictorially a number of situations that children commonly encountarx
in their ever: ayflives. ‘Wwhile viewing each picture, studenzs were asked
guestions about the siruations pictured. This test involved tcth reading

and math problems set in the context of practical situ&tionS. Iz was admin-Q
istered to all fourth~, fifth-, and sixth-grade students. zrach student also
completed a measure of attitudes toward schoolk and toward reading ancd math.
It turned out that the scales of this instrument were so-highly interxrelated

that it was sensible to use only the total scale score.

- * ~ . - . -
Once a vear the teachers filled out a guestionnalre. The Sirsz par= of the
guestionnairs asked for demographic and general informazion. A seccnd pars

was for reading or mach and asked arous. instructicn in that subiact area,
now s=udencs. wers grouped, now lesson olans wexrs used, nhow instzuctional

materials wera used, what instructicnal methods werse used, etc. Similarly,

each principal reported on a set of demographic cguestions, 3s well as ugon

65
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student Nackgronnd Check! Lat Studont. Hlomevoom Taacher l March4
Sumner Aetivity Slipsheot Student Skadont, 1 fopt/0ct
Compengatory Fducatfon hosker Stiident. School Coordlnator l March
Student Partlcipation and
Attendance Record Student flomeroom Teacher 4 Nov Jan Mar Apr
H
A Student-Teacher Linkage Roster  Student/Teacher  llomeroom Teacher 2 Hov  March
0
Teacher Questionnalre, .
Sectlon A Peacher/School Teacher | February
Teacher Questlonnalre,
Section B Reading Program Teacher 1 February
Peacher Queationnalre,
Section C Hath Program Teacher | ~ Pebruary
Principal Questionnalre, . .
Section A Principal/School Principal 1 February
Principal Questionnalre,
Sectlon B School Principal | February
District Characterlstlcs
Questlonnaire Section A District Superintendent 1 February
District Characterlstics
Questlonnalre, Sectlon B Title Y Program Super {ntendent I February
District Expendlture Infor=
matlon Questionnaire District/School  Business Mamager 1 February
Q ~—
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S~ *Oct/Nov for the flrst year of data collection.
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his or har phllasophy of lnstruction, aceiruda towavd digolplineg, afforta an
aoordinatlon of instructlion, and gimilaw ftegs,  The prinalpals alan Anucth?J
bhalr schoala in tarwa of alzo, grade ranga, sourass of funding, alass assigne
mant practices, pavant partlaipation, and utafd tralnlng,  Likewlsa, thn
district auperintandant and the buQinuhﬂ managoy aomplatad cquastionnaires

dancrlbing diatrict ingtructional policies and wkpanddturae:n,

Two wvary,important instruments were the Compensatory nducation Roster and thy
Student Participation and Attendance Record. At 2ach school the Local
Coordinator complutod tha Compensatory Education Rostor by iLadicating for

each studant whather or not the student was designated to roceive CE tfunded

by Title I or other federal funds, by“scate funds, and/ov by district ox pri~ '
vate funds. This roster was important because it allowed us to classiiy
students in terms of their CE status. A Student Participa;ion and Attendance
Record was filled out by each student's teacﬁer, for reading and for maczh; i
regorted the number of hours of instfuction the student received in reading or
math during a 'typical' week. The teacher also reported on the size of the
instructional group and the person giving the insﬁruction (regular teacher,

vecial instructor, aide, tutor, etc.).

The Student Béggground Checglist gives informaticon on such items as age, sex,
race, previous education, grade, parent's eduCation,'parent's_partici;at;on ”
in school activities, student's partiéipa;ion in scheol lunch.programs,.and
receipt of speciai servicegl The éuﬁmgr Activities Slipsheet obtained informa-
tion frcm the stﬁdentjon activities during the previous summer, such as

whether or not the student went to summex scheol, to camp, took a txip, ertc,

It also inguired akout reading activities during the summer. Interescad
roaders should refer to SES Regorts 9 and 9a for the psychcmetric character-

igrics and exach items contained in each of the instruments descrifed acove.

Ay
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Data Collection. Because the amount of data to be collected was large and

the amount of time involved was long, special steps were taken to assure that
quality data would be obtained. As soon as a school agreed to participate
the principal was asked to appoint a Local Coordinator who would be paid by

SDC for his or her services. Frequently the principal acted as the Local

" Coordinator but at other schools the Local Coordinator might be the Title I

director, the curriculum coordinator, or some other staff member. During the
surmer of each year a training program for Local Coordinators was held which

included instruction on the procedures required in filling out the Iorms,

[a)

administering tasts, maintaining confidentiality, securing coogeratisn ©

the teachers, returning material to SDC, and similar matters.

Special steps were taken to assure confidentiality. Number-name identification
rosters were retained at the school so SDC had no record of the names of any

of the students in the studf. Because of these efforts to maintain confiden-
tiality, particular attention was paidvto the maintenance of the linkage
numbers for each student from year to year and also to. link the students'

numbers with their teachers' numbers.

Data Collection in High-Poverty Schools. It is often argued that information

from formal tests, questionnairesﬂ<and'standardized forms do not give a real
understanding of the capabilities of students or of the school or institu-
tional settings.  Certainly the more intimate details of classroom instruction
are not captured. In an attempt to overcome this problem, 'in-depth' data
ware collected at 55 high-poverty schmals. High-poverty schools were sought
because they had the highest concenft.ru’' ons of CE students, the students with
whom the Study Qas most concerned. ‘i 46 of tWo observers wvisited the S5
schools twice. The purpose of the first visit was to become acguainted with
the school organization, and to have a preliminary meeting with the teachers
whose classroomslﬁould be observed. The second visit lasted for two weeks

and involved the collection o"infcmation in a number of areas including

" instructional practices in the second and fifth grades. At each schcol a

e II-11
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lengthy interview was‘condﬁcted with the principal and each of the involved
teachers. Classfooms were visited and the way in which instruction was
conducted was noted. The teaching techniques used were recorded. Period-
ically a count was made of the nuﬁberkof students exhibiting on-task behavior.
Much of the material was recorded on prepared forms, but lengthy narrative
descriptions were also recorded on audié tape. The data collected by the
in-depth techniques were combined with the more traditional data that had
been collected for the Longitudinal Study and the results are repgorted in

Technical Report 156.

THE SUSTAINING EXFfECTS STUDY REPORT SERIES

The detailedfresults of the Sustaining Effects Study are contained in a
series of reports. These reports contain tables giving very extensive
details about all of the data collectec during the study from thousands of
students in 329 elementary schools. 'In addition tolthe detailed data, the
reports include the results of various s-atistical analyses. The report

series is made up of the following volumes:

Report Number

1. *"The Sample for the Sustaining Effects Study and Projections of
its Characteristics to the National Population” by Hcepfner, R.,
Zagorski, H., and Wellisch, J., - h

2. "Students' Econcmic and Educational Status and Seiéction for Comr—
pensatory Education"” by Breglio, V. J., Hinckley, R. H., and
Beal, R. S. '

3. "Student Eccncmic and Zducational Status and Receirt cf Com—
pensatory Education™ by Hinckley, R. H., Beal, R. S., and
Breglio, V. J. '

4. "Student Hcme Environment, Educaticnal Achievement, and Ccm-
pensatory Education™ by Hinckley, R. H. (Zditor) .’

5. "The Nature and Recipients of Ccmpensatory Educaticn™ by
Wang, M., Hoepfner, R., 2agorski, H., Henenway, J. A.,
Brown, D. S., and Beaxr, M. B.

70
O

ERIC ‘ | T

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



~.

| 6. "Resource Analysis of Compensatory Education" by Haggert, S.A.,
Klibanoff, L.S., Sumner, G.C., and Williams, R.S.

7. "an Analysis of the Cost and Effectiveness of Compensatory
Education” by Sumner, G.C., Klibanoff, L.S., and Haggert, S.A.

8. "Summer Growth and the Effectiveness of Summer School" by
Klinanoff, L.S., and Haggart, S.A. ’

9. "The Measures and Variables in the Sustaining Effects Study"

by Hemenway, J.A., Wang, M., Xenoyer, C.E., Hoepfner, R.,
Bear, M.B., and Smith G.

9a. "A Compilation of the SES Instruments" by the SES Project Stail

10. "Compensatory Services and Educational Develogment in the Scheool
Year" by Wang, M., Bear, M.B., Conklin, J.E., and Hoepfer, =.

11. "The Effects of Discontinuing Compensatory-Education Services”
by Kenoyer, C.E., Cooper, D.M., Saxton, D.E., and Hoepfner, R.

*12. '"Does Compénsatory Education Narrow the Achievement Gap" by
Zagorski, H., Conklin, J.E., Cooper, D.M., Hoepfner, R., and
Wang, M.

13. "substudies on Allocation and Targeting of Funds and Services,

Assessment of Student Growth, and Effects of Attrition" by
Hoepfner, R. (Editor).

*14. 'MAchievement Growth as a Result of Grade and Length of Participation
in Compensatory Programs" by Rogers, M.S., Landers, K.L., and
Hecepfner, R.

| | 15. (No report with this number was prepared.)

*16. "Successful Practices in High-Poverty Schools" by Lee, D.R.,
: Carriere, R.A., McQueen, A.H., Poyner, L.H., and Rogers, M.S.

J

!
}3 *17. "sustained Effects of Previous Compensatory Education on Students
! in Junior High Grades" by Saxton, D.E., Geddes, C.L., and
Hoepfner, R.

{ ‘ " *18. "A Description of Compensatory Services in High-Poverty Schools”
s by Poynor, L.H., Surace, E.M., and Lee, D.R. ’

* A draft of these reports was prepared, and in some cases typeset, but
sufficient funds were not made available for them to be published.
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19. (Yo report with this number was preparead.)

"Background, Schooling, and Achievement"” by Won, Z.Y.T., 3ear, M,3.
and Koepfner, R. '

*20.

*21. "A Study of Compensatory and Elementary =ducation:

Effects Study. Final Report" by Carter, L.F.

*A draft of these reports was pregared, and in some cases
but sufficient Zunds wexr
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CHAPTER III. WHAT IS CGAPENSATOR EDUCATION?

Summary

To describe Compensatory Education we contrasted the instructional
services recetved by CE students with those received by régular students
in the same schools. - It is clear that there ave tmportant dijferences
in the serviées received by these two groups of studenis. Some of the

important differences are:

s Title T students receive services costing adout 3435 more sran
the services regular students receive. &osi of inis money s
spent on teachers, remedial specialists and aides.

s Title I students receive considerably more instruction in
reading and math than do regular students. But while the Title
I students are receiving this additional reading and math
instruction the regular students are also receiving instruction
of some type. Thus it is not clear that Title I students enjoy
a net gain in total instruction.

o Title I students receive much of their instruction from
teachers who have had somewhat less teaching expertence than
regular teachers. However, the spectal teachers have had
somewhat more coursework and inservice training in teaching
“methods than regular teachers.

o Title I students receive their instruction in somewhat smaller
classes than regular students.

i

\
i

The major difference between Title I instruction and regular
tngtruction is that Title I students receive less of their
ingtruction in large groups in regular classrooms and recetve
much more instruction in small group settings from special
teachers and atides.

: ‘
S S SyUeIs: U
)

C-a

# The typical mode of special C¥ instruction is in a pullout
setting. The pullout setting seems to offer a positive learming
environment and rates very facvorably when compared to other
instructional settings. ' :

o Teachers of Title I students report using different methods
and practices in teaching Title I students than do the teachers
of regular students. In reading, Title I studente are exposed,
throughout their elementary grades, to more ¢lementary or Lasic

e

III-1 ’ ~
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reading methods thcn are regular students, who receive injformaition
in more complex materials. In the first two grades the approacches
used in teaching reading are similar. for Title I ard regula

tl
4
students, but then tney begin to diverge. B3y the

sizth g 12
: approaches most frequently used with Title .I stulents are least
' [requently used with regular students and vice versa
e Tzachers of Title I students report a mucn higher usz of cudio-
vtsual equzomenu in their instruciion tnan do tecchers of regular
Suudenuo. .
INTRCDUCTICON

There is no simple explanation or description of CE; it is an. amalgan of Tany

th N}

ditferent programs, practices, and serwvices. In the Sustaining =2

we have two main sources of information about what consblhutas CZ. First, we

‘have information galned from quesblonnaL:es completed by teacne;s, principals,

and district personnel. From this survey material we can determine what
services regular and CE students are reported to reéeive. Second, we conducted
an in-depth study of 55 poverty schools. At these schools we visited class-
rocms and observed the instruction being given to regular and CI studencs. We

9

talxed td _He teachers- and principals akout what, CHEL- orog

H

ams included,

U)

Y

these site-visits we have detailed descriptive narratives of CZ programs. In
this Final Report we“are including only two short descriptions to give a flavor

of the variety of CZ programs in &ifferent schools.

.

School A

Three discrere Title I ogram ccomponents sexve identified students in this

0

fairly large, 63-year-old urban schocl. The kindergarsen program, which will

not be descriked Here, serves 48 students. The primary grades' Titla I

Reading Prc g*am sexrve’s
4

Instruction (CAI ;ab serves 265 students in grades 4-5 in zoth reading and

math.
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The .three primary grades' Title I reading teachers share a single huge room,

where each is scheduled to see s5ix groups of eight students for daily 50-

‘minute sessions. Each has reéponsibility for teaching students from a single

grade, but their teaching procedures are generally the same. Early in the
fall, a diagnostic test is administered to each pupil. A needs-assessment
sheet profiling the student's strengths. and weaknesses is developed based on
the results of the diagnostic test. On the basis of the needs-assessment
profile, the teacher develops a separate prescriptive educational plan for
each child, eu:lining the sequence of skills to be attacked‘and matarials t2

be usad by the student.

Students leave their homeroom classrooms to attend Title I reading instructier.
Upon arrival at the Title .I room, students pick up their work folders, which
contain assignments for the week, and start to work independently, calling on
their teachers when they need help. The teachers also provide some émall—
group '‘instruction daily, usually te subgroups of three to four students who
have common instructional needs. Skill profiles are kept up to date as
prescriptions are completed, and the diagnostic test is readministered period-
ically. The Title I room is well supplied with a wide variety of high-
technology equipment and materials that are called into play in the various
prescriptions. Heavy use is made of controlled readers, feedback teaching
machines, audie tapes, filmstrips, records, instructional kits, and a variety

of texts, workbooks, worksheets, and dittos.

The CAI Lab is staffed by one teacher and one aide who oversee students'

progress on the 14 teletype terminals in the lab. The terminals are connected
. ' /

to a minicomputer, housed in the scheool, wh;éh serves a number of other

schools as well. The provider of the CAI software also provides a curriculﬁm
guide, specifying for various levels of ppffofmance on the CTBS where studencs
should start in the math aad reédihg curricula. The curxicula cover la levels

of difficulty, depending upon the students' grade levels, entry skills, and

. 75
III-3



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

" reviews the summary printed ouf on the teletvpe at the end of sach student's

progress. The software also provides a "time-out" fesature, whereby repeatesd
slow responding is quickly brought to the attention of tne teachar. This was

perceived to be very valuable for keeping the students consistently on-task

The teacher and aide monitor student work and provide assistance with eitherx

content or machinery as needed ny the students. The tesacher or the aide

daily, approximately 20-minute session. A student who has achisvaed 100

in either subject receives a coloriul

§—

perczent corrxesct on the day's dril
ribbon award to waeaxr back to the ragular classrcom. This Is called "The LO0C
Percent Club. ﬂhen the teacher decides that one or more pupils need
additional instruction, help.is p:ovided in one of several ways. 1In most
cases, the teache: or the aide will ;ork individually with students wnile
they are at the terminals. In some cases, if there are several students
having trouble with a particular skill,'ﬁhe lab teacher will tzke a small
group into the adjoining room, which is equipped with a ehalkboard and
several chairs, and will provide small-group instruction on that skill. Cn
occasion, the CAI Lab teacher will also go into the regular classroom durin

cequlag

re math instxuction to give a special lesson to an Lnd‘VLuLa1 or to a

School B

The -Title I program serving grades 1-8 in thisg small rural school consists
basically of twd full-tize aides who provide tutorial and small-group instric-
tion. Cne aide, who has nad one year of college, works Primarily wich seccnd

and third~grade students in reading and math, and coccasionally in spelling and

cenmanship. Due to ovexcrowding in =zhe scheol, she is forced <o .use atout the
last 20 f2et at the =2ndéd of a hallway as zer cluaysroom. The second aide is
a former %t2acher who has rfeen a Title I teacher's aide at the school for 15

years. She meets with students from grades 1-8, variously for reading, math,
speiling, social studies, and penmanship, in a ccmbined office/kitchen/music

lounge rcom.
76
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There is fluctuation durinq the. year in terms of which students see the aides
for supplemental instruction. Regular teachers send students in need to the
aides, with.a priority being given to those judged to be most needy. One oOf
the aides estimated that she had served 43 students for at least six weeks,
11 of whom she had worked with for the entire year. Students who are seen on
a regular and long—térm basis tend to be those who generally have difficulty
understanding new concepts as they are introduced in the regular classroom,
and thus are behind the other children. Cther students are sent on an as-
needed basis, when their regular classroom teacher sees that they are having
difficulty with a partidular new concept or skill. :In such cases, they may
go to the aide for a few days or a few weeks. Still other children are sent
to the aides lohg enough to catch up on work they have missed during absences
from school. For students who attend regularly, the scheduled number of
sessions weekly and the duration of those éessions varies from pupil to

pupil or from small group to small group. Some students see an aide daily,
while others go only once a week, in sessions ranging from 15 to 45 minutes.
The aides work with a maximum of five students in a'group,'and usually with

only one or two students at a time.

The regular classroom teachers generally tell the aides fairly specifically
what skills need work by their stgdents, with the aides having more or less
latitude in selecting the materials and approach to be used depending upon
their relationships with the particular teachers involved. During Ehe
1978-79 school year, no Title I-funded equipment or materials were received
at this schobl, but audiovisual equipment and instructional éits received in
previous vears are available for use by any teachers in the school. In part
tecause of'their distance from the equipment locations, the aides tend not ‘
to use ‘any of the egquigment, and geneially base their work on whatever texts,

workbooks, or worksheets are being used in the regular classrocm.

77 III-5
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itle programs Jescribed hers are in marked contras
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The two , bukt awven mora

rances in intan-
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extreme pictu:es could have been chosan to highlight the di!
sity and content of the instruction received by students, all of whom are

lareled Title I students.

Report 18 contains a number of additioral descriptl

0
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were selected to illustrate the settings in which instruction takess plice,

the kxins of lesson material used, and the methcds usad tO manage classrzom

instraczion. Survev tachniguss tand o lunp together stu
g = S

o wdents racsiving
quite different services, but in terms of the national program, survey daza
can give a good summary of the Title I CE-program. The material that Sollows

is an amalgam of the information collected byocues ionnaires completed by the

district staff, school principals, and teachers, and reported in detail in

]
oo

Report S. The more qualitative material collected by visiting classrooms an
interviewing principals and teachers in high poverty schools is given in

Report 13.

CCMPENSATCRY EZDUCATION FUNDS——HCW MUCH MCNEY IS THERE AHD CN WeAT IS IT SPENT?

There are many different sources of .: funds; there is money from local, state’
and federal sources. The amount of these funds varies widely £rom district to
district and, thin a givea district, schools vary consicderably in the amount
and kind of funds they have available. Title I is the largest single source
of CE funding, and we will examine Title I in detail throughout this chapter.

.

We asked the husiness managers of the school districts to describe the ‘amount

of Title I funds that was srent Zor various xinads of services during whe 1975-
77 school year. Table III-l shows the diZfZ Tictle T

erent services on which
fands are spent for reading, math, and commeon services :ot.asscc1a zad with
Iz will be seen that the largest amounts are sgent on
ﬁr*iculum specialists, teaching assistants and aides. Smaller,

but in the aggregate, significant amounts.are spent on planning and evaluation,
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Table III-1
Per-Pupil Expenditures of Title I Funds*

Reading Math . Common Costs

Teachers ' i ' $237 $223
Remedial and Curriculum Specialist,

Teaching Assistants and Aides N 181 . 109
Tfaining of Inétruction;l and Non-

Instructional Staff ' - 11 16
Administrative Services, Planning,

Evaluation _ 30 37
Instructional Supplies {(texts, AV aids,

supplies) 26 21
New Equipment, Building Alterations, etc. 47 . 42

: staff and Materials for School PAC, PTA,

etc. ' : $22

cher Costs** 94

*Columns cannot be added since different schools have different mixes of
services. . .
**0ther costs include guidance, counseling, health and nutxitional services.
% "

Source: Report 9, Table 8-31
supplies, and equipment. Important amounts are spent on parent advisory

groups, parent-teachef associations, and the like. Also, funds go to

guidance, counseling, health and nutritional services. While these figures

[ U,

cannot be added to find the4expenditures per pupil, since different schools

- ——e

nave different mixes of services, they represent significant supplementation

[N

£o the regular school expenditures. For the schools in the SES sample, the
average annual per-gupil regular expendi:ﬁre in 1976-77 was $1,139, and the

! average additional Title I per-pupil expenditure was aktout $436 for Title I
students. The exact amounts for per*?hpil expenditures are difficult té
obtain because of different ways of counting the number of students receiving

various services. However, these figures do give an indication of the

)
?
1
]
}

1I1-7 :




relative degree to which Title I students raceive services over anéd beyond
those given to regular students. .The $436 Title I dollars pay for the variou
services that will be described throughout this chapter. There can be no
doubt that Title I students receive instructional services different from

those received by regqular students.

How are these special Zunds used? Ia the 535 high poverty schools we observed
:,257 instructional groups. OFf these groups, &5 e

tional groups and thus received no srecial services, 30 gpercent raceived ser-
vices paid for by Title I funds and otnher-CZ Zunds. The remaining 13 percent

ial sources. Thus, we see that

¢]

were paid by other CZ Zunds or Iunds Zrom spe
in high-goverty schools over half of all instructional groups have services

paid for by other than regular school district funds, with Title I Zunds con-

tributing the largest source of outside funding.

#HO TEACHES TITLE I AND REGULAR STUDENTS

Table ITI-2 shows a number of characteristics associated with teachers in

various classroom settings. In cur total sample of schools azout a tenth O

L8 %Y

the teachers were in non-C: schools. Among the reading teachers in CE
schools 17 percent teach only CE students, 60 percent teach both CE.and ron-
Cz students, ahd 23 éercent teach non-CZ students. The correspgonding figuEES
for math teachers are ll percent, 43 percent, and 46 percent. Thus, we see
that in.readiﬁq in CE schools most teachers teach both CE and anLCE’studénts
Awﬂile_roughly a fifth teach only C= students and another fiZth teach only

regqular students. In math the situation is scmewhnat different.  There are
. . i . .

somewhat fewer math teachexs in C= scheols who teach only CZ szudants, butz

-

chere is a considerably nigher rercentage of math teachers wio I=2ach only

non-C=Z students. ' v .

%

ERIC o ‘. —_
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Table III-2

. average Experience and Training of Teachers
Teaching: Teaching Teaching
Teaching Both CE Only Non~-CZ  Only Non-C=
Only CE and Non-CE Students in Students in
Students Students CE School Non-CE School
Reading
. r""‘)s.
Percentage of Teachers Who )
Were: 15 54 21 11
Pefcentage of Teachers in CE :
Schools Who Were: 17 60 23 -
Number of Years Teaching in ) -
Any School . 0.3  1l.2 “11.0 11.9
Number of Years- Teachlng in
Cur*ent School 6.1 6.8 . 6.6 6.6
Highest Earned College Degree* 2.6 2.4 2.5 2.5
Number of College Cog:ées in v : .
Teaching Reading , - 1.3 1.1 1.2
Number of Hours of Inservice ' '
Reading Training 14.3 12.0 10.2 . ° 10.9
Math : >
Percentage of Teachers Who :
. Were: 10 <1 40 12
2 Percentage of Teachers in CE
) % Schools Who Were: 11 43 46 T —
i' Number of Years Teaching in -
i Any School 5.3 - 0.8 11.5 ” 11.9
! Number of Years Teaching in 4
i Current School . 5.8 6.6 7.1 6.7
§ Highest Earned College Degree 2.5 2.4 2.5 2.5
" .
Numbar of College Courses in
! Teaching Math -.9 .7 .5 .6
. Number of Hours of Inservzce | h '
: Math Tra:LnJ.ng S 8.2 9.0 T 5.5 - 6.9

*] = less than 4 years of collegé, 2 = bachelor's degree, 3 = 5-year prepara-
ation, master's degree, or 6 years specialLst degree, <3 = doctor's degree.

' Source: Special tabulation done for final reports

- | 111;9' 81
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given varies significantly from school to school.

v

current schools. However, those who teach only CEZ students have slightly

more college education, have more college courses in teaching, and somewhat

.

more inservice training than other teachers. Presumably such training should

makg these teachers more effective. On, the other nard, the regular

have had more teaching experience, which should make

Report 10 the one teacher characteristic that seems

with greater student achievement. was the amount of

«]

]

(2
(
vy
]
cr

Thus, to the exte I scudents are raceiving zheirx

teacher.
instruction from less experienced teachers--and our

to regular students.

the case~-they may ke at some.disadvantage relative

COMPENSATORY- EDUCATION INSTRUCTIONAL SZRVICES

7

What are CE instructional services?

)
14
-4

<

In the elementary grades they are lar
4

ct
O

reading and math instruction. Thus, much of this chapter will ke devote

comparing the amount and kind of instruction received by regular ahd CE

students in reading and math. The school setting in which CI ianstructlion is
Cur approach to defining
CZ is to determine what services CE students receive in contrast to those
received by regqular students. Thus, throughout this chapter we will be
comparing the amount of instruction CZ students received with :haﬁ received
by regular students; we -will compare the kinds of teachers instructing C=

students with those.instructing regular students; and we will contrast the

AN

instructional approach and technicues applied to CE students with those

arplied to regular students.

The number of hours in the school day is almost always fixed, with CZ

and regular students in a school attending a similar number

of

F

amount of instruction CE students/zéceive in reading apdé math is difierent
4 . >

frcm the amount of instxuction xrgceived by regular students. Figure III-1
. . . '
: < Y]
III-10. : s
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Hours Per Week Devoted to Reading Instruction for Title I and
Regular Students in Title I Schools and Non~CE Schools
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shows ths number of hours of r2ading instruction receivaed by thres grouds of
studsnts: Tizle I students, ragular studenzs in the sama schools, and

studsnts in- schools that do not have any CZ students. The figure shows that

-
3
(r
94
13
"y
lJ

irst and secord grades Title I students and regular scudents in ?i:le

I schecols receive essentially the same amount of reading instructica. However,

students in schools not having CZ programs (schools probably teing in more
afilyuent atisndance arsas and having somewhat higher-achleving students),
evan in the first and second grades are resceiving, and presumabzly nesd, Iawsar
nours of rsading instruction. 3Starting in che third grade and conzinuing
through tha sixth grads, Tikle I s:tudencs receliwve much nors reading instruoc-

Since Title I students sgend more of their time on reading instruction than

regular students, are the CEZ stucdents missing
a

i]l

igure III-2 shows the amount oI reading-rel
I and regular students. 'Reading-related activities' are in addition to regular
reading and include sgelling, vocanbulary study, grammar, ané writing. It

seems that the Titls I students spend a little lass time in readi ng—*nla*nd

[8]
tn

activicies tnan~*egular students, but the dil‘~-ence is only akout a teanth

[¢3]

an hour a week while the differencs in readin; instruction is as much as l.

hours cer week.

We asked reading teachers, ""hen students are participating in compensator;

reacing activities, in what types of activities are their non-garticipant

peers involwved?" Tesachers were asked to check all izems that applied Th

.response Irom grade to grade tended to fe quicge similar. 3 majority checksd

other r=ading activitiess, 30 zercent checked math activitiss, 2%o

checked activitias r

[34]

u
lated to other subject mat:zer aresas, acout 30 Tercent
checkad "study =zime," and arout 25 zercent checked

About 13 perxcent checked "visics to the library," atout 3 gercent indicated
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HOURAS PER WEEK SPENT IN READING — RELATED ACTIVITIES
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SOURCE: REPORT 5 TABLE 444

™~ TITLE |

N STUDENTS

Ny REGULAR
STUDENTS

40—

35—

—
5
_
_
»}—

3.0

-
»
[~ ]

GRADE
Figure III-2

Hours Per Week Spent on Reading-Related Activities by Title I
Students and Regular Students in Title I Schools
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Thesa rasults ars confirmed by similar resgonses given by teachers in the
high-goverty schools. The teachers were asiked, "lhen any of vour students

receive compensatary reading/math insczruction, what subjects ars your non-
compensatory students usuallvy studying?" Tabla IITI-3 shows the rasults.
Again, it will be seen that while the CZ studants are receiving reading
instruction theix regulaf classmates are usualiy raceiving reading or resading-

vad instruction. As will =e seen latar zhsa ZZ studenc

ot

w
[
ty
1Y)
[
{4}
(3]
i}
2
-
23
[Ys]

Tapla III-3

Subje«ts Missed by Compensatcry Students wWhile They Raceive
Compensatory Reading Instruction

—

Subject (s) Usually Being Studied by Percent of
Non-Conpenu. nary Students _ 193 Teadchers F~spondin

. et o B

Regulaz reading or mixed reading and

48
languagwe arts block
Sav-rsl subjects, including regular
. : 15
. yvaading and/or regulars math
Tanguage arts ' . ¢ _ 10
Several subjests, othnr than reqular 7
reading or math
Recalar math o '
g nial studies , '
Study period . ‘
Sutjects mizszd varied and wers ot Co4
specified ' : ' .
. R 1
Oxhier (includes science, .PE, penmanship, 3
Soanish) : ' '
Souxza. Repcrt L3, Table 2-3.
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Thus, while the CZ stuuents geot more reading instruction, they ara missing
other instruction. Given tha Zixed length of the school day, this is almosc
inavitable and it means that regular students get more instruction in other
subject areas than CE students. Reading is basic, and CE student: need
instruction in reading, but they pay a price for it in terms of othar instruc-

tion missed.

Figure III-3 shows that Title I studencs receive much more inszruction in
math tnan do regular studenzs. On.the average, regular s:udanzs raceivs
atout 4.3 hours per week ol ma;h instruction while Title I students racrlve
akout 5.8 hours per week; the difference in favor of the Titles I studencts
starts in the first grade and continues through the sixth grade. In reading
we saw a sharp decrease in hours of instruction as grade increased, but in
math this is not the case; "in math there’is a very slight tendency for hours
of instruction to increase from the first to the £ifth érade and ﬁhenlto drop
in the sixth grade. Math teachers were also asked to indicate what the
regular students did dﬁring the time when Title I students were receiving
additional math instruction. The results are very similar to those repor:ted .
for reading. The regular students are involved in other math activities,
reading activities, activitiés in other =abjects, general study time, and
studunt~selected activities while the CE students are studying additional

math. Similar results were obtained when teachers in the high-poverty

schools were asked this same question.

'In summarizing the results for hours of instructional .service, it is clear

that CE students receive very significantly more hours of reading and math
instruction than do ;equla: students. 3ut while the CE students receive this
additional instruction regular students are often receivi™,; instruction in
these and othe; subjects. Thus, CE students have a gross gain in reading aﬁd
math instruc:ion, but it is questionable whether they have a net instructional-

gain when the whole curriculum is considered.
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WEEKLY HOURS OF MATH INSTRUCTION

Hours Per Week Devoted to Math Instxuction for Title I
" and Regular Students.ia Title I School and Non~CZ Schools

6.2
SOURCE: REPORT 5 TABLE 4158
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CLASS 312
ce students receive more hours of instruction’ in reading and math than co
regular students, but is it of the same or a diffarent quality? Cne frequently
suggested measure of qualiry is the size of the class in which instruction is
given. .Figure III-4 shows the average class size by grade for Title I students
and for reqular students in Title I schools. It will be seen that for both
reading and math the size of the class increases as grade increases. It is
also apparent that classes cc.posed oOf Title I students are smaller. The

[
iffersnces are not large, but sven a diffarance of one or two students should

[N

as
T
T
[(]

result in somewhat more individual attencion Zor the CE students.
elementary level much of the instruction in basic subjects is not given to

-
=
-

the whole class but rather to smaller groups of students. igure III-5 shows
the way in -hich reading instruction is given in terms o.J the use of subgroups
of the full class. In the first four grades almost all of the reading instruc-
tion takes place in a subgroup setting and even in the fif+h and sixth grade
subgroup instruction is the predominant mode of instruction. The use of sub-
groups charecterizes in.truction for both Title I students and regular stu-
dents. There is sore Lendency for the use of subgroups to decrease as grade
increases, and there s a tendency for regularx students to be more frequently

in groups composed of students at gimilar levels of achievement than is the

case with Title I students.

2

A flgu*e similar to Flgure IZI-5 for reading could be presented for math, but
the sir lines cross so much that the fiqure would be more confusing than |
illumi.nating. The interested reader can refer to'Table 4-17 in.Report 5 for
detailed figures. The general results are that grouping is used considerably

less frecuently for math than it is for reading. For Title I sctudents math

-

instruction is given in groups about 7C percent of the time while £c. re

students the figure is about 60 percent.
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reading is given in subgroups rather than to the whole class. For math the
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can be jiven to the whole class in the regular classroom by the ra
ceacher, or it can be given in small groups-by a sgecial tsacher, or in a
srecial room by a special teacher, and any number of other combinarcions. Tour

-

cimes a year tedchers completed a Student Parzicipation and Attandance Record

which, for each student, gave us a report on &tha setting in which the student

[3a}

received instruction. rom this reco"d we can compare the setzing Zor Title
and regular stucents in Title I schools. Figure III-5 shows by grade, the
hours of instruction for Title I and regular students, in the ragular whole-
class~oom setting by the regular teacher. It will te seen that Tirle I stu-
dents receive consicderably less Lns:rucblon in readirng in this setting.
Figure III-7 shows the same thing for math instruction with the same resulcs.
Figures III-8 and III-9 show the amount of instruction in reading and math

with the regular teacher when the class is broken down into smaller grouy

5]

for reading, both Title I and regular students receive aktout equal amounts of

-

instruction in this setting, but for math, the Tizle students receilve con-

siderably mcre instruction Srcm +he regular teacher in small groups than do

gYoup setting) Zfor Title I and regular szudents. Iz will ke ncted -hat -=e
TLtle ITstudents rageive auch more inssrucsticn in these sectings than do

regulaxr ztudents. Finally, Figures III-12 and IIZ-13 show -he amcunt o=

instruction wherse the student is working alone without the imwediate assistance

32
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of a tuacher or aide. It will be noted that regular students engay2 in con-
siderably more of this kind of learning than do Title I students. This should
be to the advantage of the Title I students since they should learn more whan

being actively taught rather than when working by themselves.

We have included so many graphs on this subject because we think it presents
one of the most important distinctions between Title I and regular instruction.
It should be remembered that all of chese students come from the same Tizla I

) schools. The graphs show clearly that in both rzading and math Tizla I
students receive lass instruction from the regular teachers in «whole-classrocm
settings and that Title I students spend much less tinme wbrking on their own
with workbooks, dittoed sheets, etc. -But the most significaht difference is

that, in contrast to regular students, Title I students~receive much more

instruction from special teachers and aides in small group settings. The
Title I dollars largely go to buy this difference in instructional personnel
and setting, a setting that should be favorable ts learning. (In Chapter V

we will see whether this is indeed the case.}

‘The difference is further illuminated by our study of high-poverty scﬁools.

In the high-poverty schools obsexvers visited instructional groups and counted
the number of students presen; and the number of staff members giving instruc-
tion. Tablé III-4 shows the number of students present in four different

instructional settings: the regqular classroom, pullout instttction, instruc-

e Matlmds meemelmos s s

tion where additional staff assist the regqular teacher, and self-contained

classrooms (where students are given a special cu:riculﬁm, such as in Follow
i Through classrooms) . (

The figures of major interest are those for regular instructioral groups and
hose for pullout instructional groups, since most compensatory education takes
; place in pullout groups. It will be seen that the pullout groups are two and
a half times smaller than regular instructional groupé and that each student

‘has almost three times as much staff time available as in a regular instruc-

,.‘. ‘ ‘ ) 101 ,
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Instructional Group fSize and Staff Time

‘ahle IT0~

~“In Four

Saettings

),

Regular Instruction

ullout Instrucsion

In~Class Instruction

Self Contained Classrocm

Staff Minutes Per Houxr
for Tach Student

5

Average Instructional
Group Size

18

7

16

0

Source: Repcrt 18, Table 4-1

R}
tional group. In the other two settings the number of students anc arount. ol
staff time ars similar to those in the eguléE'EIEéEEEBET"”PE?é We s@s £HAat
CE students recesive much more intensive instruction than other stucdanis.
Iha pullout settings, 40 percent of the groups were taught by a CE or special-
ist teacher with special instruc:ional matarials or eguizmenc and in anotier
36 percent there was also a paraprofessional. In ll percent of the groups
there was only a paraproIessional when the C= instruction was in the regular

1) B

classrdom the resouxc in addition to the regular teacher, was a paraprofas-

sional 60 pex

plus special matearials oxr e

cent of the time and in another

20 percent a paraprofassional

zuizment

Zn addition =o simple class size, t“he guality of instructicn can te judged ov
the propertion of students who are aczually involved in the instrue sicn.
During esach observation zeriod the opservers notad . .2 numzer cIi students. wh

. ;
azrearsd to fe 'oif-rvask', that is 0 were not agg .zently engagéed in learning

O
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activities. In addition they notod tho apparent caunde of che forfretas!
behavior,  Table IV-5 shows the amount of 'on-tagk' Butiavior and 'ofr-cagk!

behavior as a function of ingtructional sotting.

Table III-S*

'On-Task' Behavior and Instructional Satcting

‘Percent of Students Percent of Stulents 'Off-Task!
'Cn-Task' 25% or more of Lesson Tine
Regular Instruction 79 | 19
Pullout Instruction ' 85 ' 14
In-Class Instruction 75 22

Self Contained Classroom 78 18

Source: ﬁéport 18, Table 4-2 -

It will be seen that there is somewhat more 'on-task' behavior among zullout
groups than in other settings and that somewhat fewer of the students are
'off-task’' in the pullout setting. The observers noted the apparent reason
fof the 'ofi-task' behavior and reported that about 45 percent of it was self-
initiated as evidenced by day-dreaming, leaving the instructional group, and
similar activities, about 30 percent for the reqular classrooms and about 20
percent for the pullout 'off-taski behavior was caused by distractions from

. another student, about 10 percent by lack of assignment or unclear directions,
about -5 percent by external disruptions and the remaindex b§ ﬁiscellaneoué
sourcés. Again we see that the pullout instruction seems superior to regular

instruction.

103
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Raport 13 contalng 2 owabyer of othoer peasuras ol wrndvinbeis making plany
the clagosroaon and rolates thom to She gecciag inowhich inoweescion Lo glven
For example in both regular and pullout ing ruction about 75 perzenit od tha
toachers' time is spent in actual instruccion, about 20 perzent La spent in

bohavicor management, Table d4-5 of Report 18 reports on classr

as ¢wvidenced by such itemq as teachers maxing negative comments, ofiizienc

in
an

are

Th
ults zar

classroom tension/harmony, etc

(24
[

e
151

(9]

(81

setzing., Gane:ally tha ragu

Table 4-5 of Report 13 summarizes all of the observations made

classroom settings and attempts to determine the favorableress

classroom settings in terms of their presumed positive impact on

Ih 96 of the 120 comparisons, pullout instruction ranks ahead of the other

three instructional settings. It thus appears that the instructional sezti

in which most CEZ students receive their special instruction is orne which

should ke conducive to learning.

ARE THE TYPE AND CCNTENT QF INSTRUCTICN DIFFERENT FOR TITLE I AND REGULAR
STUDENTS?

We have seen that the sexvices given Title I and regular students

terms of tctal hours of ‘nst:Lc;ion, size of class, experisnce of

(R

"l
-

and the setting in which instruction is given. We will now examine the in
structiocnal practices used by teachers to see if the way instructicn is
differs tetween Title I students and regular students in the same schcols.
Teachers were asked a seriss of questions akout hew they gave instructlon
reading and math. Teachers wers asked , "7TO whatZ extent ars ne Zsllewing
asgects Of your reading {or math) instructicn tasically che sanme fcx all.c
most Qf your students?" E ey could answer "tasically the same Zcr most o=
the studants" or "tends to vary among students." Table III-5 shows the ce
centages of students whose tesachers reportad that instructicn wvaried in a

com atmosphare

ol
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Tabla TI00--0

Povaoantaga of Phele [oand Pogular Swoedonts dn il ©odohool '
Whone Toachar: Peport Thatt Tnsitruenion ‘/glrfi.l§\<\ Amemneg Stadant
Ravading ‘ Math
Title I Ragular tela I Ragqulav
Type of Instruction: Studoenty Studaents Studuibr—......_Students
% .
Total Tim: in sSubject 32 29 32 EJ“J/’
Instructional Objectives 62 ' 54 50 . a7
Sequence of Activities 56 48 46 34
. i

Expected Rate of Progress 91 92 89 85
Teaching Method . 72 . - 69 : 64 54
Types of Instructional

Materials ‘ 68 62 56 : 44
Content of Instruction:
Based on Approved

Curriculum 33 43 32 46
Based on tested needs

assessment T 19 11 22 10
Both approved curriculum

and needs - 48 46 : 45 - 43

Source: Report 5, Tables 4-20 and 4-21.

number of areas. - In contrasting Title I students and regular students we see
that there were a number of areas where instruction varied more for Title I
students than for regular students: the amount of time sgent in instruction
+ tended %o he more variable for Title I student~. particularxly in math; the
instructional obje;tives tended to ke more va.. .uie for Title I students;

‘the sequence of activities was more variable, again particularly in math, as

: 105
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the aontont of iJ\fither,if‘n Chare way aonaldorabla variahbLioy,  There wan

congidievably Lagsd wiy o an appraved aurrloulum far Title I osanudentsa ehaw tor
! !

rogular aeudents,  Ta tha gasn of Tiele I oamadonts thar wad nore Tuaguent

.

. Weie af a currisulum daviced Lo torms of 4 teab-bagod poada-dddessnoent ranihos
Phan use of a4 standard aporoved cuvrisualum, Aa grado dnsraaiaad share wad omnin

Legs oo of =he approved susyisulum Zar Mivla Togoadansg A e e e

rasore -o Laszructional material based on a.neods-assaiInen’t, Manlae IID-0

shows that thare Ls a noticeably greater efforz to individualize the oype and
)

content of instruction for Title I students than there is for regular students.

Many believe this should be a positiwve factor leading to greater learning.

ARE THEZ READING AND MATY ACTIVITIES OF TITLE I STUDENTS DIFFIZRENT FRC
CF 'REGULAR STUDENTS?

As this chapter progresses we are examining in finer detall tha activizias thas
reachers use to instruct their students. It is the actual process oI instruc-

rion thar detarmines the intellectual contant or material thaz the student

_receives. Teachers weres asked to describe the fregquency wizh whizh zhevy
3 4

(3]
o,
e
n
ry
[14]
'
D
o
(&1

engaged in a variety of instructional activities. There were twaly
reading activities that the teachers described as veing used "very frequantly”

(scored 5) to "never or almost never" (scored 1).

vith progressively declining freguency at successive grades These activitias
which zandad ta te used mora frequently with Title I students zhan Wiin
ragular students, wers -

Idencifying and practicing letzer-sound corrasgcndence
Identisvying and writing letters or groups of latters

106
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Simulanly these wad o group of aenivneia il colaniyn e dnfraiens e e nho

First grada, but s usod incroased inthe hdgher graded, Thase aativiniag

wora:
»

Dividiﬁq words inteo syllables

Answering comprghension questions based on timed reading

Using reference materials such as dictionaries and encyclopaedias

R :

These are more complex activities than those in the previous list. There is
some. tendency for regular students to engage in these activities more fre-
guently than Title I students, as might be expected since the regular students
are achieving at a higher level; Finally there was a group of activities that
showed no changes with grade. The followiﬁg two activities were engaged in

frequently throughout the elementary grades:

Using context clues to gain meaning

Answering questions requiring comprehension

The following activity was low in the first grade and then at the "sometimes"

level in the remaining grades:

Reading and writing stories created LYy self or other students

. III—1507
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re,

want further and actempted to see within these gonewivies LF ghere were pags

ular approaches favored in teaching Title T children. For each approach

saschers wers asked to indicate whether the approach was "used as a major

approach," which was scorad 3; was "used as a secondary approach,” and was

scored 2; or was "not used," and scowrad 1. Listed below are approaches that

increase with inczeasing grade and which are also used more fraeguently with
£

ha order cf the differeonca

s

Tirle I students. The approachas axa listed in

in their use for Title I and regular students.

1. An approach that uses a modified alphabet system which eicher augments
or

H

or marks the reqular alphaket so that it ¢

the sounds of the language. .

reg.0nds more closely o
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3. An aporoach in which children select their own reading matarials,
such as library-tyre books, and receive instruction primarily through

teacher~child conferences.

4. An approach that uses a reading series and/or liprary-type books to

teach forms of literature and literary appreciation.

5. An approach in which children read their own writings. These 'stories'

provide the material on which reading instruction is based.

6. An approach that includes reading in the ccontent fields, such as
science and social studies; teaching of study skills, 'such as now 2
use tables of content, indices, graphs, dictionaries, clogedias,
etc.; and instruction in how te organize materials into ou tlines,

summaries, and reports.
¢
There was only one approach that was used more frequently in the first few
grades and was then useﬁlless frequently as gradekincreased. This approach
was also one which was used by teachers of Title I students much less fre-,

quently than with regular students.

7. an approach that uses a graded reading series containing a vocabulary
based upon words that occur frequently in the language. New words
are introduced by sight and by a phonic analysis presenting the

letter-sound relationship of conscnants before that of vowels.

These were two approaches that were used as frequently in the higher grades as
in the lower grades; these approaches were used significantly more f£r ently

with Title I students than with regular students.

8. An approach that uses a graded reading series containing a vocabulary
based primarily upon words that are regularly spelled. The most com-
mon patterns, those containing short vowels, appear first, a typical
sentence in an early reader being: Nat is a fat cat. Gradqally,

109 P
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e

more complicated, less freguen

t
arse learned by analysis of spelling patterns or by sounding and

blending.
.

9. An approach that uses a graded reading series containing vocabulary
that rapidly introduces the letter-sound relationships of all the
sounds in the language. Leng and shorc vowels are intrcduced at the
onsat. New words ars learned by sounding and blending.

rinally, agproach 10, telow, diffarsd oy having one rrend for Tizle I students
and a different one for regularvstudents. ‘This agproach was used with egual
freguency Zcr both groups in the first grade, increased with freguency oI use

in the second grade, and for regular students continued <o increase t0 tne

sixth grade. But with Title I students its use decreased after the second

grade andé was lower in the sixtn grade than it had been in the first grace.

10.

An approach that uses a reading series and/or other rooks to teach
both literal comprelension and understanding of implied meanings in

the taxt.

The previous results have been presented in terms of changes in frequency of

use of the approaches as grade changes and imr terms of the size of the differ-

ences in use with Title I and reqular students. This presentation may give a

wrong impression regarding the frequency of use of the various arproaches.

The fregquency of use varles greatly frem the first grade to the sixth. In
the first gfade tne same approaches tend to ke used with Tizle I students as
with regular students, but the differences incresase with grade.: The fallow~
ing list gives tne rank order of the freguency oI use of the acrrcaches Ior
mirle T and regular students in the first grade. The apprcac:n lisced Zirsc
{5 zhe most-used approach while the lasz one is least used. In the List the
number is the one used in the text akove.to identify the descripticon of each

approach while the short sentence is a capsuled statement of the major charac-

teristics of the approach.)
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Title I Students in the First Grade Regular Students in the First Grade

Graded sight phonic analysis (7) Graded sight proaic analysis (7)
Graded letter-sound relaticnships (9) Literal and implied comprehension (10)
Literal and implied comprehension (10) Graded letter-sound relationshiops (9)

Graded spelling, sdunding/blending (8) Graded spelling, scunding/blending (8)

Literary forms and appreciation (4) Literary forms and appreciation(4)
Students rezad own writing (5) students read own writing (3)

Modified alphabet (1) - students select own materials (3)
Students select own materials (3) Self instruction with rsinfsrcement (2}
Reading in content fields (6) Reading in content fields (5)

Self instruction with reinforcement (2) Modified alphaket (1)

In the list for the 'sixth grade the contfast vetween the approaches used for
Title I students and regular students is striking. The first three approaches
used with Title I students are the last three used with regular sixth grade
students. The three most-used approaches with regular. studen_s are the last
three approaches used with Title I students. The most-used approaches used
with reqular students in the sixth grade are advanced approaches, that is,
they assume a mastery of eleméntary reading and emphasize comprehension,.
literary form, and content-field reading. The first three approaches with
ritle I students are different. Title I students who are having reading
dlfflculty are exposed to approaches emphasizing modified alphabet, self

instruction, and reading their own writing. And this is no fluke of the data.

" phe list for the fifth grade is almost identical to that for the sixth grade,

with the first three items for the fith grade being the same ones as for the
sixth grade for both Title I students and regular students. It seems that
Titlé I students .are much more frequently taught by special teachers and aides
and are assiéned to self-instruction and the reading of their own writing in

she nigher grades.
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In summarizing this matarial it is clear that both the activitlas ang

i

and tha approaches used vary considerably with grade. Some practicss

more freguently as grade increases, others are used less freguently,

retain about the same frequency. For many of the tzaching practices

clear differences in the activities and approaciies usad with Titls I students
and with recgular students, and these differences wary wWwith grace.

for math the trends ara2 not as strong as they are in reading. The aczivities
thac ars used relatively frequencly in the lower grades and lass Zfragusntly

in the higher grades ars, in the order of therr frequency ci usz:

Learning akout number sentences
Learning about sets J
Learning‘symbols
Working with-math gares
Working with physical models

To those of us who have not directly observed !

curricula over the years, this may ke a surpri

4]

ing list.

The activities that are low in the first grades and increase as gracsa

.

increases are, again in order of most use:

Reviewing computational skills
Learning about number theory
Learning aktout measuxement
Learning properties and axioms

-

ac=ivities which are £lat and ordered Zrem high %o lcw use ars:
Learning about Zundamental operaticns
Learning math vocabulary
Learning geometric ccncepts

Learning about structure of number systems

112
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.Oﬁe final activity, solving word péoblems, starts withla low frequency in the
first grade, increases through the second, third and fourth grades, and then
decreases. There are small differences-hetween-Title I and regqular students
in terms of the activities used in their math instruction. Relative to F
regular étudents, Title I students receive more "learning akbout the structure
of number systems," "working with math games,” “working wizh physical models,”

1"

and "learning akbout sets.

0
')

1}
el
3]

O TEACHIRS USE MATERIALS AND TQUIPMENT DIZT
STUDENTS?

In teaching reading and math, teachers use a number of diffefent approaches.
They all use some kinds of materials and equipment. Among the materials used
by teachers are regular texts, supplemental readers, 'free reading' books,
reference books, workkooks, d;ttos, programmed texts, games, puzzles, geo-
boards, and many others. We compared the use of these materials for regular
students and low achieving students and found some differences although all
these materials were used with all kinds of students. There was a slightly
lower use of texts with low-achieving students and a slightly larger use of
programmed materials. Generally it seemed that the low-achieving s;gdents
were given more instructicn with materials in addition to the regular text.

The same tendency was definitely the-case with equipment such as sound pro-

jectors, individual viewing:ééﬁipmené; taéé fécordéggj_zistening centers,
special reading machines, étudy carrels, etc. Title I students receive more
1. instruction through the use of equipment thén do regular.students as is shown
in Figure III-l4. If such-use of equipment is effective Title I students

should certainly show achievement improvementg.

e el s et s b
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COMPOSITE EQUIPMENT SCORE*

26

24

22

.20

14

SQURCE: REPORT 5 TABLE 437

NREACING
\. CING

MATH

—— TITCE | STUDENTS
s e e REGULAR STUDENTS

§

'SC_OH ES ON THIS COMPQSITE WERE CREATED 3Y SUMMING THE FRECUENC‘;’ PER MONTH
OF USE OF VAR QUS PIECES OF EQUIPMENT; SCORES RANGED FACM Q — 160.

‘ _ | L | | |

1 2 3 4 5 6
GRADE )
.Pigure III-14

Use of Reading and Math Equipment by Title I and
i r -

o
Reqular Students in Title I Schocls
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Wnat is compensatory education? ' There is no single thing that can be called

comgensatory education. It is a whole collection of things that are different

in the education of Title I studsnts than would have teen the case 1f they

been regular students.

Our results show that there are clear and significant differences in the
s.

instruction received by Title I students and regular student In Chapter V

reatar

n
—
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HY]
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we will see whether there is evilence that these diffasrence

acnievement.
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Chapter IV. WHO RECEIVES COMPENSATORY EDUCATION?

Sunmaxy
e 4 st et

ased on economic data gathered by home interviews, and achievemen® data
based on achievement tests, it was possible to determine the perceniages
and numbers of students receiving Title I and other CZ services in terms

of poverty and academic achievemant classifications. The resulis srhow

that: _
¢ Among ecomemically poor studenis <0 percent received X shile 27
percent did not. Among the non-poor studenss 2i rercent receves
Z

CZ while the remainde:r did not.

¢ DBecause there are many more non-poor students tn
the absolute number of non-poor. students recei.t ,
than the number of poor students-receiving C&. In 1378-77 trere
were about 1,230,000 poor students and 1,693,000 non-poor students
recetving Title I.

e
Cz s large
s

cent did not. Among regular-achieving students 19 percent
received CEZ.

o Because there are many more regular students than there acre low--

N achieving students, the absolute number of low-achieving students

receiving CE is smaller than the number of regular-achigving
students receving CE. There were about 1,200,000 lov-achieving
students and 1,300,000 regular-achieving students receiving -
Title I. ' '

e About 2,000,000 low-achieving students did not recetve any CE.
e Among students who ijere both poor and low achievers, 40 percent
received CE while 0 percent did not. Other comoarisons. snow

reg

that there were signtijicant nwnbers of non-poor, cular
o - o b ’
achievers who received.CE.

Iv-1 - 116 H | ’
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¢ Rzlative to their rmunber in the foial Siudent rcrulation, Tng
studente most likely to receive CE services were Hispanic and
black, were in large cities and rural areds, and uerz in tne
West and Mii-Atlaniie regions (although <7 only Titlz I 15 con-
siderssd, the largest proporiion wers in tng Souin).

selected for CZ funds by a numder of d<

» Schnools are ey of different
oriteria dut the most Frequently used are free or raoduced-price
lunch counts and/or AFDC enrollment. Within schools, students
are mest Frequensly selected in terms of lecchers'’ Julements or
test seores.

o Several tarceting indezes are vresentad ihai measure The 277T-

- ~ -~ - - . .
cilency wiihn whica schools sz2lect studznizs Jor TZ.
INTRODUCTION

-

itle T of the Zlementary and Secondary Education Act was Iirst authorized

[N

and funded in 1965; bv 1980 it was distributing over three b llion dollars
annually. Title I funds are received by a11 the states and by 96 zercent of

the nation's school .districts. As Mclaughlin (21) points out, the original

Tirle I authorization was supported by a mixed and powerZul constituency.

i

Those whose major concern was with poverty and ways of alleviating it believed
that the funds would go to roor schools and districts and thus di:ec:ly,hélp
the poor. Those who were prxncxpally concerned with improvin ne education
of low-achieving students £elt that the ‘"nds would help such st udents and
thus they supported the Title'I program. It was ‘assumed that there was a
close relationship between pove*t/ and low educational ac“-evemen_. HcLaughliﬁ'

makes the point that:

"Senator Robert Xennedy did not share the general euphoria that

pervaded Washington when the 1865 ”leme“ha:y and Secondarvy Zducation

Act (ESEZA) was ratified. ESEA was enacted with high hopes Zor

senefiting disadvantaged children. Title I of that act, which

targets more than Sl billion a year to 'mee~ the special sducaticnal

needs of =ducationally depriwed children,' was the particular cause ,
<en

of excitement and self-congratulation on the Hill. It had tro:
through the long-standing cpposition to Iede :

eral aid to aducation .
and was viewed as an effective way o 'break t ' of gowver=y.'
LawmaXers were conficdent in 1963 that scnco1ﬁen knew what to do
with the added resources, and that they would thereby estanlish
effective compensatory programs foxr pcor children. Title I was
perceived as a central part of President JohfAison's War on Poverty

rv-ﬁ 1 1*9
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Recorts frcm some of Sanator XKennedy's constituents, nowever, coun-

selled against such optimism. He concluded that scme schoolmen

might not use the new Title I dollars in the best interest of poor

children unless the act included some way to insure that they would
not be cheated of the special attention intended by the legislation.”

Those who wexe mainly oriented toward poverty considerations were able to
specify a funds-allocation formula that would assure that the money was
spent in poor districts and schools. Funds are first allocated to states as

a function of the number of poor families in

a2
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number of mothers receiving assistance under aid

nildren in schcols and

Children, the number of neglected and delincuent

0

institutions, .and several other poverty-related considerations. Similar

criteria are used by the states to allocate money to the school districts.

Based on the amount of money received, the districts select schools to

receive money or resources depending on various poverty criteria. However,
at the school level the criteria for allocating resources to students become

clouded because of the need to consider what other resources the school is

receiving, say from the Emergency School aid Act, or from state prog:ams.

However, those concerned with poverty could be quite pleased that Title I

funds were targeted toward the poor communities throughout the nation.

There was, however, an lmportant group that felt that the targets of Title

I funds should be children with low educational achievement. After ali,
Title I was an educational program. Was the assumption that there was a high
correlation between economic need and educational need really true? By 1974
questiohs about this assumption had enough force that Congress decided that |
there should be a study to determine the economic and educational status of
students participatihg in Title I prcgrams. In the Educational Amendments
of 1974 Congress mandated the Participation Study, by.éaying: '
"In the case of programs and projects assisted under Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the report under

this subsection shall include a survey of how many of ‘the children
counted under Section 103 (c) of such Act participate in such pro--
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rams and projects, and how many of such children do not, and 2
survey of how many aducationally disadvantaged children partlici-
pate in such programs and projects, and now many aducazicnally

disadvantaged children co not."

e Congress specifically authori ized a study focusing on Titla T studants,
.

operates withir a school environment with other comgensatory education

3
'J
ot
o |—'
®
tt

rams as well as the regular schcol pregram. The general idea 1s that
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rion (CI) consists of instruction in addizion =o regular

_as soon ‘as one moves Srom the general concedt o s*e:;:;cs, zrouvbles arise.

Yow does one judge that a student 1s not crogressing at the expected race?-

Also, there are many special programs in addition to the regular Progranl.

}—
}-
n
oy
fu
n
fu

which are the CT programs? There is Title I, Follow“T“rougn, Ing
Second Language, Services to Migratory Children, Serwvices to Handicagped
children, the Emergency School Aid Act, Programs. for American Natlves,

special state orograms, - special district programs, etc. Are all of these CZ,
E S £ E _

-

8
{3
-3
o]
3

and are the different activities funded under them properly calle

Chéptef-III’we descrined the CZ ins::uq:icnal program. TFor the purtoses of
this Chapter, CZ is(défined as an instructional program proviiiné services
that are different from, or in addition to, the services provided <o reguia:
students. While this definition seems straightforward, it has a numbter of

difficulties when applied to individual students and programs. The
reader may refer to Report 9 (p. 69 £2) for discussion of the gproblems we

encountered when we tried to determine which students were CZ students.

Tn the Participation Study we were mainly concarned wizh %he Title I Progranm
nut we also had to consider other gregrams. Tregueénzly Tizle I students
receive services from. several programs. Also, the nature of the Title I
orogram in a schecol is affsctad by

these considerations affected the cdesign of the
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THE DESIGN QF TH

>

'PARTICIPATION STUDY

The basic idez of the Participation Study was to detsrmine the numter of
childran in the nation's elementary schools who were receiving Title I

cervices and came from poor families, and also how man: children were from
!/

poor families and were not receiving Title I 'services. In other words we

were to determine the relationship between receipt of Titla I- services and

&

ooverty status.

Similarley, we were to determine the relationship tetween recelpt of Tizla
services and educational status. In the law authorizing the study, Congress
defined poverty in the same terms as those used to determine poverty Ior the
gllocation of Title I funds. They a;so defined students as being education-
ally disadvantaged if they were one Or more years below grade level. Thus,

to undertaké the study we had to do three things:

1. Obtain a sample that was repreésentative of the nation's children

in elementgry'schybl.

2. Determine the poverty status of " the families from which the children

N

came.

3. Determine the educational status of each child in the sample.

THE SAMPLE AND HOME INTERVIEWS

To determine the poverty status of the children in the sample it was neces-
saiy to condict a home interview with the parents of each student. Since home
interviews are expensivé, we had to balance expensé against the desired
accuracy of the national projéctions to be made as a result of the home inter-
viéws. It was decided that a representative sample of 15,000 carents would

pe interviewed. It will be remeﬁbered from Chapter II %hat one of the

samples for the Longitudinal Study was a Representative Sample. THis sample

~included 243 schools that were representative of the nation's elementary

schools. A random sample of students was drawn from each of these schools.
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rzgarding the
‘regarding thelr

receiving, the amount of

.
parental assistance with school worlk,

other =2ducationally zela

parents of szudanzs and askad a

. . =
thne attioides Of

eccncmic

~familvy,

childran's school and the ecucaticn they ware

time the child spent doing homeworXk,
the child's laisure activicies, anrd

rad questions. For a full discussion of the sampling

procedure and .the contant of the home interview the reader i1s referred <O
- ha PO .
SES Rerort 2.
mna De-ermifacion of Zducational Disadvantagenment
As a part of the Longitudin 1 study, math and reading suztests of the Compra-

hensive Tests
the sample for the Parti
Longi:udinal'Stud?,'thg
student. Concress had d&
equivalen:s,'a measure t
As a result
"determined, Sut we also

for each student.

score

a
kxills were given to every child in the gample. Since

(r

cipation Study was & subsample of the sample for the
achievement test scores were available
efined. educational Zisadvantagement in
hat has several psychometrically uncdesirable charac-
the

grade eguivalent score for each student

ascertained the percentile score and vertical-scale

-
cae

More

tional status can te found in

ECONOMIC STATUS AND SELECTICN

Congress wanted to know several things.

tion of
not. It
who were not £cor.

dcor was decermined by
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*27DC was also

whether or not a student came Zrcm a

details regarding

a
SZS Report 2,

COMPENSATCRY EDUCATICH

It wanted to know, from the popula-

goor children, how many were receiving CE services and how many werse

also whnted to know how many students were receiving CZ services

family that was

g the Orshansky index’ to information collected
able TV-l shows both the rercentages oI students
. . o~



receiving CE when classified as poor or non-poor and also zhe estimated total

numcers of such students. MNote that students are classified as recsiving

Title I or Title I and/or Othar CE, Other CZ only, no CZ at a school having o

CE, or no CE at a school which does not offer CE.

Table IV~1

Percentage and Number of Students Receiving Various
' CE Services by Family Econrmic Status

CE Status

AN

Title I or Title I Other CE No CE at No CE at

Econemic Status and other C= only CE School Non-CE Schcol Total
Poor. ) 29% 1s 53% 7% N 1004
Non-Poor _ 11 _ 10 . 64 . - 16 10l

Number of Students

Poor ' 1,230,000 443,000 2,199,000 309,000 4,181,000
| Nen-poor 1,693,000 1,551,000 10,065,000 2,516,000 15,825,000
Total . 2,923,000 1,994,000 12,264,000 2,825,000 20,006,000

Source: Report 2, Table II-l.

What message can be drawn from this table? The interpietation of the numbers
varies depending on one's'expectation as to whether or not CE should go
primarily to poverty-level students. Forty percent of all poverty-level
students receive some xind of C2, but 21 percent of the non-poverty-lsvel
students are also recéiv?ng CE. One can reflect that, percentage-wise, twice
as man? coverty-level students as non-poverty-level students receive CE. But
in terms of the total number of students, there are about 16 million non-
poverty-ievel students and about 4 million poverty-levéi studgnts;_bf these,

there are about 1,690,000 non-poverty-level and 1,230,000 pdverty-Ievel
f ' co
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scudea receiving Titla I. Thus, mors non-povaerzy-lavel than coverzy-laval
scudants recesive Titls I. Or to look at the ocher sida of ths <oin, 50 percent
of thepoor students and 80 fercent of the non-ccor do not receive Title I. In
cerms of the total number of studants, about 2.5 million poér studants ¢o not

receive CzZ, while akout 12.5 million non-coor students do not get CE. Roughtly

speaking, there are akout 1.7 million poor students receiving CZ, and atout
2;5 million toor children not receiving i®. In brisi, in absolucze Aumbers,
~here ars somawnac :ore’non—;oor than pcor students receiving CE. (These
ficuras ars for Titla I and Other CE combinad. Ths piomurs s gsimilar Zor

Titla I considerad separately.)

In this bad? It depends on what students one thinks should ke targetad ©o

receive Title I services. PRemember that the funds go to poor districzs and

schools, but the individual students selectad to raceive Title I services are

selactad on the basis of educational need, not in terms of econcmic status.

- . . -

furthermore, the definition of poverty is such that only the lowesz 21 percent

of the students are classified in the poverty gIoup. One might speculaczs that

A
fu
v
D
.
(o
n
t

the vas:t majority of those receiving CE and classified as non-poo

above tire poverty level. Table IV-2 indicates that this is not the case.

It will be seen that there is a progfessive decrease in the‘pe rcentage of
students receiving Title I services as family inccme increases. A similar

but less marked tendency is evidenced by the numbers for "Other CZ ohly." :
Since Title I is more of a poverty program than most other CE programs zhis

is the relationship we would expect to se=. However, the ldea that non-

cover+y students selected for CZ are hovering just akbout the zoverty

educational achievement status is relatively lcw. Thus, to the extent that

students are selected for C= progzams on the basis of thelr educational need,

123
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Table IV-2

Percentage and Number of Students Feceiving Various C
Services by Family Income.
/

£ | '

N Title I or " No CE at No C= at
Title I and Cther CE a cx= _ a Non-C=
Family Income Cther C= only School " School
ILowest Fifth 37% 21% 17% 13s
Second Fifth 24 27 18 18
Third Fifth 17 21 20 22
FPourth Fifth 13 16 22 22
Highest Fifth 8 14 23 _ - 25
Number of Students
ILowest Fifth 1,080,000 . 428,000 2,670,000 360,000
Second Fifth 702,000 534,000 2,226,000 514,000
Third Fifth 507,000 427,000 2,460,000 616,000
Fourth Fifth 390,000 320,000 2,695,000 616,000
Highest Fifth 234,000 285,000 2,813,000 719,000
Totals -2,923,000 1,994,000 12,264,000 2,825,000

Source: Special tabulation for the final report.

we would expect many of those selected to come from non-poor families, even
though they are enrolled in schools with relatively high percentages of poor

students,

DOVERTY AND THE CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS SELECTED FOR CE

Wwe have already seen that proportionately more goor than non-goor children
are selected for CE. What akbout some of the other student characteristics,

such as race, urbanism and region of the country? Sometimes it is thought

(. % IV'91¢,4




that CZ programs arsa primarily for black children in the ghatoos oI lzrge
citias. As can be seen from Table Iv-1, that is not che cass. II we ccmoine

the numter of students raceiving C= undar Title I z2nd Zrom othaxr CZ

[R1

unds* w2

P

see that, among poor whites, 17 percent recesive CE; among 2oox blacks, 40

1]
7]

percent receive CE; and among poor Hispanics, 47 percent have CEZ servic

At the same time we find for the non~poor that 19 perceant of the whites, 27
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tercent of the blacks, ané 44 percent of tha His
at the poor and the non-poor together, we see taat proportionazely somewnat

fawer wnitcss than nlacks, and somewhat Ieswer nlacks than Hiszanics raceliva CZ.

in pilingual programs as C= s:uaénts, we suspect that some t2acnhers did so,
and this accounts for the relatively high percentage of Hispanic students
listed in the "Other CZ only" category. Likewise, among the non-pcor, it is
probable that the blacks and #ispanics-are lower in the econcmic status scals
than are the wﬁites, and thus more near-coor blacks and Hispanics recaive CE.
Thus, it seems probablé that acout the same procor=ion of blacks and Hispanics

receive CE ané that relatively more of them receive CZ than whites. @

As already noted, it is frequently thought that C= is a program for students
in large city ghettos. Table IV-4 shows that this is not the case, although
there are, many CZ students in large cities. The percentage of .those :eceiving
Title T and "Cther CE only” combined, among the £oor, is 46 percent for rural
areas, "45 percent for cicies over 200,000, 35 percent for cities uncer SO,pOO,
34 gercent for suburbs, and 28 percent for cities from. 50,000 to 200, 000.

mha order is the same Zor the non—-pceor, with 28 ;ercent for roxal, 24 percent

Sor citias .over 200,000, 19 percent zor cities under 50,000, 17 gercent forx

suburbs, and 15 percent Ior cities frem 50,000 to 200,000. .Tne aumter oI

services, it

*Trom the point of view of egu ality of is not gquitae acprogriate
*o adé together those *ece ’rg‘Title I and %hose receiving CE service

ded from other sources. The cOSts of serwvice under "Cthexr C= ohly" is
about a quarter less than under Title I. :
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Tablae IV-3

Percentage of Students Receiving Various CZ Services
by Family Economic Status and Racial/Ethnic Group

CE Status
Economic Title I or ; No CE No CE at
and Racial/ Title I and Cther C=E at = Non-C= Numbers of
Ethnic Status. - Other C= Cnlv School School Students
Poor and
Yhite : 27% 10% 5513 8% 2,011,000
Black 33 9 51 , 7 1,501,000
Hispanic 29 18 51 2 556,000
Other 38 6 35 20 113,000
Non-Poor and:
White 9 ' 10 65 16 . 13,546,000
Black 19 8 55 18 " 1,266,000
. ' Hispanic 24 18 54 5 696,000
Other -5 .5 43 47 ‘ 317,000
Total 2,941,000 2,000,000 12,264,000 2,801,000 20,006,000
\
: Source: Report 2, Table II-3.
7_ .
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Tabla IV-4

.Percentage of Students Teceiving Vazicus
by Family Sconomic Status and Urhanisna

Ticle I or ¥o CZ No C= Numhez
Economic and Title I and Cther C= as C= at Non- of .
Urbanism Status Other C= Only School C= School students
Poor and
City over 200,000 333 12% - 50% 54 1,334,000
Subuxrbs 18 16 61 5 233,000
Ci=y f£rem 50,000 15 13 52 29 443,00€
to 200,0C0 »
Ccity under 50,000 27 . 8 57 8 1,133,00C
Rural 36 10 49 5 1,033,00¢
Non-Poor and -
City over 200,000° 6 s 65 11~ 1,757,00¢
Suburbs | 5 12 68 15 2,421,00
ity from 50,000 - _ ' :
to 200,000 © 5 10 50 35 2,10S,00
city under 50,000 12 - -7 66 . 15 4,963,00
Ruxal r 13 . 13 64 10 ~4,573,00
‘Total ‘ 2,941,000 2,000,000 12,264,000 2,801,000  28,006,00

Source:: Report 2, Table 11-8.

V=12
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students from rural aresas racei-wing CZ outnumbars that Ifor any other category.
The parcentages for the suburbs tend to be lower than for large cizies and
rural arsas, but-thare is still a sizable number of students rzceiving CE in
the suburbs. While there iz a trena for CE to be most prewvalant in the large
cities and rural areas, it is significant that there are sizable numbers of
CE students throughout the country, jrrespective of the population density of

the arsa in which they live.

Wwnile some say that CE 1s for the ghetto, others think of it in terms of a

'
H

14

—
o t=]
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program for "the podf rural south." Again this is not in accord wis
facts. Table IV-5 shows the percentage of students receiving services by
region of the country. If Title I service; and "Other CZ only" are combined,
ahong the poor, 51 percent of the students in the West, 42 percent in the
ﬁid—Atléntic, 41 percent in the South, 38 percent in the Northeast, and 30
percent in the Midwest receive CE., The picture among the noh—poor ig differ-
ent than it is for the poor. For the non-poor, the Northeastc with 31 percent
and the West with 26 percent are considerably higher than the other areas,
which are quite close together, with the Mid-Atlantic and the Midwest both
having 17 percent, and the South having 15 percent. To understand this, it
is worthwhile to look at the Title I and the "Other CZ only" figures separ-
ately. BAmong the poor, is is noticeable that the percentage for Title-I in
the South is much higher than elsewhére in the nation. Associated with this
is the fact that the South is lowest in "Other CE.only," reflectiné the fact
thét there are few local or state CE progfams in the South. In fact the
percentage of students receiving Title I services, both for the poor and the
non-poor is fairly similar thoughout the country, except for the South. The
big-differences are in the "Other CE only" catégor? where the South and Mid-
west have few programs, in contrast to the West and Northeast, which have the
ﬁbst. The relatively larger numker of students receiving Title I services in
the Scuth is probably a reflection cf the relatively lcwer economic status of
the South and the influences of the Title I allocation formula that allocates

larger sums to ‘states haVing more poor families.

‘=13 1238



Table IV-5

Percentage of Students Peceiving Various C= Services
by Family Economic Stacus and Geographic Reglon

CE Status
Title I or | No C= - No CE at .
Economic and Title I and Cther C= at C= Non-C= Number of
Regional Status Other &= Cnly School School Studencts
Poor and ‘
Northeast 241 143 . s9% - om; 853,000
Mid-Atlantic 24 18 - 49 10 330,000
South 38 3 ‘ 50 9 - 1,443,000
Midwest 24 6 63 6 832,000
West 27 24 , 39 10 | 723,000
Non-Poor and . )
Northeast w0 - 21 56 - 13 2,994,000
Mid-atlantic 9 8 75 8 2,057,000
South 11 4 65 20 3,988,000
Midwest 11 6 72 11 4,478,000
| West 11 15 6 28 2,358,000
Total .| 2,941,000 2,000,000 '12,264,000 2,801,000 20,006,000

Soufce: Report 2, Table II-9.
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Recort 2 examines other studen tics ;elative =0 selection :a;‘CE

services, but there are fewer interesting trends. Tnere a8 S-o-gi--
male than female CZT students, atout a 4-percentage-goint difference. Also,
~here tends to be SLighély more CZ offered to students in :hé se:ond,.:hi:d
. | the fifzth and

and fourth grades than to those in the first grade or in tne ILITtn

especially the sixth grade.
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In summary, poor students are more frequently selacted €0 recaive Cf servicss
than non-poor students, but because there are morz2 nON-90or than poor studunts,
there are larger numbers of non-poor.students rnceiving CE Relatively, thara
are more Hispanic than black students, and more black students than white
students receiving CE, but in terms of absolute numbers, Ehere are more wol
students-thee.black students receiving CE, and more black students than
Hispanic studeﬁts receiving CE. Again, in terms of percentages, there are

more CE students i.a rural areas and large cities than there are in mediun- and

(1
1D
117}
}-
n

small-sized cities. The ;e:ce ntage of students receiving Title I serwi

(D

quite uniform over :he recions of the country. except for the South, wher

there is a much higher pe centage recexvxng Titzle I. But &Een "Other CZ only"
is included a different picrture emerges. The South has a very low pei:entage
of students in these other prugfams while the West and the Northeast have
high percentages. ’lt aprears that other federal agencies, and the state and
locel.governments,' re funding sizable programs in the West and the No::ﬁeast,
and to a lesser extent in the Mid-Atlantic area, while there are few such

programs in the Midwest ané even fewer in the South.

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMEVT 2:’'D SELECTION FOR CE \

Schools are selected for receipt of Title I resources based on the economic
status of the populations- they serve. But once a school receives Titlée I
resouicés the student:s are selected to receive Title I services on the basis
of educational need. Title I regulatlons glve gu;dellnes as to which students
should be selected. Generally, it is expected that the most- educationally
needy students will ke selected firs; and tggzithe students selected will be
in the bottom.half of the achievement distribution. But within these broad
quidelines the actual selection of studeﬁts is left up to the local district
and school authorities. Thus, from locale to locale, one finds considerable

variation in the achievement level of students selected.

v-15 - '



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In the Participation Study all the students took the Compronens i Tasts of
Basic Skills in reading and math in the fall and again in £he spring, Based
on the scores obtained from the several administrations, scalos ware duveloped
which allowed us to convert raw scores into percentiles and into vertical-
scale scores, and to determine the score correspondiéq to the median for each
grade. This median score was necessary mecause, for the purpose of this
study, educationally disadvantaged childran were defined by Cangress as
"children who are achiaving one or more years behind the achiavenent axpectad

abl

<

IV-5 shows =ha

3
™
(D

at the appropriate grade level for suca childran."

iag in tTerms 2L

g2

(r
1

sercentages and numbers of studants in varicus CI ca

"

grads ecquivalants as measured by the CT3S.

Table IV-6

Percentage and Number of Students Receiving Various
CE Services by Educational Achievement Status

CE status
Title I or . ~No CE- No C= at
Educational Title I and Other C= at C= Non-C=
Achievement Other CE only - School School ‘Total
Low Achievers* 31s 15y 42y 124 100y

Regular Achievers 10 9 66 "15 100%

Number of Students

Low Achievers : 1,188,000 577,000 1,576,000 456,000 3,797,0C
Regular Achievers 1,307,000 "1,068,000 8,245,000 1,848,000 12,588,0C

2,495,000 1,645,0C0 5,821,000 2,404,000 15,3565,0¢C

t
5
(&l
0

g
L

*Cmitting the first grade, since it does nct £i
tudents "one grade level belcw.”

Source: Regort 2, Table 3-1.

e definisicn of hawving
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It will be seen that Ln torms of pureenbtagoa tharae ara many pore stdenty
seluctad for CE sarvices who are performlng at least one grade lavel below

their assigned grade level than thore are among highar-achleving students,

Forty-six percent of the low-achieving students* are selected for some CE
while only 19 percent of the regular students are selected. At the same time,
54 percent of the low-achieving students are not receiving CE services. In
terms of absolute numbers, about 2 million low-achiewving students are not
receiving extra services; in contrast to akout 1.75 million who are receiving

CZ services. It should also be notaed that about 2.4 million high-achiewing

" students are receiving CE services. It is clear that many students are

receiving CE who are less educationally needy than the many needy students

who are not receiving CE. We will see some of the reasons for this later

when we consider the joint relations between economic status, which determine
which schools receive CE funds (such as Title I) and educatiocnal statué, wnich

determines those students within a school who are selected.

There are a number of péychometric problems in defining achievement in terms
of grade eguivalents. For one thing, the first-grdde students cannot be
defined in terms of being one year below grade level. Also, the amount of
variance or spread in student scores changes from grade to grade. For
example, in the sixth grade there may be students three or more years below
grade level, but in the second grade they can only be one year beiow. The
result is that different percentages of students”are included in onélyea:
below grade level as grade level changes. There are also other statistical
problems. The interested redder is referred to Tallmadge, G:X., and Wocd,

C.T. (28), for a detailed discussion of the groblems with using the grade

.

*"Tow" and "Regular Achievers" are defined as achieving below or above one
vear below grade level. This definition was contained in the law authoriéing
the Participation Study. Selection of students for Title I is based on
several criteria. The Title I regulations suggest that all children below
the median be considered.

Y
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IV~7 shows tho rasults,
Table IV-7
Percentage and Number of Students Receiving Varilous
CE Siirvices by Achievement Quartiles*
CE Selection Status
Title I or No = No CE at
Achievement |{Title I and Other CZ at Cz Non-CZ
Status « - other = Cnly School Scheol Total
Bottom Quartile 32% 14 42y 1l 991
2nd Quartile 19 11 58 12 1003
3rd Quartile 7 8 70 15 100y
Top Quartile“A 2 6 75 17 1004
Number of Students
Bottom Quartile 1,579,000 718,0q0 2,110,000 560,000 4,967,000
2nd Quartile 910,000 543,000 . 2,809,000 605,000 4,867,000
rd Quartile 368,000 411,000 3,600,000 762,000 5,141,000
Top Quartile ' 89,000 301,000 3,772,000 869,000 5,031,000
-2,946,000 1,973,000° '12,291,000 2,796,000 20,006,000

sDerived. from Table V-5, Report #2.

There is a clear tendency for there to be progortionately more CZ

. achievement scores decr.ese. This is true of !

.
che

Z shoulé te r

very similar to the number ia the previous table who are cne

lavel. (The absolute numbers tetween the two tables cannot e ccmpare

because Table IV-5 does not include
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salection or students corrasponds raaaonably wall wieh the aducational peed of
tha studanta, Lub a falzsly lagge puabor of studentd who Jo non Gewtn BA o] OB
ara recatving it.  Abont 450,000 Title I students, and 700,000 "Other CE anly"
atudones, aro above the mmdian‘in achlovenmont and are rocolving CE uervicod,
Some of these studants may be misclassified due to the unreliability of the
CTBS, but a similar numbar balow”the madian should be classified above it,lso
the figures average out. Also, some of the CE selections are in schools which
are 100 percent CE, which is allowed by Title I under certain conditions.

: ~e e
recelva CZ, Lh<

while significant numbers of educationally non-needy studant

[15)

more significant problem is the 2,700,000 students who are in the lowest

(a4

quartile academically and who do not receive special services; or, 1f one
believes that all students below the average should receive CE, one would be
concerned with the 6,100,000 students who are in the bottom half in terms of
achievement and do not receive Ce. Clearly, if all students who are above the

median and receive CE'were to be replaced by students below the median there

would still—be sizable numbers of students below the median who would not

receive CE services. The only way to assure that all students below the
median receive CE is to dilute the services being given so more students could
receive a little, or %o increase the funds so that more students could ke

] . 1] . ‘I * ]
given services at the same intensity level as 1s currently practiced.
£

EDUCATIONAL ACHIEVEMENT STATUS AND -THE CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS SELECTED
FOR CE o )

We have aiready éxamined the relatlonship between—povert? status and‘ the char-
acteristics of students selected for CE. While at the student level the cor-
relation between poverty and educational achievement is not high, it is con-
siderably higher for school averages. Because of the higher correlation at
the group level, we would expect the relationship between eduéational achieve-
ment status and the characte:istics.of students selec;ed for CZ to be fairly
similar to thét found when.the;e same student characteristics are felated to

poverty. The achievement levels of students by race/ethnicity who are selected



Foar O woera axaninod,  Tho pasulta show sbndba valatianghilpg wo thoon AR
dor pavarty, although eha tronds doonot soem B2 Yo quito asg proneoane el hian
gtudaat are alagal fiod by educatdonal, achlavomont,

Agaln thore ave some tntoresting tyonds fn the relatlonahlp hooween achiavament
atarus and urbanism with raspact to walection for CE, As with govarty, studentsy
e

from large cities and Srom rural arcas are most fracquently <alacuoad Zovw CE

sorviens. This is true for studants who are aither low or high achluvers,

On examining the relationships batwaean guographic raglons of thae counury and
selection for CE, we again find that the Northeast and the Wes: have the
highest percentages of students selected for CiZ services, while the South has
the lowest. Again, the South is low because it has so few students served by
other federal, state or local programs. Almost‘all of the students served

in the South are served by Title I.

THE JOINT EFFTECT QF ECONCMIC STATUS AND ZDUCATIONAL ACHIZVIMENT

It seems probable that the suppofters of the Title I program assumed an almost
one~-to-one relationship between poverty status and educational achievement,

It is widely Eeiievéd that schools in poor areas have students who scora pcorly
on achievement tests. But what is the actual relationship?’ In the Particiga-
tion Study we were able to relate family income with achievement test scores.
The overall correlationbbetweén economic level and achievement scores at the

student level ‘was .29, and varied, grade by grade, from .20 in the first grade

of this macnizude are
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sconcmic status cne can predict the szudentz

: taking the average achievement level for a school, then the ccmbined average
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soorad velate pove highly, I faoer, wien tha avorage fagi by coapont: Tovg
For o a achoonl La aooeoalatoed sl o AL studant aohibovenapt Leval e
studonts noa gahoal, thae corrvalacion L a7 This moana that L one know.
tho avaeraga poverty Loval of a4 school ona aan pradiot the averags pavlornanca
off atudonts Ln the gchoal much more accurataly than ono can pradian tha
achiavamont lavel of any givan student on the basls of the atudent's famdly

cconomie laval,

Whan achoola ara allocatud CB funchi basod on povarty lovael, chn stdonng will
taend to he low‘achievers Lf the zehool Ls within a poverty agea, but thoro

may also be many individual studenty who are rogular achiavers: and conversaely,
if schools are not given CE funds because of their Yelatively high economic
levels, these schools will still probably contain many students who need CE
services as indicated by their low achievements. Table.IV-8 shows the mean
achie&ement-percentiles.for students with various family incomes. This tabla

illustrates the marked relationship between family income and achievement
(] ’

when data are grouped, but such grouped data mask the wide variation within

"any group. The large standard deviations emphasize this fact.

Economic status and achievement level are related to a number of ' other vari-
ables. As in the previous sections, we will examine the joint relationships

among poverty, achievement level, and race, urbanism, and geographic region,

and we will also consider the relationship of CE selection to the child's sex

. hde b

and mother's education. Table IV-9 shows the relationships between poverty,
‘achievement and race.” The average achievement percentile for whites is 56,
wnilz that for blacks is 32 and for Hispaniecs 31. “QOthers," who ars largely

Orientals, have an average cercentile of 51. W%When examined in terms of

B Y

[} . v N . [} ’ .
poverty, the poor whites have an average score of 41, while that for-non-poor
whizes is 57. 1In comparison the score Zor toth the poor blacks and gootr
’ ' Hispanics is 27, while that for -the non-poor blacks is 36 and for the non-poor

Hispanics it is 34. It should be noted that the score for the non-poor blacks

a

' t | AR ‘13\")

and Hispanics is below that of the pcor whites. No doubt the economic level
-
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Table IV-38

Students' Family Income and Achievement Leval

) Mean Achievement Standaéd

Family Income Percentiles” Deviation N

Below $5000 34 ' 25 1524
5,000 to 7,000 ' 37 ‘ 25 1003
7,001 to 9,000 41 27 1109
9,001 to 11,000 . 45 28 . 1123
11,001 to 13,000 48 : 28 1234
13,001 to 15,000 . 52 28 1259
15,001 to 17,000° 53 29 1248
17,001 to 19,000 : 57 28 1146
19,001 to 21,000 58 28 ' 997
21,001 and above . , ] 62 27 - 3087

*There are technical statistical reasons why it is usually inagpropriate o
average percentiles; however, when used to show a trend, as is done here,
the practice is less objecticnable.

Source: Report 2, Table IV-6.

Table IV-9

students' Family Income, Race, and Achievement Level

. Mean Achievement Percentile N
Race/Ethnic _
Group : Poor Non-Poor Total Poor Non~Poor Total
White S a1 57 s 1,192,000 10,598,000 11,178,
) Black 27 36 a2 949,000 1,100,000 2,049,
Hisganic 27 34 31 143,000 530,000 933
Other | 33 56 51 70,000 260,000 3130

Source: PRerort 2, Table IV-7.
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of the non-poor blacks and Hispanics is lower than that of the non-poor wnites,
but it is above the economic level of the poor whites. Children ZIrom black
and Hispanic non-poor families need CE considerably more than children Irom
the non-poor white families, but also more than those from many poor white
families. The "Oﬁhe:" minorities are more similar to the whites than they
are to the blacks and Hispanics.

Poverty level and the parents' formal education ars linked, and children's
achievement levels are also relatsd to both econcmic status and the parents
education. Table IV-10 shows tnis relationship. It 1s seen that the cercan-
tile achievement level of children whose mothers had eigh:h grade educations
or less is 32 and that the level of achievement progresses regularly to 70

for students whose mothers are college graduates.

Table IV-10

students' Family Income, dHotuers' sducation, and Achieveicent Level

Mother's Mean Achievement Percentile N

Education Poor Non-Poor Total Poor Non-Poor Total
? Grade 8 or less 28 35 . 32 793,000 “917,000’ 1,710,000
3 Grade 9-11 ' 31 44 40 ‘892,000 2,269,000 3,151,006_
1 Grade 12 38 55 , 53 ézs,ooo 5,518,000 6,153,000
. .
! Some College a8 62 61 185,000 2,382,000 2,567,000
i
' College Graduate 60 70 70 50,000 1,409,000 1,459,000

Source: Report 2, Table IV-ll.
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The achievement of ¢children from poor homes is considerably below zhat of
their peers who are from non-poor- homes but whose mothers had tha same amount
of formal education. The jump in scorss betwean the childran of mochers with

an eighth grade education or less and those with a high school education is
21 percentile points, and that btetween high-school-2ducated mothers and
college graduates is 17. The jump betweén children whose mothers had similar
educations, but whose family income places them in the poor or non-goor cata-
gory, is about 12. Thus, a mother's education seems o have a largar eifac:

on ner child's achisvement *han does ner economic status.

Table IV-1l shows the relationship between econcmic status, academic achlisve-
ment, and urbanicity. The table shows that, in general, the achisvement level

is near the 50th percentile except for the suburbs, where it is 39, and Zor

7]

the large cities, where it is 38. This very low score Zor the large citie
means that they should have many students enrolled in_CE programs, and indeed
this is the case. But we have previously seen that rural areas also have

many students in CEZ programs, and yet they have acﬁievement levels slighcol:
arove the national mean. This probably reflects the relative coversy of mura
areas, wher2by they get relatively more Title I funds than would ke indicazed
by the achievement levels of rural students. Within urban areas of the same

size, there is a marked difference in the achievement levels of students Izcm-
poor and non-poor families, with the children £rom poor .families scorin arout

17 percentile points below those from non-poor families.

The analyses done over regions of the country are shcwn in Table IV-12 and

show both expected and unexpected results. A3z reflected by the overall

figures, the rank order of the regions, in terms of achisvenment, is Midwest, '’

£ially the same. As expected, the Midwest and YNortheast ars at the top of
the rankings, and the South is at the botzom. 3ut what is unexgectad is that
P~

the Wes+t should.be at he bottcm with the South. When the West is examined
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Table TV-1l

Students' Family Incoire, Urbanism, and Achievement Level

Mean Achievement Percentile N
Urbanicity Poor "Non-Poor Total Poor Non-Poor - Total
City over
200,000 27 44 38 802,000 1,409,000 2,211,000
Suburbs 35 61 59 144,000 1,873,000 2,023,000
City fram 50,000 .
to 200,000 33 55 53 254,000 1,675,0GC0 1,929,000
City‘Undér .
50,000 37 55 52 675,000 3,924,000 4,599,000
Rural 37 55 52 668,000 3,577@000 4,245,000
Source: Report 2, Table IV-S.
Table IV-12
,
Students' Family Income, Geographic RPegion, and Achievement Level
s Mean Achievement Percentile N
Geographic
Region Poor Non-Poox Total Poor Non-Poor Total
Northeast 36 58 54 474,000 2,414,000 2,888,000
Mid-Atlantic 34 55 52 195,000 1,618,000 1,813,000
South 31 49 45 1,013,000 3,117,000 4,130,000
Midwest 40 60 58 497,000 3,533,000 4,030,000
West 30 " 48 45 407,000 1,939,008 2,346,000
Source: Repdrt 2, Table IV-3.
140
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.in English).
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in more detall it turns out that Paciiic

[

lorchwesz cnildren have scores which

or tn
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Midwest, -but the scores for, the Pac

are slightly'higher than those
Southwest are lower than Zfor any other sub-region of the country. This is
presumably due to the fact that there are many Hispanics in the Pacific South
west and, as we have previously seen, their scores are among the lowest of
any group. This finding shoﬁld be interpreted cautiously tecause of ccssizla
sampling errors for sub-regions, and tecause of problems that many Hispanic
children may have had with an achievement test whera the test itens were in
English (but it should be noted that the instruction in the schcols was also
there are large regilonal differences and the nead

Nevertheless,

for C= is reflected in these regicnal differences in achisvement.

Finally, it should ke noted that there are sex differences.aésocia:ed withn
CZ selection. It has long been kncwn -that at the;eleménta:y level girls
score higher on achievement tests than toys. .Table IV-13 demonstrates this
It will be seen that for both poor and non-poor children the mean test

factk.

score for girls is somewhat higher than for boys. There are thus more =oys
receiving CE than there are girls. This should not ke attributed to sex
discrimination, but rather to the fact that, in terms of a uniform standard

of achievement, koys need CE more than girls do.

Table IV-13

Students' Family Income, Sex, and Achievement Level

B

C

-

Mean Achievement Perxcentile - N
Sex : Poor Ndn—?oor Total Pcor Non~-Pcoxr Total
Boys ir 52 49 1,263,000 6,409,000 7,672,000
Girls 38 57 54 1,253,000 6,098,000 7,351,¢C0
Source:

Repor= 2, Table IV-12.
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At the beginning of this chapter we mentioned Congress' resguiremant that a
.study be undertaken to determine the numbe* of students recsiving Title I
services as a function of the poverty level of the famili Zrom which they

came and also as a function of the levels of achievement. e will now examine

1y

the joint effect of poverty and achievement on selec=ion for CE sexvices.
Table IV-14 shows the percentage of students selected for CE as a function of
the definitions in the law, namely poverty, defined in terms of the Orshansky
Index, and achievement defined in terms of low or regular achisvement. On=2

ercaent of the students do not receive

‘U

can determine from the table that 74
any CZ, 16 percent receive Title I, and 10 percent receive Cther CZ. 0 the
students who are both poor and low achievers, 47 pezcent do not receive any

1 CE while S3 percent do. Of thlose who are non-poor but low achievers, Sa‘per—

, cent do not receive CE while 42 percent do. Similarly, among those who are
ponr but regular achievers, 70 percent do not receive CE, while among the non-
poor and regular acnievers, 83 percent do .not receive CEe—although 17 percent
do. Ideally there would be no students in the low—-achieving . group who we:e.
not receiving CE, and there would be few regular-achieving students who are
receiving it. But when one’ considers the difficulty of correctly. classifying

i " children -(often based on subjective judgments and less than perfectly reliable
tests) the numbers shown seem to represent a reasonable performance on the parc
of the schools in selecting CE students. Given an effective selection system,
the easist way of supplying CE serﬁices to the large number c¢f educationally

needy students who do not receive CE is to increase the funds'available._

1

o aa et

! We have previously noted thaﬁ the Office of Education regulations for Title I
j . indicate that students should be selected from the bottom half of the achieve-
' ment distribution. Table IV-15 shows how CE selection is reldted to poverty,
as der ned by the Orshansky .index, and achievement defined as falling above
or below the midpoint of the acnievement distribution. iinder this relaxed
definition many more students are eligible for selection because tney fall in
: _ the bottom half of the.achievement distribution. "This table shows that 53

1 v
percent of the students'who are poor and in the bottom half in achievement do

142
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Table IV-14

Students' Family Income, Achievement and GRF Selactiosn
. (Grades 2-6)

Title I/Title X Cther Cz=
and Other C= Only y No C=
Percent Selascted
Poor - low Achiever 408 14s | 43%
Nonépoor - Low Achiever ' ' 26 , 16 58
Poor - Regﬁla: Achiever 22 ‘ 8 70
Non;Poor'— Regular Achiever 8 » ‘9 - 83
- Number Selected
Poor - Low Achiever 573,000 | 196,000 671,000
Nén-poor - Low Achiever - 606,000 376,000 . 1,358,000
Polor - Regular Achiever 342,000 164,‘600 1,391,000
Non-Poor - Regular Achiever 851,000 900,000 8,821,000
Total. . 2,472{000 1,636,000 12,241,0001
Source: Derived from Report 2, Figure VI-l;
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Table IV-1l5

students' Family Income, Ac“’evement-aﬂd_c~ﬁ52lﬁc rion_ .
with Different Selection Criteria* .

Poor and bottom half in
achievement

Non-Poor and bottom half
in achievement

Poor and top half in
achievement

Non-Poor and top half in
achievement

Poor and bottom half in
achievement

Non-Poor and bottcm half
in achievement

Poor and top half in
achievement

Non-Poor and top half
in achievement

Total*r

Title I/Title X Other CE
and Other CE Only No C=

Percent Selected

37% , ' 10% 53%
20 ,. 13 : 67
9 7 84
4 7 89

Number Selected

916,000 244,000 ° 1,292,000
1,111,000 736,000 3,679,000
ww_”‘;;,ooo — 65,000 752,000
zfs,ooo 540,000 | 6,605,000

2,387,000 1,585,000 12,328,000

*Table IV-14 shows the percent selected for CE in terms of the criteria
selected by Congress for the Participation Study. This table retains the
same definition of poverty but divides the students in half on the achieve-

ment c*lterlon.

**These totals differ from those in Table IV-14 because of rounding errors.

Source: Derived from Report 2, Figure VI-4.
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test, or the kWO combined

- rasu

not receive CZ, while 67 percent of the non-zcor and low rachisvers Zo noc

receive CE. On the other hand 15 percent of the poor and in the ugper

=

L8]

n
in achievement do receive.CE and 11 pefcent of the nonfpoos and nigh-achieving
students receive CE. In Report 2, other definitions of eligibility are con-
sidered. The number of students who do or do not receive CEZ services varies
considerably as various definitions are adoptead. Thus, a judcment abhout how
well students are selected and how many are served by CZ programs depends

largely on how oovertv and achisvement ars delined.

Meewt e
—_ = .
0L oo o

CT OF DIFFERENT MEASURES CF ACHIEVZIMENT

The analysis of the number of children receiving CZ as a function of‘achieve—
menﬁ level has been based on combined reading and math measures. That is to
say that a student's CE status was cdefined in terms of whether or not the
student was receiving feading and/or math CE se:vices, with achiewvement lavel
teing determined by the score on a combined reading and math achievement
scale. WwWhile the law fequiring the Participation Stidy spoke of Title i as
an overall orogram rather than in ter;s of reading services oxr ‘math services
separately, it seemed desirable to see 1I the classification of scudents

=\
=99

would be changed if ‘the classification were based on a reading test, a m

.

a
It has also heen argued ‘that the results might
nave been &iff d

;r .

ent if the analysis had teen cdone_separately, if the students

receiving reading CE had been classified on a reading test and the students
receiving math CZ had been classified on the math test results, rather than

on results from combining the resading and math tests.

The raason the original analyses were done on %the zasis of the ccmbined scores

()‘

eli

ts-

was the ef that the segarate analyses would give essentially zhe same

.l“

ts as those based on combined test scores and =hat the law did not make
any distinction. This kelief was tased on the fact that there was a nigh
correlation between the ccmbined score and either the math cr the reading

test separately. Table I-16 of Report 9 shows that these coxrelations
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range from a low of .82 to a high of .96. However, interest contiinued as to
the nature of the results if the analyses had been done using serarite ﬁest
scores. We therefore made a special analysis for this report. Table IV-15
shows the percentage of students receiving various CE services when classified
in terms of a reading test,.a math test, and toth tests combhined. Here the
students are classified as CE students if they are recelving rsading CE only,
math CE only, or both. Table IV-1l7 shows similar results except that the

students are classified in terms of achievement guarciles rather than in

est
terms of grade eguivalents. It will be seen that the reéul;s are very similar
irrespective of how the classification is done. Thus, we conclude that the
results reported in Reports 2 and 3 are invariant to the particular acnieve-
ment classification scheme used.
As indicated above, it was also suggested that the classification of students
should have been done separately for reading or math CE sér?ices and the
appropriate reading or méth tests should have been used to make the classifi-
cations. Again special analyses were done for this report and the results
are shown in Tables IV-18 and IV-19. The tables show that the percentagevof
students dlassified in the various achievement levéls by type of CE service
are almost identical wheﬁher classified in terms of the reading test for
reading CE or the math test for math CE or in terms of both tests combined.
Of course the-tables also show that there are only about one half as many |
students classified as receiving math CE as there are receiving reading CE.
The results reported here are almost identical to those prewviously reported

in Table 2-2 of Report 3.

Qur over;ll'conclusion is that it makes little difference whethex :hé achieve-
ment scores used to classify students on achievement are readiﬁg scores alone,
math scores alone, or coth combined. The progor%ion of students designated
as receiving various CZ services in terms of levels of achievement is essen-

tially the same irrespective of the particular achievement measure used.

: w-31 14§



Table IV-16

Percentage of Students Recelving Reading and/or Math CE Services by Achlevement
Lovel Based on Reading, Math, or Combined Achievement Tegtg

CE Selection Status

: Title I or - ,
Achievement Title I and No CE at No CE at Total
level Other CE Other CE Only a CE School Non-CE Schos) o
Reading Math Both | Reading Math Doth Reading Math Both | Reading Math Both.

\ \ \ % A ! |} t ) { i 1
low Achievers Rt 16 12 10 99
' 20 17 45 11 1010
3l 15 42 12| 1008
lleqular Achievers| 9 | 9 69 11 904
12 10 67 | 12 1014
10 9 66 15 | 1003

Source; Special tabulation for-this report.
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Table V=17

Percentage of Students Recelving Reading and/or Math CE Services by
Quartiles on Reading, Math, or Combined Achievement Tests

{

CE Selection Status
Title I or |
Achievement Title I and No CE at No CE at Toﬁ i
Level - Other CE Other CE Only a CE School Non-CE School !
MNMgHﬁhBMhRﬂMm Math Both | Reading Math Both | Reading Math™ Both
9 S T A P \ S O by
Bottom Quartile| 31 17 12 10 1000
28 16 46 . 10 1008
XY 14 42 11 | 9%
2nd Quartile | .19 13 57 10 99y |
<20 13 57 11 104 |
19 1l 58 12| 1004
ird guartile | 7 K ] 11 1008
10 ‘ 9. 70 12 1014
1 8 10 15 | 1008
Top, Quartile [ b 1M 12 100%
] 8 n 1l 1018
2 6 15 17 | 100

Source: Special tabulation for this report.
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Table Tv-10

Percontaqes of Students hecelving Reading (or Math) CE Services by Achlevement
on Reading {or Math) Achievement ‘ests or Both Tests Combined

-
‘ Reading CE Selection Statug
; - Ttle I or )
hehievement Mtle Tand | No CL at No CE at Total
Statuy ., Other CE Other CE Only* |. a CE School Non-CE School o
Reading ~ Both | Reading  Both | Reading Both | Reading  foth
i \ { ! \ i \ L}
One Grade Level ‘
Below N Pl 17 10 46 i 11 - 10 100%
Above One Grade |
Level Below B 1 g 81 m 3 12 12 100t
Source: Special tabulation for this report, 1
Math CE Selection Status
Title I or |
Achievenent Title I and No CE at No CE at a fotal
Statug Other CE Other CE Only a CE School Hon~CE School ‘ ’
Hath Both Math Both Math Roth Math ‘Both
\ \ \ \ i \ \ \
One Grade Level . ,
Below 15 10 13 14 61 50 11 10 1001
Above One Grade | 15
. \
Level Below 5 4 8 1 ] n 12 12 100t

[ >

‘ Qo . . . ‘
1}51{J}::ourcc: Spectal tabulation for this report.
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Tanle IV-19

Porcentage of Students Recelvlng Reading (or Hath) CE Services by Quartiles
on Readlng (or Math) Achievement Tests or foth Tests Combined

159

feading CE Selection Statuy
Aehievement ttle I or ‘

;t s Title I and No CE at No CE at a , | Total

! Other CE Other CE Only | a CE School | Non-CE School

Reading’ ‘Doth | Reading  Doth | Reading  Both | Reading  Both

' \ \ ) i ) 1) 3
Bottom Quartile 21 28 17 11 A6 45 10 10 1008
2nd Quartile 17 16 12 13 61 60 10 11 1003
Jrd Quartile ) b 0 B 15 75 11 11 1008
d Top Quartile 2 2 5 58 | 12 2| 1008
+ LlJ . .

u
Math CE Selection Status
Title Ior

Achievement Title I and Ho CE at No CE at a Total

Status Other CE Other CE Only a CE School Non-CE §chool

Hath Both | Hath Both | Math Both | Math Doth

) S ) \ \ ) i ) {
Bottom Quartile | 14 16 13 13 62 61 10 10 1003
2nd Quartile 9 9 10 10 69 10 11 11 100%
rd Quartile q 4 B 8 16 7 12 11 - | 100w

Top Quartile 2 1 1 6 8l 0 11 12 100% |
Source: Special tabulation for this report,
o ,
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SZL=ZCTED rFOR CZ?
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0

The salection of schools to rec2ive CZ rasources and the solaczicn o sctudants
for CZ services are complex processes and vary considerably

£
aport 5 explores this pronlam in

Y]
]
'n

district and from school to school. S

D]
Ll
1]
n
(0]
R
(9]
1]
4]
[o ¥
[
n
)

some detail. It concludes that in selecting schools Zor C

tricts use a number of criteria and that "the most fregquently used crizaria,

eicher alone or in combination are: Zrase or raduced-price lunch counts zlona
(22 percent), ATCC rollment alone (15 percent) and Zrea or raducsd-zriza
lunch counts compinad with ATDC enrollment (14 zercent). The ramalnlng af

no singla combination being used by mo than. 6 percent of the distxicz=s."

Once a school receives CE resources 1t has the oblem of how to cdetermine

w CZ students were se.ec+ted they inlizated she methods

o
shown in Tahle IV-20.

K

Test results and teachers’' recommendations are the *wc tost f.equently uased

methods. Membership in targeted gloups or zarenti’ requescs are usad lass

frequently.
farlier we saw the relationship between poverty ind achievemcri level and

student selection for CE services. We concluded “hat g2nerally the schcols

hawve a numerical index to cesc*i e the relatior.ship beswesn need and selaction-

v
3
o
H
)
(1]
t
’J
3
0
[aa ]
3
nl
M
FS
-t

£ rhere were such an ‘ndex it would allsw ccmpanisens of-

aczual periormances against some numerical standaxrd. It would make Lt £Os-
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Table IV-20

Criteria Used by Title I Schools for Selection of C=
Participants, and Selection Rates for 'Needy' and 'Non-Heedy' Students*

. Percentage Percentage of
School of 'Needy' 'Non-Needy'
Selection . Students Students
Criteria Selected Seleczed
Test results alone 51 7
Tes~ rasults and teacher recommendation 49 4
Some combinaiion of test results, teacher
recommandation, volunteer, and/or
parent request o ‘ 47 3
Teacher recommendation alone or combined
with parent request and/or volunteer 49 5
Membership in one. or more target groups
only, of in combination with test results 59 10
Target gfoups, test results, and teacher
recommendation ' . 43 7
Some combination of target groups, test
3

results, teacher recommendation, volunteer, 40
and parent request ' '

All students in the school,participéte'* (29)

Y

(3)

"Needy' and 'Non—Needyf students are defined in terms of teacher's judgment

of student's need for = services.

**Scme principals reported that all students in their schcol participate in
CE programs. However, the records of the Ccmpensatory Education Roster
do not indicate that all. students in these schools’ are selected Zor Title

"

I services.’

Source: Report 5, Table 8-3. . oo
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investizacas the appropriatensss of a
Twenty-~Ziva differant inderes were examined based on diffsrant assumptlions
about what such an index should measuro. Hers we will examine only two of

the possible indexes. The interested reader will want &2 turn to the full

report.
All of the indexes are based on ths idea that within a school, sctudancs
should he selectad for CE based on educational na2sd. Ia emxploring zhe indzmes

the levels of achieveament on the CT35 are takan as indicazors of sducacional

nead. The first index uses the simple idea that =zhe indax snhould be tassd 2n

the Droportion of students selected for CZ who f£all below scme cut-oif point

in achiavement level. Thus, a school with all of its CE szudents belcocw, savy,

the 50th percentile, and none of them above it, is presumably doing a tetterx
job of selection than a school whexe only nalf of the CZ studenzs ars belcw

the 30th percentile and half of them are above that level. Table IV-21 shcws
the actual distribution of schools in our sample when the cut-oif point is in

the 50th percentile, The 50th percentile is based on the idea that Title I

a
regula;ions suggest that Title I students should te seleczed from %hose in
the lower halZ of the academic aéhievemént distribution. Tre 35th gercentile
was chosen becausé when teachers are asked which students they think are in
need of CT services ﬁhey tend to select students who fall beloQ the 35th
percentile. The table should be.read as follows: for the 50 percentile
cut-off it shows that if a school had 100 students receiving CE readin
services then there were 2 pexrcent of the schools wherze 60 of the st;den:é“

£
were below the 30th percentile and 40 students were arove

"

he 0&th rzercenzile,
Similarly there were ll percent of the schools where out of 100 students, &3

were beléw tne 50th percentile and 32 were azove iz. At the mid-point ia che
distrizution of schcols, the typical school selzczad reading szudents in such
a manner that 88 percent of the studenzs seleczed Sor CE. were in zhe zot=cnm |

nalf on achievement, and 12 percent in the top half. For nmach the split is

84 gercent in the fottom halZ and 15 percent in the top hal®, I the cut-gsrf



Table IV-~21

Percentage of Schools Having CE Selectees Who Score
Above .and Below the 50th and 35th Percentile

Percentage of Students Selected for C2: Reading Hath
Below 50th Percentile Above 50th Percentile % of 206 Schools A of 161 Schools

36 64 | 0 2

44 | 56 1 3

52 ' 48 2 4

60 | 40 2 5

. 68 32 11 11
76 | 24 - 12 13

84 . . 16 24 24

92 : 8 - 33 .19

100 0 . 15 .19

Below 35th Percentile Above 65th Percentile _

12 ' 88 0 1

20 . 80 ~ 0 4

28 ' 72 2 2

36 ‘ -7 S 4

44 | 56 & - 7

52 48 o 12" 8

60 40 ©o13 16

68 32 _ 17 18

76 24 21 , .15

84 16 | 17 ' 10

92 B 8 R | 6

100 o 1 9

Source: Report 13, Table 7-1.
"'o L)
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is changed co the 35th parcentila then for the median szhool tha splis La, 70
Dercent of Zhe students balow che 35ch‘pe:centilc in roadicg and 30 porzent
above it. For math the split for the madian school ig 63 pursont below the
J5ch pnrcentile and 38 percent abowve it., It will be nqﬁiced that schools do
a better job of selecting educationally needy students for reading CE than
they do Zor math CE, It will also be seen that the apparent success of schools
in selecting students to receive CEZ varias depending on the cuc-oif laval used

the schools give the appearance of doing a better job if rhe crizarion is thae

50th percantile. This fluctuation in the implications of the indaw is nroba-
bly not serious if comparisons ars made Setween schools or districzczs, tuz zha

fluctuation is not desirable if an absolute standard is needed. The mos-
serious problem with this index is that it‘considers only the characzeriscics
of the students who are selectad for CE and dées ot consider the charactar-
istics of students not selectad. A schcol with almost all of izs studen:s
needing CZ would look véry'gopd on the index irresgcective of whcm thevy
selecced, since alﬁost all of the students selected would ke telow the cut-oss
pvoint and there would be faw students mis-selected. On the ocher hand a
school with a smaller proportion of neady students miéht try to do a very
careful job of éelection but would make scme classification errors and would
look ralatively poor on =he index. A good index should consider the charac-

teristics of both students who are selectad and those who are not selecczed.

An index to address that problem can be based on the ohi coefficient. 3 phi
ficient provides a measure of tHe degree of relationship in a four-celled

£
table. Cne could make up a table showing the nunber selected Zor CZ, the

aumser not selactad, and whether or not each studenc scored aktove or zelcw
some <defined achiavement score. Such 2 tabls would look like ==e one Zelsw.



Achlevement Scores

Above 35th Percentile Balow 35th Percentile

Selected 0 a5

Adjusted phi = 1.0

Not Selected 65 0

The closer the relationship between selection for CE and scoring beiow the
aéhievement criterion, the higher the phi coefficient. Also, when the
coefficient is corrected for the marginal splits, it will usually vary from
-1.00 to +1.00, thus giving an absolute standard. lTable Iv-22 showé the
adjusted phi coefficients for our schools for reading and math. It will ke
seen that'a few schools do worse than would be expected by random selection,
but most of them do better and-a few are very good in the quality of their
selection. Thé median coefficient for reading is .53 and for math it is L48.
It seems that for most purposes this Targeting Index is preferable to that
based only on the characteristics of the students selected, although it

\ requires more complex calculations.

Other indexes can be develoéed. For example, instead of dichotomizing the

achievement scores as akove or below a certain cut-ofi, one could use the

achievement scores as percentiles or as percentile ranks énd compute a point-
Y ’ biserial correlation. This has the advantage of using more of the .achievement
informa;ion than does the phi coefficient. 1In Reportvl3 still other methods
are consicdered, each with its advantages and disadvantages. The index to be
prelexrad depands on the use o be made of it and on the abilizy ts do com-
} plex calculations. The discussion in Report 13 inclucdes a table that answers
a

number of questions for each index. The questions considered are:

! | | Iv-41 16¢)
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Table IV-22

Percentage of Schoolsg By Adjusted Phi Cocfficients, Showing Relationnohip
Batween CE Salection and Achievement Scores Dichotemized at the 35th Percen

Adjusted Phi ' Reading Hath
Coefficlent v of Schools A of Schools
less than -,22 0 1
-.22 ta -.13 0 ‘ 2
-.12 to -,03 | . 1 1
-.02 to .02 0 . 3
.03 to '.12 0 3
w13 to .22 o 6 _ 7
.23 to .32 8 15
.33 to .42 - 12 9
.43 to .52 22 .17
.53 to .62 21 14
.63 to .72 - 12 6
.73 to .82 11 ’ 7
.83 to .92 _ 6 . 4
.92 and above | ) 1 | o 11
Souxce Recoxt 13, Table 7-10.

T




Ia the Lrdex aagy to caloulacae?y
Dou:d tha dndex consldar tho actual raceipt of goryviaeg?
Dons the lndex conailder only CE satudenta?
// Is the lndex baged on national or school 'norma'?
Poasg thae lndax considear all the needy students?
Are the schools penalized Lf they provide CE sarvices to all studants?
Are the schools panalized Lf they target CE to selectad gradea only?

Doas the index have a known sampling digtribution?

At first blush the development of a targeting index would seem like a single
task but, when seriously considered, it i1g quite complex. The discussion in

Report 13 should be helpful to anyone trying to develop a targeting index.
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CHARPMER @, HOW REDWCTIVE LD JCMPEIHENTORY ENOOAT LT

Srenneroy
- o B vng

oroa oo

¥ ! M * | g gt . ) ; . N . - . . ! L -
Thia chapbor Lo concorned with Lo cmotorl O aoVELepadRe Fraon sl Y. Ty
- ' g ! r - o e o N e ! yy ) . 1oy W 7 -
From TLtle [ aorvioea,  Fivat, a dypochesiocal awamplae wi jlvan o LAV B

' ]

s ' oo . . :
tozia the problema twolved v Fovming proper compaviamt jrauga, and aloo

to ghow the way Siudenta change D JF siatus fromoyodr foogaar, o D

I A Bd R B PR - y 7. el M
cgaamplae wrll aid tnowidenstanding the major resulia, R AT I TRV B AR
. !} ! SI - : e T gy et
sresantad by comparing the rats 07 growsn of Toile I osudenzy wiio tna
‘ \
2 Fn - Y B v o -y -f BIG 7. - - e
nate of growth of Ragular Jzedy siudencs and Regular aswdomsa, Ui
- b} o~ o M . b ~)
results jrom the first year of ng Jtuqy Ssnowi
g
. . ; . s
¢ In reading, in grades 1, 2, and 3, Title [ situdenis grow al 2
- o : . - S
faster rate than similar Regular Needy stugents. In graces «,
) . ; - - ! - o 7 -
5, and 6, the Title I students grow at tne same rate as Jagular

Veedy students.

ok X

math, for all grade
a Faster rate ts

[SERY

o Title I studants usuclly grow -at a rate that ts similar to ine
rate of grewth of Regular studenis. Jleversneless, the jap
between Title I students and Regular studenss widens 25 grade
increases. [t is shown that this increastng aenievement zar I3

3
to a considerable exztent ariijactual.

ts of the three-year longivudinal study conjirm tne resulss 7or

s L] Ferent analyses shew that tne l2ss
disadvantaged Title I students feneic [rom a year 07 Tizle I Services
and are promoted out. Fewever, the most disadvaniaged studanss usually
received Title I szrvices during 211 shree years o7 she study and Zid
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¢ Greatay capardanog i tu"uhdng ta pelosed e hdghoy aluwdond
qrowth tn both reading and math.

¢  Tha amownt of ragular tngfmasdon and sutopsindopandas wop
JAOW SN posﬁwuun hut modeat, affecss on qeidevemaors gooweh,
Dncontrast, the amownt of tnatructlon by apecial fowsiters oy
‘ tnatruction an vary amall groups docs nos oftan contpiluzo o
tha explanation of :uhieu~man: growen, and when tneae Do owegasion
velationsinips are obiarvad,
. o In both reading and math, the disruption of inatrucsion tonis
S to ba an unjavorable condition for learming in the wppar grades
’ but not in the earlien gradea,
.o Frequency of feedback on studant progress sometimes relates
sztzuely to reading and math achicvement growth.
¢ In reading onZJ, a ueacncr’s effort in planning and evaluation
 shows a posttive relationsaip to acnievement Frowta in some
grades.
School principals ezpressed a very postiive atititude toward (2. Teachers
expressed Dothn positive and negative asiitudes. There was considerzble .
guidence tnat CF students nad a posiiive asiitudez toward (T and did ro:
Feel stigmartzed.

) V: - . ] i * .

We have ncw examined the questions of who receives compensatory education and

what it is. We will now explore the evidence on the effectiveness of CZ. 3u:

zefore we do so we should ask how we will judge CZ's effecziveness. Whaz Zo

we axzect CZ to achieve? Ganerally, students receiwving CZ are doing so either

Zecauss tests show that thelxr lavels of achiavemenz are low or tecausa =zachers
e - . s - : .

0 judge chat zhelr zerformances are low, or both, and i is judged zhey weould
senefi: Zrcm CT sexvices. How much do we exgeczt them s benefii=?  3Scme weould
say that iI their performances improve at all =hen the cost of CZ is justified.

his 1s an absoluts cxiterion in the sense that we are simply asking for scrie
Q ,
worovanent over the student's prewvious level of gerformance, 3ut students
K '\ . < 164
o . : .
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will grow in achievement even without CE, so we usuélly require that CE

result in an improvement greater than would have beasn achieved had the stu-

dents not had CE. But how do we tell how much the student would have improved

without CE? We need some kind of a standard for comparison. With the use of

a comparison standard the judgment of improvement has changed from a require-

! ment of absolute change to relative change. W%hat is an appropriate ccmpari-
son group? Some will say that they would like CC students to improve enough
to equal the performance of their reers, presumably meaning the average per-
formance of the non-CE students in the school or class. This is probably an
unrsalistic expectation: somne& individual students may make such gains but

not the average of all the CE students.

Another comparison group might be composed of students who, in initial per-
formance scores and home background, are similar to the students receiving,
C=. 1In this case we ask that those students receiving CE for a period of
time show performance scores that are superior to the comparison group of
similar students who have not received CE. Maﬁy would be encouraged if we
could simply show some improvement relative to the comparison group even if
iz were not large.‘ In theory it would be rossible to form such comparison
groﬁps and after students have received CE services for a year or two to

determine how much the CE students have benefited. 1In practice this is a

‘ very difficult thing to do. It will be worthwhile to understand why this is

PO

< e

The first problem is one of definition. In this ¢ c3ter and in several that
- follow we present data on the relative performancen ¥ groups of students
that we call 'Regular Students,’ 'Regular Needy Stuwents,' and '7Title [
Students.' By Title I students we mean those students who are reportad by
their schools to ke "deéignated to receive" Title I services. 'The amount of

services varies from student to student as does the nature of the services
r’

but, as we saw in Chapter III, these students as a group do in fact receive
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more hours of réading and math instruction in a different contex:
students in the same schools. By Regular Neédy studsnts we mean students wno
are not Jdesignated to receive CE services but are Judged by their teachars to
need such services; in other words, they are receiving largely raqular
instruction even though they have a perceived need for additional serwvices.*
By Regular students we mean the remaining students in a school or class who

receive regular instruction. It would seem that these groups of students are

™m
v
"

irly clearly defined.** The group a student nelongs to is fairly well

defined at any one period of.time, but when ona considers the pregrass of a
student thnrough severzl schcol years, the scudent Ray, Irom tine o zinme,
celong to all three groups. For example, a student might ze a regular scu-

dent in gracde 1l and <¢o rather poorly. In grade 2 the studenz might be judged «
as in need of CZ but not receive any CZ services because there are insuffi-
cient resources available for this particular student. In gracde ] the student
) :
may still be educationally needy, there may be resources available, and the
student may become a Title I student. Thus, in three years this student has
been a Regular student, a Regular Needy student, and a Title I student. Or
consider the student who performs at the 25th percentile on a test at the

=

beginning of the first grade and is designated a Title I student. GSecause of

Title I services chis student's performance improves, and in =he spring scores

( l.

at the 35th percentile. Next year in the second grade there are ny needy

students nelow the 33th percentile so the suhdent is 'prcmoted oux' of

&

m
-

(4

tle

1

I. The student is still somewhat needy but not among the most needy and

1))

ing

thus is no longer a Title I student. It is easy to follow the chan

\

*. v #1il re rememb that Regular Needy studenzs actually
recalve mora sype ar students tuz less zhan Titla 1°
studants.

.

**Zacepn Zor =he 32e e comgarisons Pecgular szuden<s ara
a.l the szudents the CI students. AT cther =imes
Tegular studancs T ing after the CZ s:zudents and
Recular Needy st z i+1d d The text will make clear which
definicticn is keing used. Another gxoup of students, not cansidered in
zhis chapter, .are students recelving other -than 7Titzla I CZ serviceas.

166
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classification of individual students, but in an evaluation of. the effective-
ness of CE we are dealing with thousands of students in sach classification
and the change of students from one category to another makes the formation

of-broper comparison, groups extremely difficult.

A HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE

In this chapter, and in later ones, we will be presenting tables and graphs

ts show the relative achisvement gzins of different groups oI studenzs. To
nelp in understanding ths meaning of these graghs and takles, and o illus-
trate how they have been derived, we present a hypothetical illustrazion. 1In

the 'Hypothetical School,' during the first year, there was only a single
third grade clasévconsisting of eight students. The left hand side of Table
V-1 shows these eight students and their fall percentile scores on an achieve-
ment' test. Based on these achievement scores the school classified the eight
students as follows: Students A, B, C and D were classified as Regular
students. hecause they scored above the 50th percentile and were not in need

of CE services. Students E and F, who had scores of 35 and 10, were judged

by their teacher to be in need of CE but since the school has only enough
resources for two Title I students, students E and F were élassified as
Regular Needy students.' Students G And H; who had the lowest achievement

scores of 25 and 15, were selected to receive Title I services.

An achievement test was given again in the spring to the grade ] students and
the four Regular students still performed well, with some improving élight;y
and some performing somewhat less well. But the t&o‘Reqular Needy scudents,
£ and F, performed less well than they did in the fall and now have the
lowest scores of the whole class. The Title I students, G and H, profited
from their Title I services and registered gains, gains that placed them

apove 2 and 7, the %Zwo Reqular llesdy szudents.
Y
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Table v~2

Percentile Scores for Students

Grade 3

in the Hyoothetical School

Student

-
.

Classification

Fall

Percentile Score

A Regular
B Regular
c Requlax

D Regular

E Regqular Needy"

F . Regqular Needy

G Title I

H . Title I
Class average
Average fcr Regular Students
Average for Regular Needy Students
Average for Regulaxr and

Regular Needy Students

Average for Title I Students

85
75
70
65 -
35
30
25

15

50
74
32
60

20

Spring

Percentile Score’

80

75

75

25

20

35

25

50

74

23

57

30

RIC

All of =he were przmeted to the
of Tabla V-2 shows the results

year =he zeacher was faced with a diificu
G and H, seem t2 nawve proiited Irom thelr

“pe

—he rignhntT hanc gar
zhe feginning oI the
Trhe Tizle I students,
~ - Y-
rrices and were no lcnge
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Table V<2

Percentile Scores for Students {n the Hypotﬁeiieal School
Grades 3 and 4

Grade 3 _ Grade 4
. Fail Per- Spring Pez- , Fall Per- Spring Per~ |
Student  Clasalflcation  centlle Score  centile Score  Clasalfleation  centile Score  centile Score
A Reqular | 05 a0 | Reqular 00 | | 00
B | Heqular 15 7 Requlay L] 15
C | Regular 10 15 ‘ Reqular 15 10
Dl Reqular 65 65 Reqular 65 | 60
s E Reqular Needy 35 25 'Tltle I 25. 30
) P Reqular Needy = 30 W Title I 20 25
H Ttle I 25 35 - Redular Needy 35 - 15
M Tifle I 15 25 Regular Needy; A E 2
Class Averhqu 50 50 50 50
Average for Reqular Studenfﬂ M | iz o " | T
Average for Reqular Needy Students 32 2} | i 30
ms e w s
Average for Title I Students h 20 10 : ' 2 27

o 110



ents, = and 7, clearly nesded

ing less well than the Title I students.

limited funds, the two previous year Title

away and in. the fourth grade were classified as Regu

two formerly PRegular Needy students, £ and F

‘The last column of Table v-1 shows the perform

EOuruh grade.

wha; to do?

I students had

It will be seen that =he Regular

ae*v ces and 'weres now parform

tudents generally maintained

their previous gositions and the new Title I students improved
their previous rzosision. The previous Titla I student G and
Regular Needy studants in the fourth rade, maintainad =thei 2

and did not fall hack as a rasult
All of
the relative slopes of the lines.
improved their pPerformances,
ably

rate than the Regular: students. -

improvements, with the. new Title I students improvi

the now
students. While this example is hypothetical,
tend to do somewhat better
students.
next. Of those students’ receiving Title

school year

year, and those who do not receive them because they were

continue %o :er:orm At =he now-nigher level ch

services,

O
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this is shown graphically in Figure V-1,

faster rate than the Regular Needy students and at a sllg

During grade 4 all groups

Regular Needy students and at about the same rate as t

Also, there is considerable change in status

» about 40 percent will not receiwve Ti

Eere

During grade 3 all groupsof

it is imror:ant

lar Needy szudants.

relaziva

+ NOw became Title I students.

co

u
]

4]
[t]
0
f

"y
0
n
ja
rt

O note

students

continued

-
-

ntly faster

neLlr

Ng at a faster rate than
ne Regular
in fact, Ticle I szudents do

at cauges them to

,
:

I services during a particula

'pDremoted out!

from one year to th

o

-

tle I services the nex>™

X

The

ance scores at the end of the

"
but the Title I students  lmproved at a consider-

than a comDa*Lson gxoup composed of Qegula* Heecdy

il
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Pigure V-1

-

Gains in Vertical Scale Scores for Example School-
' Grades 3 and 4 (Hypothetical Data)
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ARE THERS ACHIEVEMENT GAINS FOR TITLE I STUDENTS? .-

The results reported in this chapter are based on Technical Reports 10 and 1l2.

Report 10 thoroughly examines student growth as measured during the first year

1]
1
v
[
y—

of the study, while Feport 12 examines student growth longitudinally ov
three years. An examination of student pexformance during the first year hnas
the advantage of keing based on the most ccmplete data, since ralacive

scudent attriticn teok place between the fall and spring testing of the first

year. However, there was much greater at=rizion tetween the 22d of school and
its beginning the next year Zor sach of the three vears. Two Ziffsrsns studiss
of the elfects uf attrition are presented in Reports 12 and 13. It is gener-

ally concluded tha:'while attrition was quite nigh the results ars not jeopar-
dized by‘i:. Neverihéless, Repor: 10 is based on the sample with the least
attrition and thus it was desirable to study the first year sample intensively.
Anéther argument for studying the first year results carefully is that many

stucdents receive only one year of CE services and we wished to xnow what che

[
Iy

fects of such one-year services were. Thus, we first present the results
from Report 10 and then consider the results based on the three year longitu-

dinal data.

ACHIZVEMENT GRCWTH BASED CON FIRST YEAR DATA

The tasic resulcs of Report 10 are shown in Figures V-2, V»J,‘V~4, and V-5,

The first two figures show the results for reading, with the Ffirst figure show-
ing the results for grades 1, 2, and 3 and the second figqure shcwing the re-
sults Zor gradés 4, 5, and 6. We have chosen to use two' graphs o

s
results in sach subject because i= makes the oresentation lass czmelicazed.
J s L

"(We could have shown :the resul:s Zor six diffsrent grouss cf students, suc the

the plcture.) Thus, each c¢raph sicws the results for Regular studen=s* (in .
Tizle I schcols), Zor 7Tizle I students {(in these same Title I schecls) arnd fo-
*

4]

These Regular students include the Regular Meedvy students.

173
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READING VERTICAL SCALE SCORES

500

90

80 ¢t

70

450

20

10

s

80

70

SOURCE: REPORT 10, TABLES B4.1 AND B4-3

—

b
L [ l
1.1 18 241 . 23 3.3 38
GRADE
Figure V-2

Reading Vertical Scale Scores for Title I, Regular Needy,
and Regqular Students in Grades 1, 2 and 3
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READING VEATICAL SCALE SCORES

SOURCE: REPORT 10, TABLES B4-1 AND B4.3

550 - /

500 p—

450 — iy ey e omce NEEDY
i - REGULAR
—
| L1 [ . !
4.1 . 48 59 538 6.1 53
GRADE

Figure V-3.

Reading Vertical Scale Scores for Title I, Regular Needy,
and Regular Students in Grades 4, 5, and 6
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- 500

SOURCE: REPORT 10, TABLES B4-1 AND B84.]

-

450 p—

MATH VERTICAL SCALE SCORES
[

350 ~—

TITLE |
NEEDY
p—— ] -1{ ST Y|

e e

1.1 13 241 28 31 38
GRADE

Figure V—4

Math Vertical Scale Scores for Title I, Regular Needy,
~and Reqular Students in Grades 1, 2, and 3
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MATH VERTICAL SCALE SCOhES

550

SOUACE: REFOAT 10, TABLES B4-1 AND B4.3

- TITLE !

s e eens NEZ DY

————— R EGULAR

53 6.1 I 63
GRADE

Figure V-5
Math Vertical Scale Scores for Title I, Regular Needy,
and Regular Studenits in Grades 4, 5, and 6
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Regular Needy students in schools not havi:«o I, The choice of this last
group as the comparison group is scmewhat trbitrary. ‘e could havea chosen
Regular Needy students in the Title I schools, but there are two drawbacks to
using this comparison group. In the first place, these studerits are needy,
but the school authorities have decided that ﬁhey_areanot.as-needy as those
chosen for Title I services, and thus they difter frém the Title I students.
In the second place, there is ;hé problem of the "spillover effec;” which
might contribute to all students in Title I schools but particularly the
Regular Needy Students. This is the problem that the instruction in Ti:ile I
schools may affect all the students in the school, not just.the Title I
students. An examination of Report 10 will show that the results for eithex

comparison group lead to the same conclusion.

An inspection‘ofvthé figures shows the results of the anélysis, but such a
presentation is not adequate for those'whb require statistical tests. First,
it shouldvbe,méntioned that the backup numbers for these figures will be .
found in Table B4-l and B4~3 of Report 10. The approximate number of studeqts
in eacn grade for Regulaxr, Title I, and Regular Needy groups in reading are,
respectively, 6,400,-2,600, and 600. 1In math thé:approximate number of
students is 7,500, 1,500 and 1,150. The exact numbers differ from grace to
grace. The laréer numbers of Regular and Reqular Needy students in math i§
related té the f#ét that Tiﬁle I math programs are less common. The main
i point af the above is ta stress that each data point is based on a large
3 number of students and thus is qﬁite stable.

o | o,
Tigurae V-2 shows that for reading; the Title I. students in grades 1, 2, and 3'
grew at a somewhat faster rate than the compariscn group of Regular Needy
students. All groups of students had educational growth during the school
vear. In each grade the Regular students stafted out at higher levels and
ended the school year at higher levels. In grades 1l and 2 the Regular®stu-

—— dents grew at slightly faster rates than either the Title 'I or the Regular

; o o < 175
, - . , , V=15
4\) :
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parison. The better Title I students and better Regular

Naedy studencs.  In the third grade the Titla I szudents grmaw 2t slighzly
faster rzzss than the Pegular students. In each oI the thrza gradas tns
Title I srudents grew at raves highar than those of tha cumparilson Froup of

g
ar Meedy students. We concludes that in readinc for the first tiwes
Y C

s}
1]
'd
}a

grades students recaiving Title I services show lmpravements greater than
would hawve teen the case if they had not received tha Title I i2s. AT
ti.. same time “he amounts of improvement ars not grazt 2n0ugi —ow <=he
‘achievement gap' between the Title I s:udents'and the Pegular szudants. In
facz, ths gap is becoming larger.

Tigufe V-3 shows similar data Zor reading in grades &, 5, and §. TFor these
grades there cdo not seeam to be teneficial effestis Irom Tizls I services. How=-
ever, the rates of growth for all three grqups appear L= be the same. 1In

spite of t1:is apparently equivalent gruwth rate the gap, tetween the Regular
=*udeuts and the other students, conktintes to gvcw. This greowth in the
achievement gap is samethlﬂg 0f an artlfact since the cocmsosition of tha three

groups keeps changing from year to year, as it must in a cross-sectional com-

(‘6
2]
n:
n
ct
g
(o}
1]
o}
()
[7)]

Q
-

ng cromoted out :f the bottcm groups as th

-

r achlevement scores imrrove.

—

In any grade, at the beginning of any year (after the first grade), the
Regular group is composed of the relatiwvely high achieving “eagular students
olus the betier achieving Title I and Pegular Needy students from the previous

year. At the same time the Regular group loses 1ts poorest students to the

e
Title I and Regular Needy groups, who have in turn lost their better students
and had *hem repl:iced by foorer ones. Thus, 1t is almost inev izagle =ha<c in

crocss-sectional data the gap cetween Regular and Title I or Regular Needy.

nigher grades L5 lcwer relative to that in the earlier grades. This is true
tecause the TosT neady students are Deing szlecied and since ZIewer are

selected in the higher grades they are the lowest of the lcw. In summazy,

2
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for reading, Titla I seems to be somewhat affective in grades 1, 2, and 3, but

not 2ffective in grades 4, 5, and 6. N

Figures V-4 and V-5 show the results for math. The results here are more
positive than they are for reading. They show thét for all grades the Title I
students improve at a faster rate than the Regular Neady students. Further-
more, the Title I students in math improve at faster rates than the Regular

students while the Regular Needy students change at slower rates than th

[{¢

segular students. It seems guite clear that Tizle I is affective in math and

considerably more so than in reading.

an explanation. for this may be the difference in the way reading and math axre
learned by students. Reading is learned in school but also in a number of
other settings. There are opportunities to learn reading at home from many
sourceé,,such as comic books, regulay books, newspapers, instructions on toys
and packages, and also away from home on posters, advertisuments, in Sunday
School and in other social settihgs. on the other hand, the opportunity to
learn math is much more .limited. OQutside the school there is scme'é;; reunicy

to learn math in changing money, in sports in keeping score, etc. but such
math is quite simple and generallé does not increase in comp'axitcy with the
increasing age 65 the szudent. Thus, the school is the ma.%# place where math
is learned, and it seems apparent that the additional services provided by-
Title I to math students result in increasing their levels of achievement.
The four figﬁres showing graphs -7 achievement change give the basic.résults,
sut theetechnical reader will want to refer to Report 10 for the deﬁailéd

s=atistical analysis. In describing the methods used in analyzing the data,

Ming-dei Wang, the senior author oI Report 10 says:

-
"rive types of evaluation models.are employed that are related =o
the models reguired oy the Education Cepartment for use by grantees

in evaluating and reporting on their local Title I projects .

(45 CFR, Parts 116 and ll6a). The large SES samples provide us
a unigque opportunity to apply a variety of methods that require

180
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dif subsers of data to address the same guesticon. 3riafly,
the norm-raferenced analyses are variations of Model A (norm-
referenced de sign). The analyses of variance (aNOVA) with dii-

erent layouts and different measures of growth, and the analyses
f covariance (ANCOVA) using different analysis groups and ad-
justed for unreliabilities of the covariate (pretast score) are
designed to address the cases of Model B (control-group design).
The comparison of gains conditional on pretest scores is a devia-
tion of Model C (special regression- design)., additionally, the
cemparisons with expected growth represent a blend of Models 3

b
o

and C where regression-based prediction mocdels are employed :O
imic tha performance of a control group that is like the tredc-
ment group in pratest scores and other relevant craractaristics
The analysis of each design Zfurcher ancompasses 2 class 2fF suz -
. analyses. All the analyses are devised to complexment one anotner
so that pitfalls in one may ke avoided in another. In the end,

we hope that the integrated findings from these diZferent
approaches will approximate an accurate evaluation.”

Thé-different analyses rentioned aktove were carried out anc are contained in
Repor= ld. They essentially confirm one anothar and indicate the statistical
soundness of the conclusions previously stated, namely ;Ha: Title I does have
a gositive effect for reading in the lst, 2ad, and 3xd grades and in all

grades fox math.

ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH BASED CN THREZ-YEAR LONGITUDINAL DATA

Regort 12 presents the results of analyziﬁg the three-year longizudinal data

from a numbe* of cdifferent points of view. Seven different approaches were

used in etamin; g the dava. Each one used a SOméwhat differant set of

assumpthns regaxding the appropriate groups for ccmpari;c: curzoses, or the
i .

methed of nandling the initial differences in achievement levels Tetwesn zhe

; ~al - . ; ; =2 = 3 14 -
rours, or the exgected rate of growtl Zetwean Ine differant Zrcucs C8ITencCing

on their initial lawvel of ach'evemen-, or the amcunt and zime of zarticigpatis
. -

in Tizle I. Ia Repors 12 the various stazistical tests and descrigticns oz
the assumptions underlying each aggroach is given in detall. IrZrespective
of the methed of analysis used, there is one ccrmen conclusicn, famely:

participation .in Title I has a modest positive affacz on achievement growth

L 181 S
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In this report we present the results from three of the analyses which land
thems2lves to graphic oresentation. The statisticzlly minded reader will want
to turn to Report 12 for the detailed analyses, out it can be stated generally
that most of the differences reported here are statistically significant.

Sipce th2 number of cases on which the various data points are based is guits

1]

large it is fairly seasy to get statistically significant differences. The

more important guestion is the practical significance or importance oI the

L

in
|n

3

Fepsnces shown. Aftar the results are shown we will have more to say on

15 poiat.

Resulcs for 3tudents Who Participated for Different Lengthns of Time. Students

rticipate in Title I for‘diﬁferent lengths of time. In this study some stu-

dent: rartic! pated for arly one year, some for two years, and othei for all
thra2e years. The reacer's ﬁirst'iﬁpulse is -to assume that the students who
participated the longest would show.the largest gains. But.a little thought
will st w that this igo not.thé right expectation. As ye_montioned in the
int*oduction to tlils chﬂpter, students enter and leave the Title I program
coxtlnuouSly, particularly at the beginning and end of the school year. The
r~ccer student . «ho have profited tre most rom the TLtle I experience are

' romoted ouz’ and '*adents who werge' nct in the orogram but oerformed poorly
Auring the previous school year replace them. We will see that the students
wh2 stay id the program for thraze -full yeérs axe those who start with the

lewe,t achievement and do not gain er<ygh to come .to the level of those who

s daig e aen -

are Leaving the g.ogram. -aus, we mist examine tha gerformance of the students

e

"

at a detaiiad level which considers their initial prervorvai:.e and subsequent

grewth.

e relative growth of regilar students. students who have

1y
’(‘
o
e
1
D
]
o]
L")
vy
[
&
Us
(v

.

sarticipataed in Title I Ipr one year only, and stu dents «who have zarticipate
in Title T diuring all three ynars of che study. The results are shown in

terms of 's-andardized achievement scores' which means- that for each testing

o R v?ls
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in each fall and spring for each of the vyears, a soparate standardization was
rarZormed so thact the mean for the total populatian of students' tasts ig 100
and the standard deviation is 20. Thus, the trands in the graph show tha
rzlative rates o performance change. of the studants one to the other.* 1In
exaxdninq Tigure V-5 it should be noted that the :égular students start at a

lavel somewhat higher than the mean and end up the school vear at approximazely

~ne same zosition. (This does not mean that the studants did not learn during
the school vear, rather it shows that th rezzined their same relazive szzand-
irg.) Looking at the stucents who.we:e in Title I for only the Zirsc vaazs oF
thea study we see that they startad the vyear cconsiderably telow the regulax

"studenss and generally a lictle below the average for all tha stucdentus. 1In
‘every case these tudents improved their ralative periformance and in fourx
of the eight compé:isons ended’ the school year acove the iverage 2f all
students. This marked gain is true for all four grades and for toth math
and ading. 3ut we should remember that these students stakted ous az a
£ai zly high lavel and were the students who could probably profit mos:z Irem
extra instruczion. In examining the lines Lor those students who were in
Title I Zox all chree years o~ the study we see a quite different picture.
These students star: the school year at a relatively lcw level of achieve-
ment, abousz one szandnrd deviation below the meZn, and do not profisz much
from their Title I education. ' In reading theve is a slight .improvemenit in
:elativeus:anding in two of th2 grades but losses in the other two grades.
In math there is scme impro?eﬁent in three of tne grad~s and a loss in <11,
It can be seen that the amount of gain or loss is fairly small anéd is never

o particigate only cne year and

5

as large as the vain made by the students w

-

sromoz2d out'. It should be noted that regrassion effscts shceulld
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§

he strzngest in zhe lowest achiewvring gxours,

= =

Ac*ual’g the standardizaticn was done on tha total zepalazicn of students
ested and =zhe grapns do noc i:cludé_::L students Lo compensazsry 2cucazicn
programs othexr than Titla I, nor those ' with othef/e:mbina:icns of Tizle I
experiance. .Thus, the sum of the gains and losses Iorx the grzphs are not
exactly the same, even though they would e for the entire gogulation tes:ted.
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have ths lowest gains and chus the diffsrance betwezn the two Jroups zannot

be attributaed td ragrassion, Ffimilarly it can be argued that matura=izn
effacts do not account for the diffsrences since the graphs arxe kased cn

elative changa and not absolute growth. From this data it is apparanz that

"

those participating in Title I for only one vear show a quite rositive growth.
Cn the other hand those students who participate in Title I Zfor three vears
show liczle growth and it may be in red that Title I, at its pressent lavel

-

inzansizy, is not very helpful for ther

3
n

4

re

e}

Zerant Time Perizds or Diffarancs

-
n

Rasulss for Students Who Participatad a: Di

Langths of Time. In this section we will examina tha resulzs for scudents wh

participated in Title I during the first year of the study only, for .o
ated during the tecond year only, and for those who parzicipanced For
the third year only. We will also examine the results for those who zartizi-
pated Ior more than one year but with different periods of participacion.
Figurss V-7 and V-3 show the results for reading and math. Since the resul=s
d'math ars gquite sim lar we will dlscuss the two figures simu
tanecusly. Tirst we should note ch=t the regular studenus retain thelr rela-

+ ) . . - d’
tive standing thoughout the y=2ars the study. They are well akbove average

of all the students, although the math students are not quite as much aktaove
the other students as are those in reading. The nex:t group is those students

who were in Title I only during the first year of zhe study. For both reading

D

and math they make quite large gains, improving =iiir relative posibhdon akouc
three and a half poiats. In reading these students maintain their gain in

elative achievement but in math they tend to lose it over the nex:t two years,

for che students who were in Title I only during the second year 2fF =he study.

- - & = = = % - 1 < - N -
JUYLNG e Iirst yeaXy oI the stucdy they tenced %22 lcse relative guarndiio and
g O e - ’ . - 13 3
wera2 selLectec I[or TLT.le I durlng thea seccnd year. SO0r ZCUn reaclng anc math

sizabla gains were zade during the second year while chay carcicizaczad in
Ticle I. QCuring che-third year they zended 2o lose their relative ccsiticn

=29
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when they were nq;‘in Piela T. Mext notice the lines for those who ware in
Title I only during the third year of the study. They were not selacted for
Title I during the first or sacond year of the srudy and tended to lose in
relative standing in each of these years. But finally in the third year they
were selected for Title I but show only very modest positive effects of the

Title I participation, although their decline of the previous years was halted.

\low, we will examine the performance of those who were. in Title I Zor more zhan

[11]

one vear. The naxt curves show the performance of those who were in Title I
during the first and second years of the study. It will be seen that in zoth
reading and math, they started the school year at a score of about 85 and
gained three or four points. Again during their second year of Title I parti-
cipation they improved significantly but then in the third year, when they
were no longer in Title I, théy show aadecline.‘ Next consider those students
who were in Title I during the first and third year but wrxe not in it during
the second year. During the first year ﬁhe} improved.at about the same rate
as the other first year Title I students we have considerdd so far, but by the
end of the second year they had dropped considerably and were below the stand-
ing achieved whan they started the first year. Again they were placed in Title
T during the third year and show improvement £for that year. Next there are
those wEB participated in Title I durihg the éecond and third years of the

study. At the end of the first year they were quité low, about 82 or 93, and

were placed in Title I during the second year, where they stop their decline

L) ¢ -
or mak& slight improvements. Because they are still quite low, howewer, they
are placeéed in Title T ddring the third year, and in both reading and math they
show.relative gains. Finally there are those students who were in Title I
during all three vears of the study. After three years of Tizle T pa;ticipa—
tion they are in the same ralatively low position as they were at the beginning ’

of the study.

) ; 188
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In reviewing thooe vesults the following pletuaso meoms tooomesye. The vegulas
Wirhons aav fompen

high scoring students reotaln their selatlively high staniing
J 7 - J

satory education. Those students who gscorae somnwhat 1o ar bthan ruegular Gtue

dents but are still not greatly disadvantaged, but are nevartheless selected

1

for Title I during the first ywar, show marked gains during the first yoar and

are 'promoted out' of Title I. Studaents who received Title I during che second

vear, but not during the ZIirst year, also show good improvemenz when they are
in Title I. Throughout, wq seo that students with ralatively high staniing
improve the most during the vear(s) tha:
relatively low standing who do not parzicipate in Title I,
relative standing, but when they are assigned to Title I, their loss is
arrested and they may show some improvement. Finally the students who szart
zhe lowest, remain.the lowest even though they participate in Title L. It
seams that the better students profit the most from Tizle I. The goorest

students do not gain from garticipating in Title I but they also do not Zall

(1Y

-
+]
o g
I
4

further behind, as right be their fate had they not keen in Title
can te inferrad from the performance of those students wlo were relatzivel:
low during the first year and did not have Title I services.

Ry
e P
'

Comparing Title I Studenty With Needy Regu’ sodeants. In the two previous

sections we have studied the effects of Tit.
growtzh of students who paxticipated in Title I for various pericds of time and

had varving amounts of service. In this,section we use a different approach

by comparing the performance of students who were in Title I with the perfor-
aance of students who rsceived resgular educanion in their classes tut whose

. . . . . . ..
teachers said they neecded compensatoxy education’. The teachers naca Ihlis

- e - - . = Voo & - - e -

carizons. Lcoking at Tigure V-2 we se=2 -the rasulss Ior sziudants wno fartifi-
.
mazed in Ticle I during the firstc year of the sgmucdy 2nly o othe figure a
2 : B = 2
. - - 3
. & \ - 11 [

zox nas Deen drawn around the lines Zor the Sirst year.) It will e seen tnat

V—-26
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students entering school difder widely fn achievement both Leoase of thelr
native ablllty and because of theilr praschool ewperiones io reading anlmatn,
fur resulecs show that Tisle I, as it is now practiced, can roaule in an
improvement of four or fiv e points on a standardised scale for those students
who are initially only modescly disadvantaged. Ticle T can keep quice dis

advantaged students from falling further behind but it does not improve their

performance relative to regular students. Some have said chat any improve-

ment of disadvantaged students would be worth the costc of Titla I. IZ this

accepted, then Title I has served a useful purpose.

Other Measures of Title I Effectiveness. When this study was startaed some

- improved by compensatory education.

.formance on these measures.

critics of educational testing argued that standardized achievement t2sts

(4]

were an unfair measurs of the performance of disadvantaged students. Others

argued that while achievément measures might not be effected by cumpensatory

education, the students' attitude toward school and their peers would be

Wwith these thoughts in mind we developz.

a 'functional literacy' test which was thought to measure the studencs'
ability to deal with everyday problems, rather than wich simply school-type
and

academic problems. We also adopted a measure of attitude toward scheol,

as a student. The results from both of these measures ar.

12,

toward sel?f renc . t-

ed in Report Generally there is no zelationship between Title I zarnd prr-

While thera may be certain w*oblﬂms with stan-

dardized achievement tests, they proved to be mora sensitive to the affects

cf Title I than any other measure we used.

TEST-~CURRICULUM OVERLAD

of

i a
investigated the extent to which tha contained in the

tests had been taught to the students. 1n connection with the study of hioa-

poverty schools we asked teachers to examine each of the items in the achieve-

. Qs
v-j%"{
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went tost glven thols sundenena and o fodioate 07 S0 rorcant or move o nhelr
studnnts had secalead ot LQth minlaal foastruocion wablavant toowash Loem,

thaen compllad thooo resulta for vagular studonts and for low achlowving stue-
dents (who wora dafinoed as falling av ov pelow the 33wd parcoonsile) . Table
v~3 zhows the amount of judged tegt-curriculuwm overlap for rogular and low

achieving studencs.

Table V-3

*

Mean Student-Lewvel Pexcent Overlap for Rejular and Low Achiewing Students

Low Achlievers Recgular Achlevars

Grade 2

Reading Vocabulary 75 88
Reading Comprehension 69 95

Math Concepts . 80 91
Math Computation €5 83

Grade 5

Reading Vocabulary 73 o 86
Reading Compzrehension - 78 93

Math Concepts ' 75 82
Math Comgzutation . 86 9l

(Souxrze: .Report 18, Table‘4~l4.)

It will te ramembered that in low achieving classes we acdministered a
of the achiewvement test that was one step lower than that reccmmended by th
!

test oublisher and this was the test the teachers judge

Never+<helass it will ze seen that in =2ach case the teachers judged chaz tha

O ) : V"32
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athuar gtudlen (Gon Qoolay (5) and Lednbhare, 200, thicd, wr wonl.l RIS
higher avhioving and wore abila students to hava covared more oF e mator dal
than would the low achioving student:, simply bocause tho high achiewing
atudents covar more matorial in the course of thelbr fnatruction. Flnally,
galna in achlievemant wore ralated to the level of material aach atudant way
tasted on, from one tust administration to anothar. 3Since thare is a vany
high correlation between achlevemert scores from test adiminiseracion to tese
administration, we can be quita sure that students worc baking zosts at the
sam2 ralative level, and thus their gain scores would o cemparabla, Thulg,

we believe these results, while interasting, do not in any wavy invalidate the

results previously reported regarding achievement gain.

PRINCIPAL'S AND TEACHER'S ATfITUDES TCWARDS COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

As researchers we place great emphasis on the objective, test-based evidence
regarding the effectiveness of CE. At the same time,lit is important to con-
sider the dttituaes that pfincipals and teachers have toward the program. If
their attitudes were negative we might argue that the program was heing halZf-
heartedly administe:ed.j On the othef hand, if the attitudes were positive,

it might imply that our results reflect what might be obtained from a well
administered érogram. In the study of high—pove:ty schools both the principals
and teachers wefe interviewed in depth to determine their feelings about the
compensatory programs in.their schools. In general, it can be. said that the

principals had a very positive attitude about the effectiveness of the pro-

grams. Table V-4 shows the principals' responses to a question about the

1)
H
in
4]

ctiveness of their C=Z program.,

Three grincipals accounted for the lowest o ratings for reading and ma=ih.

3
153
M
é]
121
}J
o]
3]
1]
§—
Q
£
}o
M
[&])
by
1]
(s}
3
I
e
1D
o3
4]
[
1]

cipal who rated toth reading.and math orogra

-

nad extremely minimal Title I reading and o

fu
r
iy
~n
6]
N
41
b
6]
o
ct
[%
0n
)
o1
(3]
(o]
=
v3
iy
ot
[4]

it can be seen that at schools whers thare werse significant CZ programs the
principals rated them from fairly effective to :very effective; indeed, they
c

© .
rated them as more effective than the objective facts would justiZy.

7733 7 145
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artinude,

In reading the Classroom Qualitative Summaries only thrae statements ruflecting
unfavorably on pullout lab situationg were discovered. In one instance--and
one aof the few instances that hinted at stigmatization--the observer reported
that several students expressed resentment at having to come to Ehe CE lab.

The immediate stimulus Eof their comments was the fact that they had been
forced to ieéve the regular classroom while a party was in progress. In the
other two cases, students stated to the lab teachers that they were borad with

the work assigned.

On the positive side, one observer described a situation‘'in which children

requested extra time in the lab for further work on their individual difficul-
ties. Another described the eagerness of the children, and still another
ralated that children"applauded and cheered one another for specific achiave-

ments in the lab.

Some 13 expressions of gositive at:zitudes toward pullouds labs were compiled

Irom school-lavel daily Topical Surmaries for 12 differant schools. The

o
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Also :elevaﬁt to this topiz arxe the obuarvations of difioreamys in
and tehavior of students in the regular and pullout classroomg. I the Clasda-
rocm Qualitative Summarivs, alght obserwaers in seven Alfforant gohnola -

marked that students observad with behavior or garformance problemy in reguiar

classrooms did not show =hese same problems in compensazory clarsges.  2n the
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contrary, they were involved and on
crotccols for two regular classrocms included an axplizic scaszement oy he

ohser-er zhat the overall berawvioral and on-t
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improved markedly when the served students lefz for pullout Lab.

WHAT EDUCATICHMAL PRACTICES ARE ASSCCIATED WITH TITLE I EFFECTIVENEES?

zhe performance of low-
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achisvine studen=s. We would like %o ze able =o shew that certain =2ducaticnal
crac=zices, princigal and teacher charxaciarisiics, and mecnceds oI zlassrocn
orzanizaczicn are relaczed =o this affactivensss, s2 that a2 usafcl cnas zZould
z2 more W‘dET} adcgzad. Therefcre, we explored a number of thase variazlas.
we inves=iga=sed tha relatiznshiz ¢f the Isllowing to incresazad aghlavament
- - kY
© TInstructional services such as zhe number <f Tcurs ¢ Lnstruction

and the costs of that instructzion. Alsc, such Zactors ds the amount
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traknbng, and acbeuda towanl tho sohoo) g .

a  Chavactorlstics of tho odacanional onvironment such s tho soehool!' s
mlnorley concontration, school'y o caoncuntration, Jdistrict's conrtrol
of instructlon, principal's inurrnctional Leadership, and amount of

clasgroom disturbanany,

e Characteristics of educational practices such asg: the amount of
effort daevoted to planning and evaluation, use of leusson plang,
frecuency of faedback, amount of homework, individualizaszion of

instruction, and use of audiovisual aids.

The effectiv@ness of these variables was explored Lr \ nunber of different
techniques such as regression analysis and causal nwanling.  Generally the
results were disappointing in the sense that there were no strong relation-

el ™™
' .aore

ships between any of these variables and increases in achievemen=
were some relationships that seemed to be significant but they were not strong.

The most ncteworthy findings were:

@ Greater experience in teaching 15 related to increased studsnt growth

n both reading and math.

-
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e The amount of regular instructio

conLrascs,

n
scme-positiva, -but modest, effects
amount of instructibn by special tuachers or in very small groups dces
not often contribute to the explanation of achievement growth, aad when

it does, a riegative relationship is observed.

e In both reading and math, digruption of instruction tands to ke an
unfavorable conditien for learning in the ugpper grades, but no ralatizn-

& =} - LI = = - = - ~
e rfreguency of Zfsedback on a student's DIOGIeSs SCMRTIRES ralates
scositively to reading and math achlevement growta,

e In reading, a teacher's effort 1n planning and evaluation shows a

rositive relationship %o achievement growth in scme grades. This
relationship was not found for math.
In summarizing this chapter it can ke said that there is evidence that Title I

services are positively related to achievement growth in reading in the first

three grades and that Title I services axre positively related to achievement

As just discussed there are scme aducaticral

practices that are positively related to achisvement grcwin,

in math in all grades.
Students who

ive instruc-ion from more experienced teachers profit rore than those

A}
(14
(9]
14
b.a

O
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receiving instruction from less experienced teachers.

Also,

instrucwion in

the regqular classroom setting seems to be a go

instruction in a setting without disruption.

sitive fac=or as dces receiving

Since cnlv afout half of all needy students are now receiving
=nis wculd require a wexry large Increase 1=t zhe amcunt oI Tit
colizizal 3iudgmenz is reguired as o whetler Ine amounc of g
£ justiiy tn*é increased Zunding, Tut it is <clesar tnalt Dan;
could profisz from Title I services are not raceiving them.
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CHAPTER VI. HOW COST-EFFECTIVE IS CCMPENSATORY ELUCATICH?

Swrrnary

In CE programs it 13 usually assumed that as the cost of trg resources
inereases, there will be a corresponding tncrease in taz

student achievemant.

# There 1s no demonstrated relazionship bezueern e )
costs of the instruction students receive and cranges
in academic achievement.

It has consequently been argued that this finding can be explained

vt
o~
-

by the fact that the least able students receive the most cos:

services, and they are also the ones that are least lixely teo

. v .

umrove academically. This tdea was tested and it was “ownd trac:

® The cost of instructional services recetv
least able students is higher than the cos
struction for more able’ students.

y ®
o A

This second finding offers some ezplanation for the lack of relation
between instructional cost and achievement growth. When coupled with
the findings reported in Chapter V, that the least able CZ particti-

g pants profit the least from their services, we wtderstand the nature
i of the conclusions to the issues of cogt—efféctiveness. An under-

' | standing of the dynarics underlyirg the conclusions is necessary for
rolicy makers to make raticnal policy de i5ioms.

INTRCDUCTICH,

: It seems reasonable that as more and more resources are made available for

the instruction of low-achieving students, the achievement of the students

'Q | | vi-r 207
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the awxtra services to nalp
furnds are neaded. We attempted ¥ test the
funds would increase

achizvement. The finding is thac thare 1s ro

cositiva ralationship between tnhe total cost of the parsonnel and omhar
rasources usad in instruction and growth in achisvement. Since this Iinding

cznvanticnal wisdcm, as well a3 the assumgptiisn undarlying
+le I and many other social programs, it
carefully.

THE

RESOURCE-COST MOLEL

Early studies of cost-effectiveness were usually based on obtaining the

expendizures involved in a CE program and dividing them by the numker of par-
ticipating students. This yields a per;pule cost, LHut there are many reasons
why this approach gives untrustworthy results. PRegport 7 discusses these
reasons, which include: the assumption, inherent in chis method of calcula-

o tion, that all students in a project receive the same services, tha vastly

money that actually are used for instructional purrcosas

though the rfer-pupil expenditures are the same (due to different amounts
t

[¢]
rh
h
]
f

e~top' for such things as administraticn, building use,

training), and wvariations in costs for similax

sexrvices cetween differsnt regicns of the counutry.
In an atczeampt o ovarceme the limicatlions oI the akgve apgrcach, rassarcnars
davalored a "rascurce—cast'" model rfasad on che ldea o agplying a stancard

7. = - — - bl - - - "—. R ekt - — -
zost o each service actually rscelved by students.. This ZCTIgm-iz 2gDrgech,

student receiwved. The ta=acher indicates

205

o)
ncw much instruction each

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



student the amount of readihg instruction (or math instrucction) raceiwved,
and the situation or contaxt in which the instruction was given; that is,
whether tha instruction was given in the whole clissroom by the regular
teacher, in a small group by a special teacher, in a small group by an aide,
or’' in some other instructicnal setting. The teacher alsc reports the in-

structional materials and equipment used.

Standard prices wera cdeveloped for each element of instruction given under the
various conditions describesd akbove. Thase prices are uniform Zor all sctudsants

under similar condiziorns and thus ignore actual wvarjations in t=zacnar salarizss
from one region of the country to ancther. The basic assumption is that a
teacher with a certain amount of education and tsaching experience is doing

as effective a job in. one job location,as in another. Likewise, it is assumed
that similar instructiocnal materials and equipment have the same effectiveness,
irrespective of their actual cost. Thus, by using this type of thinking in
 formulating a resource-cost model, a uniform, common metric was developed and
used to cost the instruction received by each student. (This metric did not
include administrative costs, building costs, and other .overhead time, which,
while real, were believed not to have a direct imgact on instruction.) Thé
resource-cost model is described in detail in Reports 6 and‘7, which also

cite relevant literature regarding the model and alternacive methods of -

measuring cost-effectiveness.’

: THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INSTRUCTICNAL COSTS AND STUDENT ACHIZVEMENT GRCOWTH

Figqure VI-1 shows the relationship between reading grogram costs and student
achievement growth* for Title I students, and Figure VI-2 shows this relation-

ship for educationally needy stidents in non-CEZ schools. Overall, the results

®

W0

e

srow that there is nc significant positive. relationship ketwean thes

a slight positive

i
"

variables. For some grades thers seems tO & alactionship
cuntared by othe? gradss with slight negative relationshigs. 1In

c
Regokrt 7, detailad statistical tests are reported and the overall conclusion

* The figures show percentage gain in student achievement during the school
year: percentage gain equals raw gain divided by the pretast score times 1CO.

SO 20y
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Educationally Heedy Students in Non-CEZ Schools
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is that thars are faw statistically significant trands and, whera they ars
significant, they tend to be negative. 'This nagatlive corrslation means that
the mostc costly”the'serv*ces a szudent racelives the lass the achisveamenz <cain
made by tha s""cent,) The authors of Report 7 say:

"Our results have teen nondecisive in the sense that none oI our

comparisons among groups of students reveal ﬂeaﬂingful diffarences

in cost-=ffectiveness. On the other hand, we are ncc suits ore-

paréd to conclude that the laval of rescurce utilizanion has no

inderendent 2Zfect on outcoms. Thcugh small, tha raw ragrssicn

coefficients that served as our indizces of cosz-2ifzciiwven=zss

f:equehcl; axcoadad twn and Shras times thelr szanfard srrgrs,

:nd wers ofcen disturbingly a=wgazive.

Taking these results at face value, one m*ch* conclude that in-

creased utilizati cn of resources has a nuisance effect that tends

to diminish achievement across most of the range of program cost

that we observed in our sample. IZ this were truly the case, we

might te able to find a critical cost below which the returns to

cost are increasing, and atove which they are deﬂ*e;sx R

celieve such critical points should have been revealad bj cur

models that specified cost in both first and second ord ~erms,

hut the evidence was not dec131ve one way or the other."”
I+ can also te argued that the re2ason for cthe slightly negative ralationstips
i5 due to the fac:z that more resources are given to the more nsedy students.
It is argued that. the most needy students will have more difficulty in improv-
ing their lavels of achievement than less needy students and thus the negazive
alationship found is determined by the nature of the students recelving the
more cCost *y sefvwces rathe than'the ineffectiveness o the increace 1n
services. Figures VI-3 and VI-4 show the relationship zetween Iall reading
achisvement scores and =zhe cost of ading services received =y the studencs.
It will e sgan that the lower-achiaving students 2¢ ragelva mora IO0sT.v
servicas than nigher-achisving stucdents. While the.rslatisnshics ars ngt strong
they ars at lsass larze enough =0 supzers =he idea that the negative ralaticn-
Snis Dezween 205= and achiavement Ls & funcoleon of the ifntevamant loval of
+he students feing served. The authors of Repcrt 7 osav:
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"Much the same reasoning obtains here as in the area of heal:h
care. That is, grieviously ill patients constme morxe costly
and intensive medical care; yet the returns to such medical
care, as measured in success ratas-(cures), are probably lcwer
than thosé encountered with less seriously ill patients who re-
ceive less costly or intensive treatment. In efrfec¢t, then, the
same non-equivalence among treatment groups exists in terms of
allocating services.”

While it is rossiblie to offer explarations for the nagative ralaticnship, 1
is still imcortant to ask why a fairly strong positive relatzicnshiz was nct
found in groups of students homeganeous in achisvement lewel. The ide2 ctha

increasing the funding, and thus services to nesdy students, will lead ¢

Q

increased achieverment is so pervasive and fundamental to federally-funded

programs that these findings must be most carefully examined for faulty analysi:

One way of checking the possibility that the results are due to a faulty
resource-cost model is to undertake the same analyses using total hours of
instruction received by the student (instead of estimates of costs of the

resources devoted to this instruction). The use of hours oI instructicn

received is independent of any cost mcdel and in a sense is more basic than
a cost-effectiveness analysis. Yet the results are the same as thosa found

the resource-cost model. The authors say:

"We are confident that our cost metric is not at fault. For ex-
ample one might question their use in models with a single cost-
variable, since this assumes equal returns irrespective of the
‘ways in which resources are depolcyed. We believe we have addressed
this question in the analyses where the data are blocked by pro-.
gram configuration, and total cost is disaggregated into ten pro-
gram component costs. Another ocossibility is that the utilizatiorn
of resources has beneficial effects, but the benefits do not -advance
as rapidly as do the costs. We have addressed that question by
substituting program component hours for program comgonent CoSts

in some of our trials; we still obtained negative regression co-
afficients for the individualized-instxuction ccmgonents and the
special-CEache:-instruc:ion comgonents. Therefore, =he cause for
the negative xelationshizs is not in the cost mezric alcne.”

213
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The rasource-cos:z model used has been criticized by.some ressarchers as Ifaulcy.
- o B St - . . P L . - 5 L _ . . .
They say that the model does not take 1nto c¢onsiceratlon local"gconomises that

astuta schcol superintendents may be able to achieve, and that it also

improperly lumps together regional variations in costs. In our view these
1 -

evant to the study of cost-2ffedtivenass cn .2 nationral

c
lavel. Neverthelass, the impcrtance of the relationship between the <osts of

was cdene, although we doupbt this to

19
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oy
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fu
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3
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cne of the most prastigious organizations in
analysis field. It is possibple that a
are lumped together may mask relationships thaz would ke

scrool level. In the 'study of 55 high-zoverzy schools th

amount of instruction ard achisvement gains was analyzed.

meastras of amount of instruction were used but the resulting correlations

_ze worzhwhile either o coniirm

the mechodological problems in such analyses. :
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CHAPTER VII. WHEN AND FOR HCW LONG SHOULD STUDENTS RECEIVEI COMPEINSATORY
. EDUCATION AND WHAT HAPPENS TO ACHIEVEMENT WHEZN STUCENTS NO

LONGER RECEIVE COMPENSATORY SERVICES?

Summary

Q

'

v
- ) -, Ty ~ - - LI - o~ o~
oroplems of tne Freguency oj tarminaiion CZ serviczs il Tn2 Con0vged
~ < 4 . ’ - by
.o ) - - B -
T gontevemant SProwin tnat regsuct wnsn CX s52ruvifgs 2rg TIZrmiiiaIia
<

¢ There is no cne grade in whicn CI 15 most e

~

is more effective in the lower grades tnan in thg higher grades.

¢ There 15 no evidence that there is an optirmwn duraiion ror (T.

9 There i3 considerable turmovzr [rom year to year crong
the students recetving CI services. About 40 percent of

. the students recetving Title I in a given year will noc:

fog
recetve it in the following year. The turnover ts nigher

in other CE programs.

Q

9 There are three reasons for inis turnover. Azcuz 60 rzroent
of the CT students who are discontinued are 'premotzd out’
because their increased achievement no longer place ther
among the most needy; LS percent were promotzd to grades
that no longer had CT services, and 25 percent were in

s ‘e

schools that lest CZ Ffunding in the second yaar (Tut tAis
7

-

; & oo 2, A r ;
was not cermon For Title I srudenzs).
.. g o e, - — .. vy g ‘. 5 il — vy -~ = ‘o
Q& g wnilraoTiona. 32rVioes rlegtled Sy tAag STLaENIE Jro
1 IS - ﬂ'. - ’ -, . > T 2
had lost CT wers examined. The serviczs of thasz Former
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regular students. On the other hand, some have argued that compensatory
services should ze equaliy distributed throughout the elementary grades so
that whenaver students.showed poor performance, theylcould te aééigned to
comgensatory services to assist, their gerformance in subsequent years.
Similaxly, there has been concern about how long compensatory serxvices should
be extended for students who were performing poorly. Scme have argued that
studehts who receive only cne year of CE mav well gain during that vear, but
that if the spacial services ars not continued they will slip Back to thair

ravious ccor periormance. On the other nand, it has been falt that since

'

hers were many wmora stude .ts neading CE services than there were Zunds

v

available to support sur services, it was fairer to "graduate" students who
haa imprdved significa- - and let other poor performers have the benefit

of the extra service. = . ’we examined two questions: first, Is there any
par=ticular grade in which Cz is oSt effective?, and second, Is-chere;an

optimum duration for CE?

We used two different approaches to answer these questions. First, we simply
examined the 'graduation' rates from CE programs for students who had CZ
for various numbers of years and in various grades. The second approach was

considerably more complicated and involved the determination of residual gains

based on regression equations. The first approach involves starting wit!

studants as they entered the study and tracing theilr CE participation for
#hree years. ‘Table VII-1 Shows the pattérns of participation of all students
who entered»ﬁhe:studyiin the second grade and continued through the third
and fourth érades. The tableiéhou;d te entered in the middle, where i shows

- 2

that thera wera 5,385 second grade students of whom 2,350 were judged by

(4

thelr teachers to need CF and 4,035 were judged act to nead . The tabie

3

—

~ - e
icle &,

o]

o

P

then shows the number, for.each successive Yyear, who were assigned
w0 othar CZ, to regular classes whera CZ was available, and ﬁo regular classes
where CE was not available. 3y traéing the history &% each student, one can
detarmine the gfaduation rate [or students.who had CE for one or two years.
Similar tables weré,develdped for all of the cohorts.in the study and thus

~
c . . o . ’
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: all of the gradss were includad in the data. Table VII-2 shows the percsncage
of students who participatad in Title I during the first year of ths study and
who graduatad fxrom Title I at the end of their first year of participation.?*
From the table it can be noted that the graduation rate for the non-needy
students was considsrably higher than that for the needy students. Second,
the graduazion rates for math and reading were very similar. A more

imrortant comzarison for our immediate purrzosas is the gradvuat:ion race

across gradzs. TFrom other data we know thaz the first-year carzicization
rates ara highar in grade 3 than in gracde 4. Ccaseguently, if we taxes thase
data as rsflsccing tha empha 's oif CZ at these gyrades, we would axpect

inflated grzduation rates for cchort 345 (caused by the lowexr extant of
services at grade 4) and deflated rates for cohort 234 (caused hy the higher
exﬁent of services at grade 3) from the rate expected if thers were noct grade
differances in program emphasis between grades 3 and 4. When takiné these
factor§ into account, it appears that the graduation rates are fairly siﬁilar
among the different grades and we cannot judge any one gféde to be prefarred
to anothef-for the offering.-of services, at least in terms of theif graduacion

rates. @ .

We have just examined the graduation' rates for those that participatad in
Title I for one year. Similar data were obtained for those who remained
graduated during the third year and alsc for those who entered Title I
during the second yea; of . the study and graduated during the third year
Table VII - 3 shows the results. Since the headings in the table may not be

. completely clear, the fi st few entries are explained kbelow:
51% of the needy, Title I, reading, year=-l particigants who gracduacted
at the keginning of year 2 stayed out in year 3.

oW

ls of the needy, Title I, reading, year-2 partcticigancts who had not
articigated in year 1, graduatad in year 3. ’

9]

_ 24% of the neeady, Title I, reading, particizants who participated in
S . both yeaxr 1 and year 2, graduated in year 3.

* Cohort 123 designates a group of students that started the study in grade 1,
! - and moves.successively to grade 2 and gracde 3 in the following years.

: ‘ : VII-5
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Table VII-2

Percentage of First-Year Particigants Who Graduatad
Out of Their Title I Program

Needy First-Year Particirants Non-Needy Firzt-Year Participants

Cohorz N " % N. 3
Raading

123 310 24 222 32
234 937 24 234 a3

345 919 28 : 239 54
438 642 . 23 141 43
Total 3308 25 858 43
Math

123 407 ' 32 . 181 ‘ 47
234 4567 ' 23 202 42

345 513 31 177 49
458 384 3L . 117 38
Total . C. 1771 - 29 ' 677 44
Source Report 14, Table 2-1




.o Table VII-3

. Parcentage oI Pravious Titla I Particigants Who Were
Graduated in tha Third Year

Cohort Needy Participants Who Non-Needy Parcticipants
Participated Who Participacad
In Year 1, but In Year 2, but 3octh In Year 1, but In Yaar 2, Both
not Year 2 not Yeaxr 1 Years not in Ysar 2 not in Year 1 Ysars
Reading
123 .51 31 24 59 45 T 38
234_ ' 66 34 32 81 47 56
345 54 47 24 92" 56 40
155 . a4 38 19 61 . sl 25
Total 55 37 25 . 77 49 42
Math
123 51 51 20 78 66 27
234 68 - a9 32 - N 53 al’
345 57 ’ a0 . 29 . 83 62 30
456 50 50 23 68 . 50 16
Total 56 a4 26 81 59 30
Source Rerort 15, Table 2-2




. First, it can e noted that those participating for only one ysar, whathaer

vear 1 or year 2, remained graduated from the program in yaar

parcanzage than those who were 1n the program £or Lwo years.

o}

appear ©o m2an that those who had only one year of service di
those who had two years. But we do not know that these group

in ini=zial achievement. Tigure VII-l shows the :h ee-year gro

chose whro raceivzd only one year of Titla I in comparison to t

two vears, ralated to the achiavemant leval of the garticipancs

rhaz thosa students who nad only cne ysarxr.of-Titls I and than
remained graduacsd, had a higher level of initial achiavemant

raceivad <wo va2ars of Title I service belfors graduating. Thus

are %o be underst cod in terms of their initial higher achiave

3}

A second coint to te observed in Table VII-3 is.that those one-

[

a
cants who were in Title I during tha first year graduatzed at a

than those who entered Title I during the sec

o] a
probable that the second year participants’ 2id peorly during the previous
o]

year, or were at such a l ev

claces tecame available, but'thef’did not benefit as much from

those who enterad during the first yeax and c*adua::d.” Third,
i

ikely to graduate and rama;g\i:;zfag\ the

tecan with relatively higher achievement than the needy gar:ic

a.

o the extent discontinuation of services is determined on the
[

wth zurwees Zor

nose who had

i= seems probable

in Table VII-3

‘is able %o nelyg some lower-achiaving scudents.

EMC S - " YIT-3
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Particigation in Title I

Regular Education
- - - - Summer -
1R - Graduates aftar 1 year - Reading
1M - Graduates after 1 year - Mach
2R - Graduates after 2 years - Reading
2M - Graduates after 2 years - Math
45
/J__\‘v 1R
2 /
- /
- / y
& //- - \
, .
= i 1M
3 _
= 7
§ 35 o7
] 7/
o /
s d :
: - —" 24
30
B N
: ~ .
"',’ \k\ 27
25 Lt .7 v
. ’
I‘ s
» i J
’/
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. F 5 F v s° F 5
Year 1l Year 2 Year 3
Figure VII-l, Three-Year Grewth Curves Zor Title I Graduaces
Source: Report 14, Figure 2-1.
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The results jusct praseated had ths advantage of toing based on simgle gradua-
tion rates but in interpraczing them we had to ke concarned akout uncontcrolled

variables such as the achisvemant leval of tha students as they =ntersd cha

Title I program. There werz other uncontrolled variables such as socio-
economic status, the perceived need for the program, and cultural diffsrences
To take these other factors inco account, 2 mors sochisticataed szatistical
analvsis was dune based on residualized gain scoras. The achizwvament scores
we:;'adjusted -2 'eorrzct' for a study 2ffacz, for individual diffsrsnces in
socilo-2conomic status. Zocr percelvad nead for CT sarvicss, and Sor ecul-ural
Jiilzrancas Tne study-2ifeco Zorrac:zion, wers tased on a small variasion in

prograssad, the test scoras improved slighcly frem year to year, probably

ent

b

ic

(211

Secause the students became test-wise and the teachers bacame more pro
at administering the tesus. The need for the other corrasctions is shown in

Tabla VII-4, which shows the way in which saveral student charactariszics

whers ralatad ©o the number of years they raceived CI services. (It was

n
"
L
v
o}
H
ot
Ut

tossible to include i:ur years of garticigation by using tesacher

arout raceipt of CZ d'wing the vyear before the study began.)

Table VII-4

Characteristics of students by Years of Participation in C=

Years of Participation in a ¢ Procranm
g’?’

Background Charactaristics

o

o) 1 2 : 3 4

Scoioeccnomic Status .248 204 177 1683 182
Judged Nied fzxo3 .28 . 4.C30 1.37 2.31 , 2.5
Similaraizy o Majozity Cualtuze i.é8 1.45 1.29 1.14 1.11
N . 21,883 7,098 5,137 3,651 1,554
Math
Socioeconcmic Status 242 130 163 153. 1

34
Judged Need for C= 0.51 1.23 1.89 2.25 2.56
Similarity %o Majoriiy Cul:ture 1.64 1.36.. 1l.15. 0.89 0.93

96

N ' 26,300 6,380 - 3,878 2,212 7

3

Source: " Report 14, Tabla 3=7 29;\'
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Tt will be seen that, as the number of years that differont students wera in

CE programs increased, the students' socio-gconomic status decreased, judged
need for CE increased, and similarity to tha majority culture decreased. These
trends are very consistent and need to be accounted for in determining sucﬁess
rates by grade and length of CE receipt. Accordingly each student's scores

had corresction factors applied to maka the data more comparable. The fivea
charactaristics (sociosconomic status, judged need for CE, cultural similarity,
age at antry into the study and non-Znglish spo%zn in the home) wera used as
pradictor variables separataly for adjusted reading and math achiawvement scoras
in a,regression analysis at each of the twelve dara points dafined by grade
testing oécasions. The achievement predicted could then be subtractad Irom the
new scores, so that the effects of background on achievement would not obscure
our findings. Tabla VII-S sh5WS the average residual vertical scale scores
resulting from these adjustments, as a function of years of pafﬁicipation in

CT programs for each grade'and testiﬁg occasion. First, it should be noted
that in‘both reading and math, all the residual means are pesitive for the
students who did not receive any CE. A positive rasidual implies that the
group's ac;ual performance is_betterlthan expected on the basis of the regres-
sion equation.” Also it can be seen that almost all of the groups with at

least one year of CEZ have negative residuals. If wer consider the overall
averége residuals (the bottom line of Table VII-S) as indexes of the need for
CE by each group, those students who received onlylone year of CE needed it
least, and the others are about equal in their need.’ Furthermore, the earlier
the need_for Cﬁ was ildentified, the more students wgré able to benefit from CE
services. Four ?ears of reading CT appears to be beneficial if started in
srade 1, however by grade S,ffour vears is much less effective. In math, the
situacion is similar, exzect that the zeneficial aflwccs of Hdour years ci C=
extend tevond the first grade. 3Based on these data, we conclude that there is.
no optimal amount'of CZ; however esarlv treatment appears to be sffactive.

'
f

Figure VIT-2 shows plots of the adjusted residualized scores for each group
having ¢z for various periods of time against the year of the study. It will

226
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Tabla YII-5

at Each Grade and Toesting Cocasion
J

o

Mean Resldual Achievement Score

LZ4)
-t

or Groups Based on Years of Participaticn in ¢

a
o

Reading

Years of Math C=

Years of Reading C=

Testlng

Grade

~-3.6 ~5,6 +«3.,C
~5.6 «7,9 2

1.9
2

4.5
2,2

-6.3 =4.5
-3.,7

-1..4
-3.8 -11.8
-4.5 -11.6
-4.5 =11.6
-5.8 ~12.0

-2.5

-3.6

3.2
5.3
6.6

-2.3

-6.5 =-8.0 ~3.7
-4
-6

3.3
3.3

-3.7

-9.1

-9.3

-6.5

-4.7

-9.6

7.0
7.3
7.4
7.3
7.3

6.7

5.7
-0.9

3.2 =-6,2 =9.1 .0

-9.8
-8.1 =-6.7

-9.8

-9.3 -9.6 -6.3

4.0

-9.3 -7.1

-8.0

3.9
4.6
3.8

-5.5 -11.1 -10.1 -11.3
-3.5 =10.9 =-10.4 -11.5

-7.0

Ay

.1
-6.3
-8

=5
-14

-8.4 -11.1 -10

S

~9.6

-8.5

-16.3
-17.4

~12.0

-10.6

~-3.3
-10.3

-7.8

4.1 10.1 -11.0 -10.3

.9
.1

-9.2

-8.7
7.4 -10.4 -11.9 -13.3 ~20.4

7.3

-2.7

-12.2 -14.0
-13.9 ~12.2

. 4.4

-1.4

4.4

=12.1 -17.7

-11.2 -11.8

7.3

Average

-0.9

4

=5

3.8 =8.2

~10.0 -10.3

-6.0 =11.0

7.0

-9.8

~
—
{
I8
N




— et wil .

ha soonn thato the yooulay studants hove pooltden regidual Lond gooron. Howegay,
tha other groups i studoenta hava negatlve saoran which tand to be rather
close togathor. At flrst, it soems for reading that one year may bo most
effective hut then four years approaches 1t in the filnal test period.  For
math orne, two, and three years of CE saom to be similarly effeétivu, with four
data we cannot sea a

y2ars being most effective. In looking over all th

e
consistont trand that indicates an ovarall optimal duration of CE rartizipation.

I

I

Similar curves were drawn for the grade at which thare was participation in C3,
as shoﬁn in Figure VII-3. -The dottad portion of the lines shows the year of
parﬁicipacion in CE. It will be observed that .as the year of particigation
in CE increases froh prior to grade one, to grade one, to grade two, etc.
through grade six, there is a steady decrease in the residualized scale scores.
This evidenﬁe seems to indicate clearly that earlier participac;on serves an
important preventive function. Other less obvious implication§‘of Figure VII-3
are: V
The decreases in means with increasing grade of particication are a
bit larger for reading than for math, indicating that math CE has

a stronger effect on math achievement than reading CE has on reading
achievement, .

The decreases with increasing grade of participation are obserﬁable
at the initial testing, the testing just before participation, the
testing just after particication, and at the last testing.

‘The dotted line segments are usually preceded by decreases in
achievement and Zollowed by increases in achievemen:z at the =arly
grades, but by further decreases at the later grades. The
implication could be that CE has some sustaining effeczs at :the
early grades, where the paxticigants are less seriously in nes=d
and where CE has more immediate imgpacet.

v P

. . . PSR Y ’ . . - “ . - . . " " - — :
wWizh all these considarations in mind, and with the ad onzl considerazisn

dizi
of suggortacive findings irom Chdprter V, we conclude that CE in the lower

grades is more effective than
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The discontinuation of CE services becams an imgortant educaticnal i:

it was rerorted (GAO, 1975) that districts and schools differently 1L

o
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irsment to serve the most educaticna

L

Under one interpratation, as long as the stu

2ant 1s ameng the

ACHIZVZIMENT OF STUDENTS WHEN THEY NO LONGER

when entaring the program, that student is to be retained until

age-armpropriate achisvement level. Under another incerpreszactio

¢

has to ramain among the most educationally deprivaed t©o bhe reta

program; otherwise, the student is replaced by a student who is

acnhieving. Under a third interpretation a stucdent is retained

even after resaching an age-appropriate level, in the belief that

of services is neceSsary to maintain achievement growth. Based on

n

indings and on reccmmendations from states, districts, and th
h

y

D

mancs of 13973, Public Law 95-351). The amended law emphasizes
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procgram

extansion

these GXO

USOE, kearing

oth on student neads for stable programs and institutional nesads

that

for

mal
- -

ducaticnally sound guidelines, Congress clarified the law (EZducation Amend-

zle I

funds must ze used to meet the neads of students in greatest educatzioral nead,

but it provides an exemption (among several) for students wno were dezarminad

to be in greatest need in a previous year but no longer are.

I

a

1]

fla

ct, the

amendmenc allows schools and districts to maintain Title I services for

students who qualified in the previous year, so that students are not caught

in a "rewvelving door" of alternating receipt and disgualification.

3uz the CA0 Ifindings wera tased on less than rezrasssncative dacza
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zher souxcss tandad <o te tased on imprassicns

1. 4#hat is the incidence of the discontinuaticn of

2. What educaticnal services do students re

services are discontinued? , el



-

3. %hat naprens to the achievement levels of students after their

CE services are discontinued?

' For the major study, data were available for the 1976-77 and the 1977-78 school
years. Data from the 1977-78 school year were more reliable because we had

=
<

rositive records of each student's status in the previous school vear. or
the 1976-77 school year the students' statuses were ragorted as tsachers
remembered them and wers thus subject to some error. The two data bases wera2
analyzed separataly and tend to suprort eacn other. Therefore, cnly the

results from the 1977-78 school year will be réported here and are given in

detail in Regort 1ll.

What is the Incidence of the Discontinuation of CE Services?

Three reasons for the dicontinuatioh of CE services were available for study:

. first, services were discontinued because the student had reached an acpieve—
ment level that no longer qualified ‘the student for CE Services; second, ser-
vices were discontinued because a CE student was promoted to a grade'which did
not have CE services; and third,.the student was in a school durihg the second

vear .that lost funding in the second year even though it had funding in the

Y
-

previous year. About 60 percent of the students no longer receiving <= s

-
3

»

e
vices had them discontinued because they were na longer qualified due to high
p

achievement; 15 percent were no longer selected for CE because they were pro-

e e e

moted to grades in which there was no CE program, and 25 percent were discon-

tinued from CE because their schools lost CE funding (althodgh this was not

) common for Title I students). : ;

There are two ways of looking at the data. On the one hand we can ask what

cercentage of all the students in the schcol have their serwvices discontinued:
t

e
zarticular CZ program who have services stopred. Table VII-2 shows the data
1

coth ways. When viewed from the perspective of all the students in the school,

(.-_; e v
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Table VII-&

Parcentage of Students Whose CEZ Was Discontinued, by Reason
for Discontinuation, CE Funding .Source, and Subject Matter

8 of Title I

Title I . . : A of All Students Students in Year 1
Reading Math Reading v Mach
Former Title I students no longer
gualified 6 4 34 32
Former Tizle I g=udents but school
lost funding o] 1 o] 7
Formgi Title I students but pro- ‘
moted to non-Title I grade 1 _ 0 5 4
Title I students in both Year 'l
and Year 2~ , . 12 7 6l 57
New Title I students in Year 2 10 8 P
Not Title I s+tudents in either
Year 1 or Year 2 o 72 80
% of Other Federal
Other Federal CZ s of All Students CZ Students in Year
Former Other Federal CE students
" no longer qualified » A | 1 21 22
Former Cthar Federal CZ Students : .
‘but schonl lost funding o 2 — NP S 5 § 33
Former Other Federal CZ students i ’
but procomoted to grade without l 1 20° 25
Cther Federal funds
Other Faderal C= students in both
Year 1 and Year 2 : 1 1l 13 21
New Cthexr Faderal CE students in Year 2 2 1l
Not Other Faderal CZ students in either
Year 1 or Year 2 . 9i} -1

234
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the problem doss not seam particularly large. Degending on the CZ progranm
involved and the subject matter, the percentages vary, but about 5 percent

of all the students have CE programs discontinued. The more imgortant

figures are the proportion of CE students who have CE services discontinuead.
For Title I about 40 percent of the students receiving Title I services in one
year will not receive Title I services the next year. For both other {aderal
crograms and state/local programs, the turnover is considerably larger than
in the Title I program. The students losing Title I services ars mostlv
those who no longer qualify because their academiz achievements slace thenm
acove other more needy students. .For the other faderal and the state/local

programs there is a much stronger tendency for the schools to lose funding

or to have the students promoted to a grade without that category of funding.

(Table VII-6 Cont'd)

. % of Stare/Local
State and Local CE $ of All Students CE Students in Year 1
Former State/Local CE students . .2 1 ‘ 21 13
no longer qualified '
Former State/Local CE students 4 2 36 ) 32
but school lost funding
' Former State/Local CE students 1 1 7 16
but promoted to class without
State/Local funds
‘State/Local -CE students in both 4 2 . 35 34
" Year l'and Year 2
Mew State/Leccal C= students in 7 6
Yazr 2 '
Not State/Local CZ students in 83 36
fear 1 or Year 2 e .
ad 3

[

O
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Table VII-6 clearly desmonstratas that there is considerable turnover zamong C
students. But is there evidence thaﬁ there really is a difference in achisve-
ment levels between those wnose CE is discontinued and those who continue in
the CZ program? Table .VII-7 shogs the average Ccmprshensive Tests of Basic

Skills achievement -percentilas for the different grougs in terms of their

[{]

ar ktecause

n

statusas in Y2ar 2. The scores are for the spring of the Iirsc vy

thac gericd represents the time whnen achieverment informazion would te available

Zsr decisions about assignment to the ensuing vyear's classes. The table shows

that the regular students are slightly above the mean in achievemenz whil2

all categories of previous and present CE students ars considerably telow ths
mean. Students who have had their CEZ services discontinued for one reason or

another fall considerably below the regular students but considefably akove
those who continue in the CE programs. Those continuing in the program have
achisvement means in the 25th percentile range, while thoée Qhose services
have been discontinued tend to be in the 35th percentile range. Thué‘ic is
dpparent that students whosa CZ is discontinued are those who are performing
relatively well and that those who are retained in the prbgrams are still
cerforming pcorly. - These figures indicate that CE administrators are behaving
apptopria:ely in deciding which students to retain in the orogram arnd which
ones to 'prcmote out.' At the same time we should not-forget that those

who wers 'promoted ocut' were not doing as well as the regularx students.

Claarly for C= students there is a large turnover, with many students receiving

iy

. CZ .sarvices :in one year and then having them discontinued “he next year. How

sarisus L5 this? Cne way of looking a= it is w say that it i1s not serious ac

211, 2 in =he second year che stucdent is clearly not as neady as otnar
studants, -hnen tna other scudents should raceive the serwvices and, with
limi=ad furds, tha less seducacicnally nsedy szudent should ke Zrzgred Irco The
crogram. 3u%, if in the process the student whose serwvicas wera ciscontinued

undermined and we have a ravolving-door process. But this is only a gotential
propblem; wnat rsally hacpens to students who .have Deen DIOROLTES OUS TerTause

O
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Table VII-T7.

Averagé CTBS Percentile Scores Over All Grades by Transition Category
(Percentile Scores for Spring of Year 1, Trensition Categories for Year 2)

Transition Categorv . Mean CT3S Percentiles
Reading " Math
Regular students ) ' 55 51

Discontinued frem CEZ in Year 2:

Due to high achievement 3¢ 38
Due to promotion to non-CE grade 30 35
Because school lost funding ' 34 37

CE students:

Continuing in program from Year 1’ , 22 : 26

Started CE in Year 2 ' o _ 32 33

students, the CI program usually consists of different instruction which is o

Source: Report 11, Table 1-9

Educational Sexvices After Termination of CE

The regulations for Title I, by far the largest of the CE programs, specify
that CE services are to supplement rather than supplant régular instruction.

Secause the number of hours in the school day is usually ror increased for CZ

rn

greatasr inctensizy or higher guality chan that {or regular stucdents, as we
noted in Chapter IXI. Or the CE program may emrhasize instructicn in reading

ané mazth at the ax

[§]
LA

ense of other subjects being taught to the regula

"

students.
w#hen a student's CZ services are discontinued, we would exgect =zhat the hours

and costs of reading and math instruction would revert to approximately that

of regular studen:s. Is :his actually the case?

o

23y
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Tabla VII-8 shows the nhours and costs of reading and'math instructicn avsrage
over all grades by student category. The table shows that the number of houx

and costs of instruction for continuing CE students are considerably higher

than they ars for regular students. The corresgonding figures for students
whose CZT has been terminated are guite close to those for the ragular stucent
mhers are wide variations in the services offered Zrom gracde to grade in read

3
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reading =he marked Aecrsase in the cost of raading instruction as grade
incresases, and we also see the much higher costs of the reading services
offersdé to CE= students. There éeéms to be a slight tendency for discontinued
students to receive more costly services than regular students, buﬁ they areé
clearly diffsrenciated from the continuing CE students. A similar figure for

math would show the same picture as that ZIor reading, except thac math

¥

n

5

5

-
ng,

instruc-ion costs are relatively constant across grades. From zhis material
‘Table VII-38
Average Hours and Costs of Instruction During the Second
Year by Student Transiticn Category
Transicion Categorxy Reading = , Mach
Hours . cost™* Houxrs Cost™*
"Regular sStudents : 238 245 175 136
Discontinued from CE in
Yaar 2: :
Due =2 high achievementc 242 231 133 172
Jue o promezion o non-CZ 225 28l 155 130
Zecause schecol lost Iunding 245 295 179 133
Continuing CIT scudents o - 2863 420 208 278 .-
» Standard resourcze dollars " ' o
Source: ReportT tir—Tabie—2-l 230
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<dents retain their relatively high levels of achievement or whether the;

mar when st=tdents are terminated from CE they really do stop

it is claar t y y

receiving tha services they would have baan receiving if their CZ status

had not changed. When'one looks at the nature of this change, i1t becomes
agparent that the discontinued students are getting their instruction from
regula:.teacﬁe:s rather than from sgecial teachers in small groups. This may
not necessarily be bad.'.we have alresady seen that rggular teachers tend =C

cerior instructional rasults. What in fac:c happens o

u
. i .
the disconcinued studenczs? Lo their achiavement leval

n
)
1
6]
Q
1
4]
v
s
(4
0n
-
'_4
(t
€]
ty

tne lack of more costly and intensive servicas?

CE . -

Iy

Achievement After Termination o

We now know that students are terminated from CE programs for a numzer of

reasons, and that naigh on the list is termination kecause they are achisveing

at a level that is relatively high., We also know that 1f a Cz student is
terminased, then the new instructional program takes on the charactaristics

of the regular program. The question now is whether the terminatad CZ stu-

réver+ 5 previous lower levels. There are two ways of looking a2t this gqués--
tion. One way is =o determine the relative achievement status of the students

end of the next instructional year to see if they still are achieving

e
at relativelv nigh levels. The other way of addressing the guestion is %o

look at razes of growth during the subsequent school year to see if they con-
tinue gro&in at tZhe same rate as when they were faceiving C=. 32oth apprdaches
will te examined. Table ¥II-9 gives the percentile achievement levels Zor stu-
ie;:s in the scring of the sec;nd vear, This table is Ior Tizls I students.

o
Similaw 2ata arz-available for other federal programs and Icr statz/lccal pra-

grams, 2nd the interaested reader can refer to 35 Report 1l whers iv will ke

seen thaz the results are similar :5 shose for Tizle I. The table shcws, for
“arn reading and mazh, =Thaz zha regular studencs acnhlsve in the spring of the
second yeaxr at levels considerably akZove the average. Those Tizle I students
whose CZ crogram continued during the second year are still cerfcrming ac

guite low lavels. However, those students wno nad been Title I students, and

*
.
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Table VII-9

Average Reading and Math Percentiles for Spring of
the Year After CE Students Were Discontinued

Source: Regort 11, Table 3-3

| VII—22;>41

gategory Grade
2 3 4 S l6
Regular students 61 63 €5 60 53
Continuing Title I students ) 24 26 17 20 17
Students Discontinued from Title I:
| Due to high a;hievemenc 36 42\' 37 28 30
bue to promotion to class
without Title I - - 4l 34 30 32 36
Because school lost funding - - ; - -
) Math
Reqular students» ' 59 59 56 59 R 58
Continuing Title I students 33 23 25 22 31
Studencs Discontinued fzem Title Tr |
é Due to high achievemenz - - . . 41 41 37 a3 35
. Due to promotion to class .
without Title I- _ 48 48 30 22 24
‘Bacause school Lost #anding ' 39 45 30 3é- 56 /r
&
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whose soervices were discontinued duv. to thelir higher achievement ccntinuad £o

cerform at levels which, while noz egual to the students, are much

ner than for those students who continued in Title I.

5

shat those students who had their services discontinued d&id not drop bpack to

c
lawal thaevy were at whan they entered Title I

4
P d -

%

("
.

growth of the student during the year in which the

then to comgpare that growth rate with the growtn rate in the next year when

the student did nc¢ ‘wve CE. This is a somewhnat complex and inexact

compariscn due to several factors. First, we know that the measured rate of
h

ighe

3

growth decraases for each successively

‘grade and thus the second year's

growtn

around chis &ifficul!

those whose.Cé servi
whose services were
regular stucents).
diffarent achisvemen

mean effaccs are Cif

these problems in mind,

method was to cdeterm

Tarple WII~-10 shows &

students who had tee

a
ic= the growth that should take place in the secend

awhat less than the first vear's rata. A way to gec

to form comparison groups and see if the growth of
ces were discontinued is similar to the grqwth.of those
concinued {(or a similar comparison can be made with

The problems with this me;hod.a:e.:ha: stucdents of

t levels grow at different rates, and re rassio
ferent, depending on achievement level.
we attempted to compare growth rates. The ‘general

ine the growth that took place in the first vear

he resicdualized gain the second

in vear 1 but whers services

242

n Title I students

Ling
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discontinued in Year 2. Their gains are compared to their pravicus year gains

and to the gains for regular students, and for students who received Title I .
services in both Year 1 and Year 2 (Similar results were obtained for the !/
other funding categories and can be eramined in Report 11l.) Discontinﬁed .
Title I students had lower gain scores than regular.students in comparison to
the growth rates for the students who received Title I services in both Ysar 1

and Year 2. The discontinued students have positive growth ratas. While this

[
tn

gositive growth is encouraging and consistent with the genera inding that

1

Title I nas a positive effect, the conclusions need to hbe temge

ad by remem-

th
(t
43
1
U
(8]
5
Y-
n
<
n
3
1
3
[ai
L
3
1]
4]
1
b
i

bering that these students come Zfrcm the lower zart o

S
L

Table VII-10

Average Residual Gain Scores from Year 2 for Students
Discontinued from CE Due to High Achievement.

Grade_
2 3 4 - 5 6
Rcading
ﬁegular students . , -22 -5 =14 -12 -~ 0
Continuing Title I students 6 4 18 3 12
Students vhésa Title I was ) =5 -2 o} -8 1
‘discontinuad
Hath
Regular students ~12 -17 -13 -13 -9
Continuing fitle I studepts 9 9 9 4 6
Students whose Title I was " 27 11 10 -4 -7
discontinged '

Source:- Remort 11, Table 3-6
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In math, the pravious Title I students seem £Q surgass thair awpaciad Year 2
growth when they are in gradss 2, 3, and 4; but not to exceoed ex;ec:::*éns in
grade§ S and 6. (In interprating thesa figures we must remember thatlthey are
expressed in vartical scale scoras and not percentiles.. Generally, a gain of
about six wvertical scale scoras is reguired to be significant at the .05
level.)

The concl Jsion =c te drawn is that trose students wno have had their Title I

services disconninued conoinue %0 grow 'in “he next year at about the rate that
would se expscied if they nad continued to receiva Ti:tle I services. Tha daza

sugrorting this conclusion are not as clear as would be desirablas because they

ara contaminated by the fact that comparison groups come frcm diffaerent lavels

in the achisvement distribution and thus grow at dlffer ent rates, and also by

the problam of differential regrassion rates. However, wren we consider the
. . .

rasults based on growth rates and the results based on the percentile scores

achieved in the spring of the second year, we feel safe in concluding zhat the

N
1}

discon:inuatlon of CIZ services for the higher

(o}
rn

rhe low=-achieving CIZ scudents
deces not rasulz in an impairment of their achievement growth in the subseguent

irmness of this conclusion is somewhat temperad by the

m

scheecl v=ar. 3ut the

results from the three-year longitudinal data. Referring back to Figures V-

o

and V-3 we can exanmine the continuing performance of T;:le I students who
received Tizle I during only the first year of the study. It will be seen Zor

ing thaz these students tend to retain their relartively high ceriormance

1
afrar they are no longer receiving Title I. However, for match the picture Is

not as a2ncourxaging, with the Iormer Title students zanding to lose zheirx
zercencile achievement level, but still remaining akove other Title I szudencts
Wish =haesa stidents we S0 noT wnow how many Lost their Ticle I servicas Zacause
tney.ware 'zromcted cut' Tut we do Kncow trat in ma=n, mcers frsgquencly than in

Rerort 11, we zelieve the 'rromoting cut
c
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THE EFFECTS OF ELEMEMTARY-SCHCOL COMPENSATORY EDUCATION ON 'STUDENTS WHEN THEY
ARE IN HIGH SCHOOL

Originally thg Sustaining Effects Study was not designed to follow students
beyond the sixth grade, but as the study matured it was rggiized that it
would be desirable to follow some students into high school. By the late
1370's education golicy makexs believed the federally supported =cmpensatory

fering \

(21}

aducation programs in the elementary grades were well in place in o
assistance to disadvantaéed students in these grades. Howgver, 1t was not
clear that the elementary grades were the best grades in which to give remedial
services. It was also apparent that’little federal money was going %o’
secondary schools to assist students at that level who were having difficul:y
mastering basic.subjeéts.. Larson and Dittmann (19) studied this questioq
and suggested thatvlimiting compensatory intervention to the early grades
would make sense only if the.skills acquired in those grades were the oﬁly .
skills society belieyed important -for disadvantaged stﬁdents. They also
suggested that‘overcomingfdeficits at early ages may not be.as critical as
overcoming. them at.later ages. They also argued that even if early compensa-
tory efforts were effective, their impact may dissipate without maintenance
efforts. In view of these concerns we .were asked to try to follow soﬁe 6f’
our students into junior;ﬁigh'school to determine the influence elementary
- - school CE mdight nave on‘secondary»school achievement. We collected data at

the junior high school level to try to answer the following quéstiéns:

[ ARS RN

: . 1. Aare the achievement benefits of CEZ received in the elementary
grades, sustained into the junior high lewvel?

. R
"a. What is the long-term effect of CE participatiom on
achievement?

b. D[Does intensity of instructional services have a delayed
effect on achievement?

.

do secondary schcol courses have on the achieve~
er CZ particigants? ’

3. .How do student background characteristics relate to achievemen*
in secondary school? ‘
245
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ffzct oI compensacory reduciiicon wa

n-ary, schcols.

scrool. Wa askad the local ccordinator in these elementary schecols o ssaron
.
~ha ramords of tha sacondary schools whare cheir supils normally wenzt on
.
graduazicp and to try o locate the studants feudied 27 the a2lamantary schocl

1
szudents who had teen in the study and graduatad from the slementary graces.
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Af-er axcluding frcom the sample all the studen
wera rouchly one thousand students in each oI thra2 coror=s; those who mada up
cohort 4, <those who had been in the s_udv cur i*g s2lementary crades 4, 5, and §&;

cohozrz 5, thcse who had been ln the s;Ldy curin

cohort 8, those who had bepn in the study d"*’“ gra2de 5. In the spring of the
" . % ) = . -
schcol year we acmlnlstered to those shuden ~he appropriate scal2s I-com the

of RBasic 3kills. Thus, the =2

s
ir 9th grade, to cohort 5 in their 8

cohoxt B 1n the ﬂ.g:ade, and, ©o cohors 4
%
¥
in the 7th ¢rade. e _ . 3
- R IR,

In raviewing the characteristics of the st"de“_ who remained in the sample

- M . .
i was clear that the sample was not representative of all CZ students due T2
diffarancial ag=rizicn. 2Pepors 17 discusses this azzrition and it can z=e

Syeve ; S s Sa et -
suTmarinac DYV sSayling <o
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_total reading and math courses taken, thne former Tizle I scuden=s, relac

instruction, but each additicnal year provides roughly the same number o

In tha analyses wa had available the following variables: the bSCRg:ound of
the students, whether or not the studant participatad in CE, tha intensicy of
the CEZ instruction, tha hours of secondary school instruction in .r=ading and
math, tha mix cof secondary school instruction betwéen remadial courses and
regular courses, and the achiavement measures obtained during koth the

elementary school years and one secondary school year.

v

rst we investigatad tha extant to wnizh thase studenzs continusd o

zke

3

ramaedial coursas 'in junior high school. Iz was found thac, in-zarms of zIh

I

s
‘

b

)

to students who had not had Title I, did not receive more reading inscruction
at the junior high school level, but they did receiwve slightly more macth

instuction. =Zach additional year id junior high provides less reading

m

nours of math instruction. However, when we consider the course mix we find

that the formér Title I students take considerably more remedial coursawcrk

in junior nigh schwol than de students who had not had Tizle I in =2lsmencary
* .

school. In other words, the former Title I students are still finding it

‘necessary to take remedial work wnile regular stucdents do not need these morsa

.

basic and easier courses. .

In following achievement growth it is possible to form eight diZferent 'groups

of students in terms of whether or not their elementary  teachers.judged they

needed CE, whether or not they had CZ in the elementary grades, and whether or

L
LA}

a

not they took remedial courses.in junior high school. In Rerort 17 thers

grazhs showing the achievement growth curves for each cohort and for aach of

<

the Iour different academic sublects. - Since thesge many curwves arza gulzs
similar we have only rsproduced one of them hera. The one shown in Figure VII-3

h

is Zoxr conort 4 cn the vocakbulary scala,

’
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Tha figure provides somae intar :Elﬂg informaticn about tha naturs of the sammla
of students from high-gowar+y elementary schools. e can sea that thease

schools have a group of students that scarts above the national norm and stays
akove it into junior high school. These students are frequently overlooked
in public discussions of foverty schools. They are good students and remain
that way. The four groups initialiy judged by their teachers zo nead CZ, on
the.orther hand, start off considerably below the national norm and naver catzt

up to it. Inscection of .the levals and sloges of the lines indicazs that ths

Titla I garticipants start at a very low level of achiavemenz and 2nd ug in thz

:

same low cosition, although they do grow at tche same ¢

\1]

-
-2

{u

5 Zhe orh2r studsnts.

1]

The curves shown ara raally quite remarkable in their regularizy, wich the
Title I students on the bottom, the needy but not Title I grouos next, and the
regular students akove the national norm. Alsonwithin.each group those taxing
ramedial cou:sés are below-;hose not taking such courses. Other curves could
hava been drawn for the students who wexe judged by the teachers not to naed
CE and who either did or did not have Title I or did or did not have remedial
high school courses.  But these curves would have only confused the figure and
they would simply confirm what is already shown. These f£indings speak well
for the operation of the scheols in terms of their selaction of students for
C= and for the proger assignment of remedial instruction. Also it should
again ke noted that while the Title I students start at the bottom and remain

there, they nevertheless grow at about the same rate as the other groups.

Ty
]
0]

m Figure VII-S and the similar graphs in Report 17 it is possible to judge
the effectiveness of remedial coursework. OCne can compare the achievement

scoras of similar students who took remedial coursework with zhose who did not.

Ts will 2e seen that the slope of the curves during the junisr nign schecl years
for thosa who tcok remedial <oursework, when comparxed witzth zhose who &id not
caka such work, is about the same. There is no evidence that remedial course-

woxrk was effesctive in improving the zeriormance of those who ZCOK it wnen
comparad to the performance of those who did not take it. Thus, we cannot
recommend that the way to improve the cerformance of disadvantaged students
at the secondary level is to increase the amount of remedial coursework, at
243

least as it is now oififered.
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Titia I

Hours of
Instruction

Instructional

Title I

Intensity
of Instruction
-.02

Intensity
of Instxuction

.36

3ackground

Grade 4

Vocabulary Achievement

[0}

Grade 5 - Grade Grade 7

Tigure VII-§. Structural Mcdel f£or Assessing Effaczts oI Tizle I,
Intensity of Instruction, Remedial/Regular Mix, Hours oI Intrsducticn,
‘and Student 3ackground on Yccabulary Achievement.
L]
: Sourze: Regort 17, Figure 4-2 and Tablse 4-3
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Tha hears of this suascion is "long-term effects,  We can defino long-tora

n
zhe long-term effects of Title I can be seen as tha effect noticezble
u

ol
ccome measurad at the end of the study. 3oth o these gossibilitias
wera cdealt with iﬁ our analvses. Additionally, we were able to address thz
drffar=ant conceptions in cgfms of ralarive gains. Thus, our five critzeria
cover a wide range of intarpretations of "long-term" eifects. Our analyses
tle T or instructional services az the elementary level

nave long-term 22fa2cts, either immediats or delayed.

ohor+ts that allowed us to comgare 2Zlacts between them

3]
1]
4]
I
th
v
(¢]
8]
"l
<
D

C
izh respect to grade in which sérvices may te IO

have four subtests that we used to pingoint particularly effective Izcets

[N
r
1]
"
T,
111]
]
3
n
£
]
t
[{H
n
ct
n

of Title I. Unfortunately, differences between cohorts an

- H Y . P-4 -

-na= are carsicularly affscued.

o 3 . b - = Cmem Y - . 2 - s S - =
Wa daccritad iazsnsicy of instructional services &S 2 natural DUnCITLon Cf

@ rola in our mccels. S 252
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2.

The focus is on formar Title I participants, but dis
truly are former partic

of participation in grades four through six, we do not have them for

grades.

]

carticlparn

2r ot
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Wiz ofj wal B
nent of Jormer Tie

cerning which students

]

ants is problematic. Although we have indizators
arlier
The mix of courses taken in the secondary years was combined with

ion in each of the elsmentary years U0 craats interactzion nax

2!

S

3}

intaracuzicns generally made wvary small conuributions o
a

he

oy

11

[n1}
T

ib

1)

ac vement criteria, indicating thaz the Larcscr and

Dittman (19) suggestion. of the possible value of increased remedial services

"at the secondary school level was not substantiated.

question
nelp the
We found
evidence
remedial

-

O,

This question addresses tha effects Of background,
forward gquestion to answer.
the criteria.
status on different facets of achievement, but the-degree that this ou
school factor dominates school factors.

a very imgortant role

However, the larger
To be answered is whether high concentrations of remedial classes
achievement of anyone, especially those once participating in Title I.
no evidence that secondary courses have effects, but we could discern
rticipants) are more

that lower achievers (Title I par likely to take

courses.

How does student backgrownd relate to acnievemsnt laval
in sgcondary scnool?

and is the moSt straight-
We lookad for effects of hackground on each of
Not only were we interested in the effect of high or low

-of~

t

We found that background still plavs

in achievament, even as students move through the

gh grades. This finding incdicates that coor

junior-ni students are not
rarzicularly more raceptive t©o instruction in later grades, nor in specific



CHAPTTER VITIT,  WHAT HARDENS 10 SPUDENT ACHLEVEMENT SVER
THE SUMMER, AMND IS SUMMER SCHCOL rrpeclivar

! AJLJ: PLLI"/

This chapter excmings tuwo questiona, The first comezrma the owmowrd
2vement loss or gain over the surmer. The second pears on
c

. ‘
cLVaness of qwier senool.  The results aye:

d

¢ There are guitz largz reading gains over e
swmar., Thegre crz docr mash zzing and l2gges
over the swwer., Fariicularly in the nigher
grcdas tneyg may e losses.

i ¢ In comparing CE students with regular students,
there may be a very slight swmmer gain for CE
studants tn reading, but not in math. The
differences are so asmall that they have ro
practical significance.

e The relative charnges of high aonizvers and hic
gainers vere ezcmined. The results OI conpon
by regression effacts, btut show that nigh gainers

. tend to lose over the swmmer but lew gairers tend

‘ ' to gain over the summer. Such changes as may .

extist do not seem to Justify srecial swrmer programs.

n
ilals

S)

: o In comparing the achievement gains of aiudants wno

| attended swmmer school with thosa who did not attend,
no differences were fbund t io empnasized that
there ts relatively little tnstruction in reading or
‘math’ during swummer school and tnat gating probably
should not pez ezpectad.

A s e

INTRORDUCTION : .

All groups o students show achievement growth during the regular schcol

: .
I3 - <
but whaz napcens %o ghac growth ovar the stmmer? 7o what axtenz 22 g=udants

continue to grow academically ewven thougly they receive no formal instructicn?

We have alrsady saen in Chap:er ¥ that during che ragular schcol yzar the razs

1
improva ‘their achievemencs due to informal -lsarning exgeriences, but that C=
. , .

students lack both the motivation and rssources to engage in these -informal

-~

El{llC-r VIIT-1 254 A o
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learning activitiss. However, the evidence' is less than clear-cut. as will



bo disoes vl taner, some have argund than, for all stuadentn, aohiewvaenoent

suffars en abwolute dosline aver the uuwmmed, witd Lo othoer evidanoe Sugges
that 8 skudapts suffor a loas relacive to regqular students,  I2 hag haen
furthes pucoasted thas, arong CR studanty, thaosn wher achiewve the highest galns
during the wegular scheol year sulfex the sharpest losses durlng the soasmers,

Based on these ideas, it has bean suggested that sumaaer schocl has an unusually

important wmle to play. It has been argued that soms (2 students have regularx

ar learning experiences that enable tham to achlewve @

schoal ~yu

high gains, and that it is imporrtant that efforzs be made to continue this

4.

igh razt: of achicvemant, summer schcol seeming like a reasonahla way of doing

= Ginne swemer school classes ara available to only abour hal? of all stu-

- PIRERE ER R

-

dents, it has been argued that their availability should ke increased, parzi-’

cularly for C= students.

The remainder of this chapter examines these ideas, First, we will disc
the extent to which thexe is a "swmer drop-off" and then we will considex
the availability and effectiveness of summer school.

THE NATUPE OF ACHIEZVEMENT GROWTH OVER THI SUMMER

In a l§72 reviaw of the effectiveness of surmer corpensalioxy pducatizn, Austina,

Rogers and Walbesser (1) conclude that students participating in CZ summer

programs shew "modest achievement gains." However, they point out tiat the

studies reviewed generally had no contzol groups, and it is éossible that

“maturation”™ could acsount for the gains reported. The same review indicated

that scheol principals and teachers velieved summer school &c be an
e

e
. However, starting in 1976 the Stanford Reseazch Insii-

0

learning exgerien
tusa's (SRI) EZducaticnal Policzy Reseaxrch Center issved a series of recor:s

that raised guesticns abcuz whether oXr nOT itnere was any matuzazizn over the

s . e . ; - . .
4 4 v [ B S mMAaAY e v 9 - . - o~ —— - —~ - S e N - -
vmmer and whether ox not there were CSSIParal.2 gIowen changes Ior regulaxr anig
: .
= dmaa g - e ~en g lav 2 ~- an =ty o - -y < iy iee - - - -
C= students. Their studies were deone wilialn Lng context o< studying the grcoger

o Al - - s - -, -~
-, fall-rs-spring achlevement gains wexe less tnan adeguate Secause there were
» s - . - .' K o 2 . oe
significant ch H“ges during the summer. Jhus CE students Wnd SAowWeL Laopressive

e . sz ©23 |
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gatng durdng tha fall-to-upelng tlme pericd mlbyht Lago mual of the gain durdng

¢

tho seaner, T8 this ware the cauo, It wag arguwal, then the proper pocliod fo
'Y
syaluatlon wan from tho £l of onn yaar ta tha £all of che peoxt yoar.

The serlen of SRT roparts ralsed serlons questions that Influenoesd polilcy

. rogarddng whethor thy federal government ways approprlately evaluatdng des Cue-

' funded progroms, as well ag whother it should support efforts to lnoreasc
fedural funds avallable tao gunmer programs. In light of the slgnificant impact

the SRI results were having, it was important to examine the SE5 data base

elative to sunmay achievement change.

Is There an Absolute Sunmer Losg?

As we have‘already discussed, 1t was generally assumed that there should be
' some relatively modest gains ¢ver the summer. Test publishexrs assume a one-
month summer growth, and the literature generally supported a summer gain,
Thomas and Pelavin (30) say, "However, existing research suggests that the dis-~
advantaged student has no gain or a one-month loss over the summer”. It
was suggested that CE= students were given particularly intensive instruction
during the regular school year and thus showed very significant growth. B3ut
this growth was thought to be ephemeral. and much of it was lost during the
summer. Thus CE students who had gained more than regular students du ing
the reqular school yeax lost more than reqular students during the swmer,
and ended up the following fall further behind the regular students than they

had been the previous fall.‘ However, the 13876 SRI report was based on a com-

fmee= o

pilation of state ESZA Title I evaluation reports and the data vere admittedly

lessg than satisfactory.

[

In 1977 Pelavin and David (25) published a report based on longitudinal data.
They obtained data from a nidwestern city, known as "City M," which had fall,

ssr ing, and ensuing £all) test results cn the Gatas-MacGiniti

]

a moderate nuxmber of CE students. The results are shown in Table VIII-1.

oo
O

o VIII-3
ERIC
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Pahlea YILT-L

velty MY Grade Equlvaluni Maann for PFaading far Studentg
whth at Laast Throe Copuneosutive Tegs Dolnog

Giide, M, Fall spring, Pall
3 272 2,22 - 3.29 2.78
A 931 2,65 3.58 3,18
5 980 '3.23 4.30 4,01
6 16 3.84 4.78 4,42
7 128 4,35 5.25 4.95

A e o s P e et b 0 Bl

*Adapted from Pelavin and Cavid (25), Tahle 1.

Similar results were available for two successive yearsz. Wnile the number of
casas shrank considerably, the results wers similar: each fall grada-equiv-
alent means was coneiderably below the mean for the preceding spring. They also
report results for two California junior high schools participating in the
Demonstration Programs in Intensive Iastruction. The number of cases is quits
small (from 47 to 153) and the results ars reported in (often misleading) grade
eéuivalen:s. Again, sthdenﬁs were foll.wed longitudinally for two years. Of
six compariéons for reading, five show:d surmer losses and one a gain; for
math, five showed losses and ore no change. From these results they believe
that ". . . achievement géins made during the school year are not sustained,
even until the next £all™, and say:
- In conclusion, we uxge that districts administer achievement tests

minimally each fall and prelexably each fall and spring, These

data would provide the capability for estimating the extent Lo

which schcol year gains are sustained thrcugh the follcwing sumzer.
Both fall and spring tests have added advantage of allcwing

separation of scheool-vear and suxmer achievament, Although Ihis
informaticn is nct cxitical for estimactes ¢f annual galins, LI LS
valusble for studying the exteant and causes cf summer losses. 15,
for example, the phencmenon is a functicn cof the measures used,
she standaxdized achisvemens tesis, cne weuld want to change tha
meastres not e program. IS it is a result of instruicticnal

. technicues tha:z mitigata against retenticn, than the technicuss
should ze changed. Since there ars no sizmple solutions (for ex-
ample, there is little research to sugport the notion that summer

DO
91
\j
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school would allaviate tha summer losciaen), Le ds Lapovzant to
b abile ta datacaiog why the lognos oceus Ao avdee to dove Loy
apprapriate ramadies,

Thats regsultys roceived wilide attonclon o tha governuent ad Leanme Kown ag
|
the "stwer drop-off phonomaia. ™ There are a nomboer of roeservatlony that ean

ba mada about tho studies. They are dbgeusued o Repovt 8,

In view of the gomawhat unoxpected roosulbs from tha SRT study, others hava dne
vaogtlgated the summer drop-off phenomana,  Racently, Hammond and Frechtling

(L0) raportad on tha results From o spealal study of tho NIE Insoruetcional

Dimensions Study. Thelr resulss are shown in Table VIITI-D,

Table VIII-2

Grade Equivalent Mean Achlevement Gain Scores for CE Students®

Fall-to- ‘ Spring-to- Fall-to
Reading, N Svring Gains : Fall Gains Fall Gains
Grade 1 . 395 1.2 0.0 ) 1.2
Grade 3 565 0.7 0.2 0.9
Math
Grade 1 143 l.0° 0.1 1.1
Grade 3 314 1.2 0.0 1.2

*Adapted from Hammond and Fréchtling (10), Table 1.

These results show no summer losses, and shew summer gains in two of the four
comparisons. Clearxly these results are in ccnt:ustvtc the Pelavin ard Cavid
findings of swmexr loss. Again, howasvex, the results are based cn a ncderaze
nurker of cases, although it is said that the sample was represeatative of

the original sample, which was "™, . . purposively selected for their instruc-

tignal features." The authors point oul that the sample cannot “e mcnsidared

representative of Title I reading and math programs.
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Hosn (L) ann Uhal suonpse acbao b chibevaaen s Shan,ed b

ruportd that atlanta has o pascizulazly vigoeows summer schonl progran, A A

part af the atudy sha oapalyowed dana anlleated by the Avlanta sahaal sysiten,
which s ralavont to tha masmery basg quuﬁtiuu.‘ Tabla WITI-3 shows tyoleal

ragulta.

Tabhla VIIT-3

Moan Raw Scorud in Basle Subjects by Tost Datos and Subject gubrea
(M = 739, 7th Gradwe)

'

"

AR+

"

Suhioas Subhtage.

el A e e Sy o e e £

1, Word knowledga

2. Reading

3. Langquage

4, ' Language Study Skills
5. Arithmetic Computation
6

Fall 1270

17.3
15.3
35.6
9.4
12,

Spring 1971

21.9
17.5
39.7
11.6
17.4
19.3

Daca af Tasx

of involving only a small number of all Atzlanta students and represen

. Arithmetic Procblem Solving 15.6 5
*Adapted from Heyns' Tahle 2.3
The table shows that there are gains over the summer in all of the reading-
related subtests. In the math area there is a small loss in one subtes: and

a larger glin in the other. Heyns presents data from several other grades
which show similar results. These data have the advantage of being based on

raw scores and thus there is no scaling prcblem. They have the alsadvantage

one city. MNeverthaless, they do not shcw the marked surmer loss

SRT.

IT2 -— s 3 - = o - '~y Y e = -
SZ8 Perpors 2 contains data relevant o this iLsste. Whila the sampla is nos
.
J 1 3 a < ' - - = d -
PXeclise.y Ieprresentative ¢ the naticn's schools, Lt I1s close o a resresanta-~
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about 39,000 students the

1977.

for

of tucdents

ut
fia

The number of rangas

can see rates of growth Jduring the regular school year 2
of achievement in the subsaquent fall.* Figure VIII-L 3

students continue to grow over the summer and,

rate that approximates the growzh during the regular schoc
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Table VIII-4

Mean Grade Equivalent Sceores £for Non-C7% Students Abave “he 50th

.Percentile and = Students Below tle

t0th Paicentile*

H

Reading . _
Grade I
Non-CE Students 296
CE Students 344
Gra@sﬁl
Non-CZ Students 305
CE Students 512
Math
Gracde 1
Non-CE Students 435
CE Students 97
Grade 3
Non-CZ students 178

CZ Students 306

- .
Fall-to-Spring Spring-to-Fall Fall-to-Fall
Gains Gains Gains
0.5 0.1 0.6
1.2 0.0 1.2
1.0 0.6 1.5
0.5 0.3 0.8
0.5 0.1 0.6
1.1 0.1 .
. . .8
1.2 . .

®3dapted frowm Hammond and Frechtlling, Table 2.

a

similarly, why did the 3rd-grade CEZ reading students gain only 0.5 grade

equivalents in x

these data are cqulvcecal regaxding the exislenca cf a r=lative su

for C2 studencs.,

groups--~those recaiving CZ and those not recesiving CE. Figures
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Table VIII-5

Surmmer Gain Scores for CE and Non-~-CE Students.
(Vertical Scale Scores)

Cohoxt Spring 1977 Pall 1978 Summer Cchange

C= Status Reading
Cohor® 1-2
c= 385 ] 391 6
Non~CE 416 427 11

Cohoxrt 2-3
CE . 428 433 S
Non~-C= ' 463 476 8

Cohor: 3-4 ,
(@) 455 - 456 1
Non-C= . 507 ’ 518 11

Cohoxt 4-5 . .
e 474 477 ’ 3
Non-CE ) 534 : 543 "9

Cohoxt 5-6. ;
CE . 497 501 4
Non-CE 561 . 571 10

Cohoxt 1-2

c= 376 377 . 1
Non-C= 395 400 ' 5
Cohort 2-3
' = . 421 o 426 5
Non-C= 451 451 0
Cohoxt 3-4 .
CcE _ 469 463 ) -1
Non-C= 505 ’ . 506 h
Cohoxt 4-5 ] - : . ,
(@) " 502 501 -1
“Non-C= 532 547 ' -5
Czhor= 5-%
c= ‘ 539 543 .4
Non-C= 591 592 1l

Sourxce: ReZort 8, Tabls 4-2
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.tile was selected rather than the fourth quartile for two reasons

further fugg sted that children who ars low achievers gain rslatively liztle
during the regula:'schcol vear, and likewise lose relatively licttle during

the swrmer.

»

The

‘0

rasentaticn here is more complicatad than in the pravious grashs
because for each cohort two concepts ara presented simultaneocusly, namely,

CE status and level of achievemant. Level of achievement was defined as the

th

average of the fall and spring (recormended level) test scores for the previou
school year. This averaglng was done to achieve as much stability as possible

in specifying the level of achibvement fcr each child. The graghs show the

t
y

W

results for the Ffirs:t quartile, that is, the quarter of studants nRaving ths
lowest achievement test scores, and for the third cuartils The %hird guax-
1 - -

- -t
<S5 o

reg
'4. .
4]

’

numbhar of cases of CE students in the fourth guartile, by grade cohort, kecanm

v

1{1]

quite small and the results were rather unstable. Second, the fourth quarcil

-
1—

results, while unstabdle, were consistent with those for the third guartiles
where the number of cases was reascnadbly large (not less than 1ll4 for the
smallest cell-by-cchort, by CE status). Table VIII-6 shows t2 gains and
losses in'achievegent test scores over the suzmer for students in the first
and third achievement quartiles. Figures VIII-7 and VIII-3 are guite compli-
cated but are included here because they show the basic gzrowth data for the
school year and the summer. A number of interesting zesults follow £xom these

data:

1) For reading, the growth rate for the first quartile during
the school year is quite similaxr for each cohort and between
cohorts, and the growth continues at approximately the samxe
rate over the summex. A portion of the measured surmer growth
‘is undoubtadly due to regression, buz, surprisingly, the amcunt
of growth and/or regression is similar for both CE and ncn-

CZ students.
2) TFor reading, the ratz of growth of third guartile students
during tha scheel yzaxr is z

-

za i
first quaztile students. There is a tendency during the
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the summar. Cartainly for razding, zhe CE students in ths third
guartile show a ralacive loss, whila the firss zuarzila ¢° szudants

non~C= students.

3) ZFor rath, th
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guartile students grow at a more rapid rate during tha schcol

year than first quartile students, but koth CE and non-CZ math

-

students show losses over the summer. Also, there is avidence

v
’

that the CE students lcse at a greacer rate than the non-C=
students, but the diffarsnce.is not as great as Ior reading.

From the akbove we conclude that low-achieving students concinue to grow over

-
i

{u
[¢1

thera 4is

the summer and at about the same rate os during the schoul year,
no significant difference tetween CE and non-C: students. Cn. the other hand,
high-achieving students grow at a higher-'rata during the .gchool year. For

;E?ding, non-CZ high-achieving sftudents continue to grow ovex the summer, buz

students show an absclute loss, and a relative loss. - -

Just row important this relative loss for high-achiaving ztudents L3 depends
upen whare che ampnhasis for (2 rasources shouid ze placed. There are azoyt
six =imes as many CZ students telow the median in achievement as thers aye

ke . - < —en y K 1 - - - e 4 4 - e - -
azova LT, IZ The GQAL LS 0 nelp tne wast majoricy °I 2 STULanTs, Can 2na

- 3 - 3 - - e e e 5 ~ - -
unds zhat they lose mors avar She shmmer Than thelr non-~CE zears? On the
Y 1 + 7 = = et . - - 5

other nand, low-achieviig CZ students galin ovar cthe swmmer. Perhags thay
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at ( )} Changes
Scudents by Quarter of Achiewvement Gain in tha 1976-77

for Ticle I
School Year

Mearter of 1976-77 Sc
Total Number

hool Year Gain

Cohort of Students Lowest Second Third Highest
Reading
1-2 1333 22 1 -8

2-3 1506 17
3-4 . 1646 18
4-5 1303 22
5-6 1068 23 1

oo N QN

Math .
1-2 854 22 5
2-3 864 ' 30 10
3-4 1023 17 0

4-5 850 22 ' 1 -11 : -27

S-8 758 . 24 ]

2 -12
-4 -16
=5 ~19

1 ‘ - =12

-9 . -24
-3 -18

~9 -24

0 ~22

Source: Repor:.8, Table D-1

mhere is still the porsidbilisy that s-udents associated with the more success~

ful C= projects exparience greater losscs than Those in les
To investigate this possibility we determined the gains ove
each grade in“each schcol that ccocntained Title I students.,

were not able to asscciate each student with a zarticul

1 &)
H

s sucwe irful projects.
r the school yeax for
Wizh the . S=S data wa

orojech" (which is a

C
" =2 : 2 " - - —_— s K -
vexy hard to define entizy in actuwal school practice), but since -orizular
s . - o . .
grades in-a schocl hawing Ti:tle I studsnts werxa a well defined uniz, wheres tha
Tizlz I students wora probazly racaiving guize simdilar instyuocticon. we usad

ra were four equal groups oI grades formad, degen

ted with each group 'of:grades.

. 278

A -

e
gain of the students in grade. Table VIII-3 shcows the gains
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thisg waalsh of data ~8 copoluda

be a slighn, but n
studants in i
high and low gainers, and of menbars

that reported relativas

comparison to ron-

that thare 15 pno absoluce

summezr Jdoon-ocff,

ot particularly signifizant, ralative loss

jo i
o
po}
3
1
@
O
wu
o]

C® students, The mors detailec

8]
1
7

Y
of high-gain and low-gain projectzs, l=ad

summer drop-off is more of a measurament

a reality.

that would help tham ina the

s

coming school

thought that this night be parcicularly imgortant Zor C=

difficulty in keeping up with theilr peers. Also, if high-achizwving
CeE stuilents lost a large amount of their schcol-year gain, it would ke

partizularly imrortant that they attend summer school t2 help mitigace

losses. Of course, summer s:-~c.l serves furnccions in addition &9 ins=tructicn
in basic suhjects. There ar:. cacraational and special-incterest claszes =nocs

many students Summer sthool can also serve as a siale haven

for children whose mothers ares wozsking or need to be awdy Irom the nome.

Wnat is Summar School and How Available Is It?

In =he SES, we surveyed the principals of b: . ummex schools in the second-year
sample. The average lencth of the summer zessions was five to six weeks,

which means 25 to 30 school days. Therxe wer=a slight tandencies for large

S

STXlcCTs ¥O.0IfZax a

o

Zfaw morz days of instruczion than Zor

d Foa
d Fo

fu
ol

22 low-zowrarty Z2iscricts. 3But shesa ' zrends were sligheo and 1% is azgpromriace
- e S meeem —— o~ - = 4 e e~ -t ) - -
o think ol summzy school ag lasting Zive cr six wesks (se2 Tzabls 3-12, PRezeorcs
= 55 4 - - - 3 — - - .,
The amount oI reading and mach instruction is not large. Cn the avarage thers
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How Is Suigi:r Sohoo!
| - . .

In ]Ldulﬂg tho effectivencas of gsummacr school it is not sufficlont to show Lhat

students who attend summer dohool dncroase thelr perforsuilices avar the sunmar.
To measure. the effectivencss of summer school, onhe must compare studonts who
attendad summer school wirh simdlar studoents who did not attend.
Figure VIII-9 shows the reading graowch of summer school attendaas and non-atrcandaa
fTov th? rzgular school year and for the summer, whila Pigurs TITI-13 shows oha
sama growzh for math., These curxves show thah, for rzading, korth az<2- " .05 and

for tha wro groups is5 similar, For math, thera is growth over the summer in tha
lower grades but a leveling off or decline in the higher grades, buc again there
c

is no greater achievement for those who attendal swmer s

Thesa figures luro CE and noﬁ-CE students togethar., It can be argued that, owver
the summar, CI students miy per-o:m @iffarantly, Figurss YIII-1ll and WIII-12
shew a conpardson between CE students who did and did not a-tend summar school.
For reading it.should be notad thzt in the first two grades the attendaas a
non-attendees start the school year gquite closa toge;he-, while in the higher
grade cohorts the attendees are the lower achievers. Almost all gToups gain
over the suzmex; the attendees do not gain more than the non-attendees. while

at first glance one may think there is a trend for attendees to gain more--fo

131

example for cohort 1l-2--it is contradicited hy anothar cohort--lika 2-3. For
raading there is no statistically significant advantage as a result of attending
susmer school. For math there is a suggestion that those who attend summer

2in more than those wbo do not, but the trend is not statistically sig-

1]
n
e
C
4
n

from the sama school a biasing element is insrcduced. It can Se scan from
Tigires VIII-9 and VIII-1l0 that it is ths lower-achleving s:zudents who attend
gurmar scheael and it can be argued cm the evidence in 7 =5 n IXI-3

wnat lowexr-achieving students will seem %0 gain mowre than . .. avin

L 282
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' ba able to prodict the cnomt of koowlaedgs gained by the gowleng, ag shown by

the spring test. I8 we could do this we would undargtand tho process of
educaticn and we @ould, in actual classrocms, makie changes zhan hawa high
vromize of improving loaraing.

Tn otha 200 sha zoudorns nogpes ounorohroloeuih o cnroas
ﬂhoun: of knowladga that has Zeen acguirad from pravious schooling, Zrzm home
and other nonschool ewperiencgs, and that is based cn the inherant abilivy of
the student to acguire krowledge, Thig initial status is muoasurad by a

"7 reading and math achievement test adminiscar: tha Zall. The mcdel should

D

allow us to emxplain the process by which tha studant's fall-to-sprin, growth

Tconcmic Status. The student's £all achievement lewvel is derermined tvy several

factors in addition to previcus schecol exgeriences. Economic status is a
catchall term thas includes home environment and parents' encouragement and

attitude towards education, bub seems to encompass inhersent abilizy too. The
’ ~

‘ model assumes that this factor has already had most of 15 influence on the

i

! ¢2ild and is-raeflected in fall achieven2nt scores.
; - ,
i
: Cpportunity-to-Learn. Cpportunity-to-learn iy defined as the cppertunity Lo
4 .

learn in school and does not include other learning enwvirconments such as - in
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suction and that the curriculum Lo cought,

THE RATIONAL MODEL AND CHW THE FACTORS RELATE TO ACHIZVEMEUT o

The abave eight factors are postulated as the determineri of the aiazh, Spring—-

Achlavemenz. The analvtical method used to detarmine the relationships among
the diffarent factors is known as causal analysis (soe Bentler (3) Zor a
raview of this method). But before discussing the emxtent to which the rasioral

model fits the model based on the data we will present matarial on each of the

i

factors and its relationship to spring achievement. In this way we will

gain a petter insight into the educational process involved in aach Iactor.

The results are based on data collected in the winter and spring of 1278-79 in

[#]
13
(9]
o]
3
o
5

¢ £ifth grade classes in 53 high poverty schcols. The -interassgtad

reader should consult Raport 16 for the ratienale in selacting thase scheols
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Math
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*The number of students
ta 3,232, the numbar of schools is 33 in all
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Qverlap ~ the extent to which the content oI the spring ach

The concept of opportunity-to~learn rafers to the cprortunizy at schoosl. OF

that more advantaged children spand mere “ime at home angagad

Time

It seems obvicus that as students spend morxe time at learning activities the

should learn nore. tarting with Wiley's (38) studies and including narn:

others, it has besn shown thaz there is a relationship between azount of tims
spent learning and achievement, but the relationship does not seen zZo be as

stralghtforward as might be supzosed. There are sawveral ways oOf measuring

a

learning time. The simplest is to determine the number of days school is in
sessioﬁ, or this can pe corrected for time missed due to absences and spacial
activities, Another way i1s to ask teachars how much time they sgernd in a
typlcal wesk giving instruction in :eading or math. Still another way is to
observas classes and record how much time is actually devoted to insctxuction.
We tried all of these methods and did not find them to be as st:c.qiy relatad
to one another as expected. In Report 186 (p. 2-13) it i3 reportad that the

correlation hetween the teacher's reports of the amount of time spent teaching

&
n and the amount observed in the classrcom was conly akout .25.

~
©
o]
o}
P .
o}
0
f
o}
fo¥
2
&
(32

ey - i - - » " & 1 - 3 - - - e bd bl
the school was in session between the Zall and the spring tescts Tasla IX-2
shows the correlatizsns with achlavement for Zeth z2asuras of zime

b3




Tapla IxX-2

§

onship Between Two Measure

Time and

alatl

"

Time Based on Ohsarved Classreca Insoructicn
Pall Vertical Spring Vertical

: Scale Sccres Scale Sccres Gain
Grade 2 . .

Feading - .04 .04 .22

Math .13 .27 .12
Grade 3

rReading .12 .25 .23

Math .05 .16 .17

.mime Pased cn Number of School Cavs batween Tall and 3oring Tasl

Grade 2 : --

Reading .18 27 21

Math .01 .30 2%
Grade S

Prading .26 . .26 .C8

Math 25 21 - .02

schcols.

Tables 2-4 and 2-5.
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assigned thesc activities. Based on these cobservations it was dsrermined that

studants waras on-task about 79 percent of

i1
L
o
i
i
ry

2 lesson tims

1t

t figure was
about the same in the sscond and £ifth grades and in reading and math. Table:
P I¥~3 shows the relationship’'beiwesen observed oii~task behawvior and achievement.

It will be seen that whilé the correlations are rather small thay ara all

vositive. (These correlations are for the total instructicrnal =znit rather
than for each classrocm; that is thay are for the unis of instruczicn which
had & common sa2t of studants, teachers, and sublechematter.)

Table IX-3

Correlation of Amount of Cn-Task Behawlor

Fall 2chievement  Spring Achlevement Gain

Grade 2
Reading .07 11 .11
Math .08 .12 .12

Grade 3
Peading .05 .06 .05
Math .07 .;O .02

M urker of Total Instructional Units varies from 322 to 642,
Source: Rapoxrt 16, Takble 2-8,

Cverlap of Test Contant and Curriculum

1
]

% In Chapter V we presented a discussion of the way we measured the extent to
' which teachexs reported they had acutally taught the matearial tzhat was con-

tained in the tests. A high degree of corresgondence was ncted hetwean the

rnewladge the cests neasurzad and the nmatsrial the teachars sald thew Taughu,

[ 3 = =, 2 et b q eaap ey de e s e an g - ) D -1 - civ 4 e s -
i ilsterad Thng Iorm o Lo - achlewvamant Casd astiracad a2 Th2 moss suitsed oo

;‘ o CIx-13 A
: e {
s 302
Q
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a

the more appropriatsg, hardexr, level 2 form was adminiszared. Thus in &
number of analyses in Report 16 the analysis is done separately for these Lwo
sets of schools. Table IX-4 shows the relationship tetween the perzent of
curriculum overlan wi:h achievement for thase two gzoups of schecols. Agalin

sma corralations are based on total inmstructicnal units in each schocl.

Correlation <

h
Q
£
H
':
a
o
[y
5
|
3
i)
[7)
ct
O
<
4]
H
)
fu
o
2,
1
(R4
pé }
3
0
P8
}
(3]
3]
]

Test Ievel 1 Schools Test Level 2 Schools

- Fall . Spring rall - Spriag
Achievement ~Achievement Gain Achievement Achievement

lo

Grade 2
Peading .10 .10 -.,01 © .33 .35
Math <26 .25 .04 ' .18 . .25

Grade 5
Reading «29 .33 .12 .19 .27
Math .29 o .36 .14 .21 .16

*rotal Instructional Units-varxy in number f£rom 139 to 374,
Source: Feport 16, Table 2-12. ’

‘Tt will pe seen that almcst all of the correlations tetwesn achiavement and
tne degree of overlap tetween curriculum czntent and test content are Tesitive

ite small %o modest. Cne might think -that these cuarralasions

.

3 3 - 3 < e -— -
etarmining achievement and that while fsaching tgst conzant

qu
skould re larger but their size tends to emphasize the fact that there are
é

23arxn toe nacer

n
}-

= s . e 3 -
is LTnporTant, Thérs are Tany wayYs stidenc

jos :‘r
-

ars <asctad.
e e - . - z “ia A opeeantem P R e T q maem e e d ey -
AT The zeginning of this discussicn T SpRoXTonLIY-IO-LeaIT WA ISnToonac Wn3.
. ... ., - . -

- - — —~ - - . - - - e e - . - S0 Y s - e s v e —— - —tr ot
-me soncarT was 2efined in tearms 0F time spent L23aXning, amtunt S ShR-tassg

. - . . 5

S~ A - = -~ - — = - P P s e e P T I=-S R o VA = - Do ey v

zenavizsy, and thne amcunt & tasT-oCurricuouT TvVer.as Tha Final, summary

- . = e S e 1 " = . T e R S Y =
zeasurs of cprorzunizy-to-lsarn was made up of the product oI tna persent of

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



etk ekl a o

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

overlap, the percent of students on-task, and the time in instruction.  Table
IX-5 shows the ccrrelations hetween the achiewvement test scores and the sum-~

mary measure of vpportunity to learn.

Table IX-5

Correlations Between Opportunity-to~Learn and Achievement

Test level 1 sSchools* Tesi Izvel 2 Schools* -
rFall Spring Fall Spring f
Achievement Achievement Gain Achievement Achievement Gain:
Grade 2
Reading .76 .69 .25 - .02 .05 .09
Math .75 .66 .28 -.02 S 22
Grade S : . .
Reading .31 .62 27 W51 .62 .50
Math © .36 .41 -.09 W21 27 .10

*There were 20 Test Level 1 Schools and 35 Test Level 2 Schools.

Source: Report 16, Table 2-13.

Inspeéting Table IX-5 it will be seen that the correlations vary from sIighrly
negative tc gquite high positive. First it should be remembered that these
correlations are fairly unstable because they are based on a small numker of
cases. Similar correlations were computed where opportunity-to-learn was
based on the measure cof time using the instructional gréup as the unit of
observation and also on this measure aggregated to the school level. The
relationship of\these measures with achievement also varied considerably, with
the schecol-leva2l correlations Being of the same order of magnitud; as those in
Tahle IV-35, while 'those Zor the toal iastructional group were considerably

smaller. As will ke seen later, the validation of our educational czrccess

mcéel was difficult because of the htyte of variability we ses in chis takle.
Nevertheless, it seems that the vast majority of the evidence points to a
fairly positive relationship ketween the ccmposite oprortunitiv-to-learn and

achievement,. S

IX-1 53 O 4




's Time %0

Instrucsicnal Practices: Allocation of Teacher
Non-Instructional Activities

Insctructional practices are activities that teachers engage in with their
students in the classrcoom.
rions of the instructional groups, from interviews and from questionnaires
completed by the tgachers.

In tne classrocm,

ceachers must spend their time on a number of diffsraent
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1
21
o
n

activities, including ins

disrupzions, and attending to housekeeping activities. Through the obserwazion

of teachers.in their classrcoms and instructioral units, we classified their
use of time as:.
Instruction - conveying information to e learned through expglanations,
questions, or the monitoring of student understanding!

Instructional ‘Management - activities that manage the flow of instruc=ion,

such as giving assignments, handling materizal and equipmenc, and check-

ing and recording completed work.

Sehavioral Management - activities related to controlling behavior, such

O

ERIC
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as administering discipline, setting classrccm standards, and moniZor-

Cur measures of these practices come Irom observa- :

IS

ing directed at maintaining.order.
Off-Task - activities with no apparent connection to instructional

objectives, such as absence from the classroom, lunch-goney collection,
and personal conversations.

Obsexvers recorded the time teachers spent in the last three aczivizies, and

~ime in ingtyuc=ion was taken as the remainder of the total lesson gericg.
The estimate for each type of activily was cznverzed to a rercenzaga cI the

cra time was sgent in inscructisn, 139% in instructicnal managemenz, 2% In
sehavioral management and 4% in off-task activizies. Generally =Zheres 1s oot
auch variabilizy in time allocations zenween reading and zath, ZiZfaxeanc

sourse -“here is zonsiferable



variability from classroom to ‘classrcom. .The way in which teachers allocate

their time should be reiated to the activities engaged inrby cheir~étudents.
Since the goal of instruction is reached throvgh student on~task behavior, we
investigated the relation between the way teachers allocated their time and
student on-task behavior. We found that over all grades and subjects the

correlation between teachers' time spent in instruction and student on-task

3

e
.

»
-

behavior was .30, that between time ip instructional management and stude
on-task behavior was -.2l, between time spent in behavioral management =nd

student on-task behavior was'-,48{ and between tzacher off-task activicies and
student on-task activities was ~.09. It will be recalled that, i an absolute

sense, teachers spent relatively little time in behavioral management put it

has the highest correlation with student on-task behavior. Benavicral managa-

ment problems seem to spread; when the teacher disciplines one student, this
often distracts other students from their assignéd tasks. Also time spent in
instructional managément takes time away from instruction and tends to give
students an opportunity to go off task. Due to the interaction of these items

it is clear that the teacher wheo organizes instruction efficiently can maximi:ze

the time spent on fmkesaction and thereby increase student on-task activities.

'ﬂ"*l"\"&d‘bn
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The way teachers spend their time is related to classroom management practices.

. The observers rated the teachers on cognitive monitoring, that is how well the

teacher assessed student understanding. They also rated them on on-task
monitcring, that is the efficiency with which the teacher handled student off-
task behavior; and they rated them on org#nizatipn of activities, which refers
to the degree to which there were - routine ways of dealing with recﬁ:ring

situations. While conceptually these are separate activities, the inter-

_correlations among them were so high that we formed one scale called classroom

management. The correlation between this measure and student on~task behavior
. .

was .85. The correlations of classroom management with teacher tizme in

instruction was .29, in instructional management -.l4, in benavioral manage-

ment ~-.49, and in off-task activities ~.18. Thus we see that teachers who
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‘In trying to unde:stand now student on-task behavior could be

In zhe

" have good cTaasroom managenent ‘allocate their time well,

which results in

students on-task. It is apparent that ‘teachers can substantially aZfact the .

amount of time that students attend to learning activities. In further

analyses it was shown that the quality of classroom ‘management is more in-

fluential than teacher time allocaticn in predicting student on-task behavior.

sources of off-task behavior were examined. As previcusly

213 of the time. £ this figure could ke

'1

U}

were off-task axout

ficantlv there should be an important increase in amount learned. Leirhazdt,
Zigmoad, and Cooley (21) have argued that an increase of as little as 10 or 15
minutes a day in silent reading would significantly increase performance for

disadvantaged students. We examined the sources of off-task behavior and they

are presentgd in Table IX-5.

£ can be seen that about one half of all the off-task behavior is under the
control and even the largest category, Soli ta*y Student Activities,

The

teachers'

would be the student were highly motlvated

under taacher ‘control if
goint is .Hat teachers have an ‘opportunity™ t0“11crea58’the -amount-of on-task——————-—
behavior by organizing their ac.lvxtles and using gced motivating technigues.
The methods teachers use to motivate students were classified into Zour

categories:

Motivaﬁing students with appropriate materials
Motivating students with rewards based on acccmplishments
Zstablishing a warm, positive relationship with stuadents .
Thﬁea:ening or punishing students. : 'f

sacher incerview W
they used I2

motiva

use of interesting and approgriate mastarials;

) IxX-18



Table IX-6.

* Sources of student Off-Task Behavior =~ =

; " Type of Grcuol
, Pew Students Some Students Many Students
Of£-Task Of £-Task Of£-Task
4 D - B )
Largely Under Teacher Control: :
Teacher Initiated Distractions 4 6 9
Lack of Assignment 5 9 ' 13
Distraction by cthexr Students 23 27 32
Scmewhat uqder feacher Contzol: .
Randling Matexials & Equipment 6 8 7
Changing Activities 1 1 1 <@
Not under Teacher Control:
Outside Interruptions ' 8 5 4
Solitary Student Activities - 51 45 35
TOTAL . *loos 101s 101%

‘lFew students off-task = 7% or fewer off-task.
. Some students off-task - More than 7% and less than 35% off-task.
Many students off-task - 35% or more students off-task.

Source: Report 16, Table 3-7

rewards based on accomplishments; about 20% mentioned establishing a wamm,
pésitive relaticnship; and about 30% mentioned the use af threat and punish-
ment. (The percent&ges add to more than 100% because more than one answer

was allowed.) We observed the kinds of methods being used in the classroom
and found that theéé often differed from the metheds teachers reported. they

) used. There were only very modest ccrreiaticns between the kind of motivations
teachers repcrtéd‘théy used and the frequency cf on-task behavior in the class-
room. Thus we were unable’ to suégest any one motivating technique as being
particularly appropriate. We also explored a numbex of cché: teacher practices
to see if thef were related to on-task behavior. We examined the use of lesson

plans, the frequency of feedback of information akout student strengths and

o
-
€ y]
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information about student strengths and weaknesses, the individualization of

instruction, the use of subgroups, and the use of a diagnostic-prescriptive

.appreoach to instruction. Among the approaches, the use of lesson plahs was

the most.related to on-task behavior, but that correlation was only .09.

The £inal classroom practice to ke examined is the amount of dirsct sugervision
or the amount of teacher-student interaction. Some teachers divide their
classes into subgroups and instruct each one in turn. Some téachers also have
an assistant who works wizh iﬁdividuals or certain groups while the teacher
works witih others. Depending on toth these factors--how the class is sub-
grouped and how many staff give instruction--none, few, or many of the students
may work independently during'little or much of the lesson; the others are
béing supervised. We refer to the measure based on these two factors, sub-
grouping practices and level of staffing, as level of direct supervision.
However, it may also be useful to think of it as amount of teacher-student
interaction, especially since other researchers have obtained promising results
by analyzing diféerences among- classrooms in terms of differences in amount of
interactive leariing activity (Stallingg, Needels, and Staybrook (28)). Either e
conceptualization fits the measure that we will now descrike. Data fof asses-
sing direct supervision derive from observers' estimates of the percent of

each sﬁafﬁ member's time spent with different-sized subgroups. Obsexvers
reported the total minutes €ath staff person was present, along with the per-
cent of that time each staff member spent off-task or working with individuals,-
and working with subgroupé of different sizes. From these estimates, we con-
struc;ed an index of the average gercent of students in the instructicnal

group who were directly supervised during the lesson.

Table IX-7 swmmarizes che relations of direct supervision =0 student on-task
sehavior, and to two teacher-zenavior variables--time in instruczion and
qualicty of classrcom managmenc. These relations indicate that, in general,

the more teachers directly supervise their students:

303
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© the more those students are attentive to learnlng activities;

# the highex the: quality cf their classroom

e the more lesson time teachers spend giving

Table IX-7

management

instruction.

Correlation of Percent of Students' Direct Supervision and

On-Task Behavior, Quality of Classroom
Teacher Time in Instructio

Management, and
n

Correlation of Direct Supervision and:

-Percent of Students On-Task
Quality of Classroom Management

Percent of Teacher Time in Instruction

All Schools

.30
»19

.29

For all schools there were 1,219 students observed.

Source: Report 16, Table 3-14.

Before we comment on the implications of these findings,

accord well with impressions we formed from readin

-

g observers' narr

we note that they

ative

reports. Also, during their scans of student behavior, observers recorded

the assigned activities of students who were off-task.

Though this informa-

tion was not tallied, our impression is that assignments to be completed

independently were much more likel& to be associated with off-task behavior

than assignments that involved working in groups W,

ith the teacher.

The following narrative gives a flavor of how students behave in these non-

supervised situations. The instructional group de

scribed is a fi

£th~grade

math class. The 24 students are working independently on assignments from a

ccmputer-managed, commercially available system.

between two small'Qroups of three students each.

3 1‘ 0
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an aide divides her time

The teacher never

monitors



the class as a whole, but a§515ts 1nd1v1dual students whom she calls to her

desk. As the observer described it:

Through the rest of the classroom, general ch:zos ensued. There
were children fightlng in the corner, talking to each other. One
child was up on top of the desk, another child tipped over a whole
stack of papers on the floor and spent a great deal of time on the
‘floor playing with them, and children came and went at will around
the room even though it ‘appeared that the majority of the time it
had nothing to do with the directions in their lesson. ror exampla,
they were walking over and talking to cther students and then
returning to their desks. Or, walking out of the whole c’assrcow
area but yet nct having any papers whatsoewver in their hnands.

K

The observer comments:

When the aide was at the first table, all of the students were on-
task, but as she moved over to the next table, the students that

she had formerly been working with went cff-task for about 75 percent
~of the time when she was gone. .

and, further:

If it hadn't been for the presence of the aide who worked with
six students during the lesson, the only students who would have
had seemingly any instruction at all . . . were the six=zeen
students that the teacher worked with individually at different
points during the lesson . . . (but) they only seemed to remain
on-task while she was actually working with them.

Although this’ example may seem ext*eme, we have others llﬁe *t, and the situa-.
tion-—off~-task behavxor assoc;ated wlth lack of direct supervzs;on-—seems to
Se quite common. A more deta;led breakdown shows that lack of superﬁision is.
more strongly connected to lack of gitentiveness %o learning activizies in
secand gra&e, especially in reading. The direczion of these diffe:énces is in
accord with the notion that younger students are less atcle to work on their

own .«

314
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Turning now to the impliéations of these findings, it seems relevant to say
that though weaker thAn the relations of quality of management to students'
on-task beravior .(Table IX-7), they are in a'sense more impressive. For being
more ‘explicit, they are more directly interpretable. These data show that
teachers who érrange their instruction so as to directly supervise greatér
proportions of their students are more successful in keeping students on-task.
In practice, this means that teachers who teach to the whole class or to
larger subgroups will have students who spa2nd greater amounts of their time

in learning activities. Subgrouping that results in more students'working

independently is likely to lead to students not enéaged in learning activity.

One cannot, of course, conclude that whole-class instruction is better than
small-group or individualized instruction in every situation and for outcomes
other than on-task behavior. However, the above ahalyses, as well ‘as studies
by others, dd”suggest that a very important inéredient in successful small-~
group or individualized instruction is thg number of staff. .In the next

section we will take up questions of staff resources in more detail.

Resources

The next component in our modei“cf—edgcation’is*resuurces:“‘Byff@Eﬁﬁtt@E‘ﬁé”"‘”

mean the number of teachers, aides, clerical assistants, texts and other,
material, and audiovisual equipment available for use in instruction. We
believe that resources act through instructional practices to increase

opportunity~to~learn.

1

‘Staff-sStudent Ratio » °

Aot
AN -

During theix obs?fYétions, data collectors noted all persons who were present
ra :
. 1 e . s . . .
and had lnstructmpﬂai responsibilities with the group being observed. Each

staff membex wés;%lﬁssifiedvas regular, specialist or aide, and the total

number of minutes/gach one was present was recorded. These data were the °

.',\‘:M_‘
LA

i
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1x-23 312

e s T



PP
v

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ClassToom Characteristics
i S Percant of P“C"‘: of Quality of r""l ot
gzudents Teacher Classroon #
Ca~Task Tinae in )h.ruqmn: Sup-nu n
i e e In.ttra:"ian e e et ‘Studeanez—
All Grades and ' ' (
subjects (1,219) .25 11 :27 (.JO

_basis for the. construction_cf the paid staff-student ratid... The staff-student. .

ratio was the amount of staff time spent in instruction divided by the number
of students present during the instruction. The ratio correspon@s to the
number of staff minutes available per student, per hour of instruction.’
Typically, there were about seven and one haif minutes of staff time available
for each student in an hour of instruction. There was slightly more time
available in reading instruction than in math instruction. It also was found
that there were generally more instructional rescurces being devoted to low
achievers chan to high achievers. t is usually assumed tHat a s:aff-é:udent

4
ratio tl. . allows more time with each student is associated with favorable

classx ryaracteristics. Table IX-8 shows the relationship ketween staff-

student ¢ ' aad a number of these characteristics.

A ~  -Table IX-8

Correlations_of Sstaff-Student Ratio with Classroom Charactaristics

1

Source: Report lé, Table 4-4.

it wi;l se seen taat as the staff-student ratic increases, the ;ercént:of
students' on-task increases, and also the percent of teacher time spent on
instructional dctivvities increases, as does the quality of classrcom management
and the level of diyect supervision of students. All of these characteristics
are generally consicered gcod c‘assrocm.p:acticeé_and'presumably result in

greater opporturnity-to-learn.

L . E}l}} '. s S
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Use of Equipment and Materials

Another resource that influences instruction is the amount of equipment and

materials used during instruction.

MU@EJ[IDIFUILWED AR
[EST WAL

materials used, as illustrated by the followlng table._

Table IX-9

\1

There is a surprising varlety of such

Equipment and Materials Teachers Report Using

Equipmant

Math

Equipmant

Matsrials

e tape r-go:d-r
@ record player, radio
e slide projector

® mevie projactor

e film atrip projector conlcs

[ op-q\n pnjoe:ot [ ml.hunu
] mraud projector e dittos

e ull‘vhlou

o listaning e@tu

@ feedback taaching
aachine ’

e controlled readars,

opeed raaday ® visual aids, charecs,
pictures, tascher-
® Cypswriter sade satarials

¢ Gmapucar tacainal

@ taps scardar

® recexd player, radio
® alide projector

e film prejector

@ opaque projector

® ovearhaad projector

® talavision

@ lisctaning cantar

e ealectroais calculator
e computar tarsisal

o foedback tasching
aachine

o taxthooks

@ refarencas moks

@ wrkbdoaoks

[ ] #:w-

® games, puzilss, f{lash-
cards, mmaipulablss,
counting amd messuring
davicas

@ prograsmed taxts and
publishers’ xits

® visual aids, charcs,
tascher-wada matari-
als

Source: Report 16, Table 4-8.

Perhaps the most striking aspect of

use occurred in the context of compensatory aﬂd remedial education.
supported by tne generall&ynegative correlations between amount of egquipment
use and fall achievement scores, which are about -.10.°
between equipment use and achievement gsig_for the year was examined, it was

found that the relationship was negligiblé for all grades and subjects, except

- IX-25
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for 5th grade math where thére were positive correlations of .21 for low
achieving students and .24 for reqular students. Why this unusual result for
fifth grade math was found is hard to explain, but it should be noted that
frequeﬁtly throughout the results of this study, fifth grade math seems to
give stronger relations than any other subject or grade. It is possible that
fifth grade math starts involving more abstract concepts than other grades
and that different practices and materials have more effect on abstract

material.

The correlations between the use of equipment and materials and student on-
task behavior were insignificant. Similarly, the relationships between
equipment and materials use and the opportuniéy-to—lea:n components--on-task
behavior, test curriculum overlap, and instruction time--were all slightly
negative to insignificant, as were the percent of teacher time in instruction
and quality of classroom management. Generally we found that there was

substantial use of a wide variety of equipment and materials but we £failed

“to find this use significantly related to classroom practices or to achieve-

ment gains.

Staff Characteristics

Another‘of the factors making up the model of the education process is staff
characteristics, thought to affect various instructional practices that
influence opportunity-to-learn. The main staff characteristics measured
were teacher's amount of experience, training, and job satisfaction. Similar

measures were obtained for principdls.

Teacher Experience

The reqular teachers at the 55 high-gover=y schools had an average of just
over ll years of <eaching experience, of which a little over sewven yeass was
at the school in which we observed them. C= specialists had slightly more

teaching experience than regular teachers, averaging a little over twelve

315
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years but about the same amount of time at their present school. There were
small but positive correlations between the amount of teaching experience and
students' achlievement. These relationships are confounded by the fact that

in these schools the more experienced teachers tend to be assigned the lowest
achieving students who tend to show the least improvement. Our results show
that relationships between years of experience and student gains are stronger
for regular teachers than for specialists. But in interpreting this, we need

to keep in mind that the specialists usually teach the lower achieving students.

In considering the relationships for second and fifth grade and for reading and

[P
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"math (for all teachers combinc ', the correlation between years of teaching

experience and achievement gains ranges from 0.7 to .25, while for the regular

teachers the corralations arxe from .lb to .32.

We also investigated the relationship between years of experience and the
factors making up opportunity-to-learn.. Generally there were very small
negatlve relationships betWeen years of experience and student on-task behavxor,
there was essentlally no relationship  between amount of time in instruction and
experience, and there were small to moderate posxtlve correlatlons between
experience and test-curriculum overlap. These latter correlations suggest

that as teachers become more experlenced they tend to cover curriculum that is
included in the test of achievement. We also investigated the amount of recent
trainino in relation to student achievement. Generally teachers who had the
most recent training were assigned to the lower achieving students. Neverthe-
less, in the f;fth grade, there were pos;t;ve relationships between the amount
of recent teacher tra;n;ng,and student gain, about .12 for reading and .22

«

for math.

Job Satisfaction

_Teacher satlsfactlon was assessed from both interviews’and questlonnalres. In

the interview, teachers were asked to rate their work relationships with other
teachers who taught the same students, with other teachers in.the same grade,

with the remaining teachers, and with the principal. 1In the questionnaire they

1x-27 3] 5 :



were asked to evaluate the school as a good place to work, the extent to which:
teachers at the school worked well together, and the effectiveness of the way
conflicts were handled. Based on both sources of information a teacher satis-
faction scale was produced. Table IX-1l0 shows the relationship between teacher
satisfaction and student achievement.

Table IX-10

Correlation of Teacher Satisfaction and Student Achievement

School lewvel (N=55) Fall Achievement Spring Achievement Gain
Grade 2
Reading : ’ . . «26 . .33 .30
&w .12 .21 .16
Grade 5 . . . .
Raading ' : 033 '43 032
Math .41 .41 .17

Source: Report 16, Table 5-8

3

These co::élations between teacher satisfaction and student achievement are
impressive and axe.éonsistent with a number of other studies which have
obtained similar results (see Report 16 for references). It is possible that
these relationships are circular; that is, teachers are satisfied when their
students do well, while at the same time satisfied teachers do well and so do
their students. It has also been argued that sdtisfied teachers have students
of higher social status, who do well because of their betzer preparation, and
.thus =he teachers are more satisfied. 1In an ;ttempt ro understand these
relationships, some anélysi; was done using partial correlations among teacher
satisfaction. economic status of the students, and student achievement. Th )
results showed some interesting grade differences. At the 5th g:éde; ;he
”re;ationship of student sociceconomic status to teacher satisZaction disappears

‘when fall achievement is contxolled for. In other wofds, student background

o 317
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exerts no effect on teacher satisfaction independent of student fall achieve-

ment. At the 2nd grade, however, both factors appea% to have some effect.

Teacher satisfaction has a small positive relationship with percent of stu-
dents on-task; satisfied teachers spend less of their time on behavioral
management, and have a higher quality of classroom management. Also-the more

satisfied teachers have a considerably higher test-curriculum overlap.

Principal Characteristics

Principals' experience varied considerably, ranging from completely new prin-
cipals to those who had served'many years. Both the amount of experience as
a principal and the number of years at the particular school under study were

associated with student achievement as shown in Table IX-11l.

First, it should be noted that the more experience the principal has, the
higher the student achievement galn. But lt should alsc be noted that there
is a posztlve correlation between years of prznczpal experience -and the fall
achievement scores. This- argues that the more experlenced principals are

assigned (or choose) the schools with higher achieving students and corres-

pondlngly,‘schools located in more affluent sections of the communzty Since .

greater principals' experience is assocxated with larger ‘studerit achzevement
gains, we would expect principals' exper:.enf'e to be related to a number of
classroom practices} but generally this is.not the case. We explored the
relationship between priocigals’ experience and the opportunity-to—learn

components and they were generally very low and mixed in direction.
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Table IX-1ll

Correlation of Principal's Experience with Student Achievement

Pail Acﬁlevement Soring Achievement ' Gain
Years as Principal
Grade 2
Reading .10 : .32 «29
Math .14 25 ) .14
Grade S .
Feading .09 .16 .18
Math - ' .15 K .30 «29
Years at Study School
Grade 2
’ Reading ) : .14 .19 - .09
Grade 3 , _
Reading .18 © .18 .04
Math : : 22 . «32 T .25
Nm=S3

Source: Report 16, Table 7-1

Coordination of Instruction

In our model of the education process, coordination of instruction is thought
to operate through the coordination of use of resources, through the opeﬁétion
of instructional practices, and through cﬁe factors of opportunity-to-laarn.
Coordination of instruction refers to the sequencing and relating.of learning
tasks, and was measured by how much teachers knew akout each other's instruc-
tion, as indicated in interviews. It is also related =o hpw mﬁchatea;hers .

. Iy P - - . . s - k3 Y .
plan instruction together. The importance or coorcinatiom of instruction is
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reflected by the fact that about 40 percent of the students have more than

one teacher during the school year. Table IX-12 shows the relation between

coordination of instruction and student achievement.

Table IX-12

Correlation of Coordination of Instruction with Studeni Achievement

~ Fall Spring .
Achievement Achievement Gain
School- Grade~ School- Grade-=  School~- Grade-
wide wide wide wide wide wide
Grade 2 . .
Reading ' .25 <11 .39 .42 . «26 .50
Math - «32 .48 .33 .60 .10 .51
Grade 5 .- v :
Reading o .30 .35 .33 .46 16 . .32
Math .38 «37 .44 +45 .16 «25

N for schools is 55; for grades,'N varies fﬁom 40 to 47.,
77T 7 source: Report 16, Tables 6-5 and 6-6.

It should be noted that higher coordination of instruction is associated with

higher fall achievement scores, which indicates that there is more coordina-

ion of instruction in the higher achiaﬁing and more eéonomicaliy advantaged

l

I
"5; . schools. Also there is a positive relationship of éoordination of instruction

| and achievement gain. Since there are these positive relationships, they
! should be associited with various instr#ctional p;éctices and components of v .
opportunity-to-learn. However, rthe relationships.between coordination of '
instruction and on-task behavior were small and of mixed.sign, with test-
curriculum overlap thef were also not signif}cant, but they were positive

with amount of time in instruction. Perhaps where teachers coordinaced

. instruction, they are able to devote their time more effectively to instruc-

:ion. This is supported by a negative correlation of about .30 between the
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* amount of time spené in behevioral manaqemént and coordinaéion of instruction.
Also there were sigrificant positive correlations between coordination of
instruction and the flexible use of specialists, and also with the variety of
equipment use in instruction. As might be expected from the previous section,
there were correlations in the neighborhood of .57 between teacher satisfaction
and coordination of instruction. Generally, coordination of instruction is

related to a number of important instructional processes and staff character-~

N
.

istics.

Instxuctional Leadership

The principal has as one of his responsibilities“the leadership of instruction;
but it is only one of his many responsibilities, which include the providing
c€ resources, the obtaining of staff, the cbordiﬁation of instruction, and
interacting witﬁ parents. We particularly studiea the principal's role in.
instructional leadership. Previous studies have stressed the importance of
this factor and we isolated it from the other parts of the duties of the prin-
cipal. We defined instructional leaaership in terms of four behaviors: the
degree to which thé'principal was involved in deciding on curriculum, whethér'.
the principal had a paiticular‘view of instruction he felt st:ongly about, the
extent to which the principal communicated to teachers about instru&ﬁion,~and

the degree to which the principal influenced teachers' instruction. We

"“developed a measure of instructional leadership based on interviews with the

principal and the teachers. On a scale from 1 .to S5, the average amount of .
instructional leadership was about 2;4, which does not indicate a high amount.
When we investigated the félationship beﬁween instrﬁctiona; leadership ang'
student achievément, there was a negétive relationship which varied fzom -.03
to =.33 for fall and spring scores and insignificant and mixgd signs for gain
scores._ This indicates that the principals exerted stronger instructional
leadership in the schools with lower achieving studénts: sut that such ieade:-~
ship did not affec; the amount students learned. e aliso investigated the

relationship of instructional leadership to test-curriculum ovexrlap, to time
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in instruction, and to on-task behavior. The correlations were small and so
variable as to be uninterpretable. Other factors were investigated and it

was found that the flexible use of specia}ists and the amount of their experi-
ence were posltively correlated with principals' instructional leadership.
This pattern emphasizes the idea that principals who are assigned to low
achiaving schools exert more inét}uctional leadership and use their resources
more flexibly with low achieving students. But since low achieving students

show smaller gains than high achieving students, the effects of instructional

" leadership are masked by the nature of the schools to which the principals are

assigned. However, to the extent that the principals and the teachers share
a common view about the nature of the reading and mathkprograms and how they
should ;be taught, there is a positive correl#tioh, in the order of .16,
between achievement gain and this commonly shared view."Afﬁer all, teachers
do the instructigq and the principal can only influence ihstruction through

them.

THE FINAL EDUCATIONAL PROCESS MODEL

At ghe beginning of this chapter we presented a rational model of the educa-
tional process. Each of the subseguent sections dealt with one of the factors
making‘up the model. Génerally each of the factors wﬁs made up of a number v
of subfactors that we‘observed and measured‘in the £ifty-five high-povérty
schools. We also discussed the interrelations among the factoré, and parti-
cularly the relation.of the opportunity-to-learn factor and the spring achieve-
ment factor. Now that we have examined all of these factors and their inter-
relationships, we are in a position to see if our prdposed model actually £its
the facts as obtained fzom";he observations. The technical process for doing
this is complex and is known as "causal modeling.” This teéhniqﬁe has-been
developed in recent years by Jdreskog Sha his associates and has recently

been reviewed by Bentler (3).
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Thae model was tastad at the level of the instructional unit, that 'is the unit
composad of‘che same students with the same lnstructional staff working on
the same instructional curriculum. We selected ag indioators those measures
that seemed most promiaing in light of the results of the analyses repoéted
in the previocus sections of thi;,chapter. Oppq;tunit?-to-learn was represen=-
ted by measures of each of its three components: instructional time, curricu-
lum overlap, and student on-task behavior. The instructional practices
included in the model were the proportion of the teacher's time spent in
behavioral management, the proportion of time spent off-task, and Ehe oropor-
tion of time spent in instruction. Resource use was confined to measures of
the variety of equipment used, the hours of equipment use, and che.hours of
material use. The staff characteristics entering in the model were recent

teacher training, teacher's job satisfaction, and teacher's years of experience

at the current school. Both gradewide and schoolwide measures of coordination

of instruction were included in the model. Principal's instructional leader-
ship was represented by a measure of the principal's influence in the
decisions regarding curriculum. . The other factors were represented by-single

.

scores, as mentioned in the sections discussing them.

When the p;th coefficients were determined, it was apparent'chat the rational
model was too simple to £it the data.f-That is to say that while the general
nature of the ?odel was consistent Qith the observed facts, there were mére
intefacting components than had been anticipated. Figure IX-2 shows .the
model that‘was derived by comparing the several models fitted by grade and

by subject matter (for reading and math in both grades 2 and 5). The paths
shown are those that were significant in at least two of the four data sets
and not of an opposite sign in any. Thus &the model represencs the "sest”

overall model £from ocur data.

.
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CAUSAL LINEY ANTICIPATED I[N THE AATIONAL HOKL.
o g wen e woeonn  CAUSAL LINES HOT ANTICIPATED TN THE NATTONAL MQDEL

erosorracmemes  CAUSAL LINEY ANTIGIWATID [N THK RATIQNAL MODEL
AUT NOT SUPPORTID IN THE (NDUCED HODKL

Source: Report 16, Figure 9-2.

Figure IX-2 —A

The Final Educational P;dcess Model

» -

'“‘r"”" Spection of tha final model shows it to be much more complex than we had
? anticipated. This finding reinforces cur conclusions that the educational
i process is an exceedingly complex activity. Important changes from the
j :

rational model to the final model are:

s ' o The final model has many more non-zero causal links than were included
in the rational model. Important among these are direct links to
sPring achievement from instructional practices, coordination of

instruction, and economic status.
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e HBconomic status appaars to have a widespraad Lnfluence on variablas
which includa, in addition to fall achlavemant, spring achliavemant,

coordinatlon of lnatruction, and staff characteristics.

e The influence of principal's lnatructional leadership is lass wide-

' spread than indicated in the rational model. Specifically, evidence
for a causal link from principal's instructional leadarship to
coordination of instruction was not found; also not supported was the

causal link to staff characteristics.

In addition to the analyses reported here, Report 16 included a discussion

of analyses based on school level data. Generally these results are consistent
with those already presénted. Based on the results from the various models we
. can conclude that spring acuievement, the component in our research that is

the ultimate éayoff of the educational process, is in direct causal relationwv

ship with the following:
The amount of student on-task behavior

The degrée to which the content of_Ehe curriculum corfesponds to the

spring achievement test
The extent of coordination of instruction
The 'level of sociceconomic status

Fall échievement.

Indirect causal contributors to spring achievement are:

Proportion of teacher's time spent in instzuction, an increase in which

leads to increased on-task behavior.

. - ’ . . . . [
Proportion of teacher's time spent. in kehavioral management, a decrease

in which Eeadsvto increased on-task behavior.

IX-36

¢



Teachars axpayianca, mova ot whieh Léada to lnaraeased curviculum overlap
and indiraatly to increagad on-taak bahavior, madiated by degraasad time
spent in behavioral management., Also, more twacher axparfanca laady to
incraasad teacher satiafaction which leads to lncreased coordination ot
instruction. '

Fall achievement laval, higher lavels of which lncreased currieulum averlap,

Socioecanomic status, higher lavels of which lead to increased coordination

of instruction and increased fall achiavement.

In summary, we now have a model of the educational process that is supported

by a sizable amount of data collacted from actual observations in schools

and classrooms. The educational process is cbmplex, but one that we are
unders;anding better. We now know thch factors of the educational process are
important to student achievement and thus we can infer which onas we should

attempt to improve.

5
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CHAPDORER X, WHAT L5 'UHE HOME Eb]VfERL)D]b(EDl’L‘ QF BELEMENTARY SCHOOTL CHITORENY

Sturprierery
Thia ohapter examined tha homa envivonment of alementavy achool ahildvan.
The reaulta ghow that:

¢ Tha usual homa of an alamentary aohool ohild ta a two-adult
family home, with pavents about 3§ years old; they are white,
Living in a aingla-~family dwelling and have graduated from
high-achool. But there are from 20 to 3§ perwent who coma ;From
homes with quite different charaotariatiou.

o At homa, the typtecal student spends about two hours a day playing,
an hour doing chores, about two hours watching IV, an hour read-
ing for pleasure, and an hour doing school homework.

o Mogt of tha children coma from homes where the parents ave
involved in school related extra-currtoular activities and most
parents attend parent-teacher conferences. :

® Parents rate the quality of thair children's schools as excellent
or good in over 75 percent of the cases.

o Almost all parents expect their children to graduate fz'ém high
gchool and over 2§ percent expect them to graduate from college.

¢ Tha home -enviromment of Title I students is quita stmilar to that
of regular students. However, there i3 a slight tendency for
| more Titla I students to come from homes with lass well educated
f _ .parents, from minority homes, .from homes with a somewhat less
! ) tntallectual enviromment, and with somewhat lower eéXpectations
[ regarding gchool attairnment. |

"INTRODUCTION

ro From what kinds éf homes do America's schogl'child:éA come? Data from the
Participation Study throws light on this question. It will be remembered

that -about 15,000 parentSf—thg parents of-a representative sample of the
nation's elementary school students--were interviewed in the home. From these
b data we obtain the following,picture. ;Thewtypical sﬁudent's home has pafents

who are about.35 years old, there are four or five members in the family




which is composed of two adults, living in a single-family dwelling;ﬁtﬁé*'
parents are white, and are high school graduates. While this is théLEYPical
picture; Table X-1 shows that there 1s considerable variation from these

~ typical figures. Ninetf—five pércént of the parents are between 25 and 55

‘ years of age, and about 30 pefcent of the families have three to six members.
About 80 percent of the children come from two-adult families, but about 20
percent of the families have only one adult. About 80 percent live in singlg
family dwg%lings while 20 percent live in multi?le—unit dwellings. About 73
percent are white, non-Hispanic, while 25 percent of the families are minority
families. About a ﬁhird of the parents do not have a high school education,

_about a third are high school graduates, while a third have had some college,
with 17 percent being college graduates. From the above it is clear that
many children come from homes having somewhat similar background character-
istics, but there ara also many children whose home backgrounds differ signii-

icantly.

'HOME CHARACTERISTICS AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT

How are ﬁhese home charaéteristics related to the students' academic achieve-
-ment? Table X-2 shows the correlation between home characteristics and stu-
dent achievement in reading and math. It will be seen that none of the rela-
tionships are high, and they are generally in the expected direction. The
highest relationship is between head of household's education and achievement.
The relationship is higher for reading than %?r math and it is higher for i
reqular students than for Title I students.  The smaller relationship Zor
Title I students is partially accountaed for by the more restricted range ot
the variables for Title I students. As would be expectad, those students who
are members of the majority, live in single-family dwellings, have both
parents in the home, and come from smaller families have_highe: achiesvement
in both reading and math. %hile the relationships are in :hé expeczed direc-
tion, they are typically small and allow for considerable influence from otheé

factors, such as the impact of school.




oo .. .. Table x-1 o

Students' Home Characteristics

8th Grade 9-11 High Schoel Some College Post- !
or less grade Graduate College Graduate Graduate !
Head of Household's 17-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65 and over .
Age (%) ' 1 37 43 15 3 1
Family Size (%) 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 or more
11 30 26 15 8 4 2 2
Cne or Two Adult One Adult Family Two Adult Family
Family Home (%) ' 18 82
Ethnic Status (%) Majority Minority -
77 e e e e e e 23 e e ,_..____._“.....____.._..‘_._.
Living Quarters (%) Single Family DCwelling Multiple-Unit Dwelling
) - 82 : 18
Head of Household's 15 19 3T lg e 9 -
Education (5) : - .

Source: Report 4, Table 2-2
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Relation of Household Characteristics and

Table X-2

Education

Achievement
Reading Math

Regulav "~ pitle I Regular Title I

students’ Students Students Students
Head of Household's Age .05 -.06 .05 -.01
Family Size -.11 -.09 -.04 -.05
One or Two Adults in Home .16 .07 .15 17
Ethnic Status -.25 -.18 -.23 -.18
Single or Multiple -,15 -.11 -,13 -.08
Cwellings ‘
Head of Household's .35 .29 .11

Source: Report 4, Tabie 2-3.



STUDENT HOME ACTIVITIES

While the fﬁctors discussed so far are related to achievemeht, they are
static, demographic factors and the real impact of home environment is expres-
sed through actual activities in the'home such as the attitudes of the parents
toward the importance of schooling, how the students spend tﬁeir free time,
and the school-relatsd assistance they get at home. What dé the students do
at home? Table X-3 shows the amount of time spent by regular and Titlg I
stuﬁents in a number of acﬁivities such as time spent playing, doing chores,

watching TV, reading;‘and doing homework.

Since the total amount of time available is fixed, if a child spends a great

deal of time on one activity the child_must spend less time on other activi-

" ties. As a general picture, during the day the "typical"” child spends about

two hours playing, about an hour doing chdres, about- two hours watching TV,

about an hour reading, and about an hour on homework. These are the amounts

"of time spent as'reported-by their parents. When éomparinq the time spent by

regular students with the amount spent by Title I. students one is impressed by
the similarity of the figures. There may be a slight tendency for Title I
students to spend more time on homework, on watching TV, and playing, yhile
spending less time on reading. ﬁut*thé differences are very small and do hoc
support the idea that, relative to regqular students, poorer-performinq‘stu-
dents engage in significantly less academically oriented activities at'hoﬁe.
This picture,ié further supported by Table X-4 which compares the homework
activities of regular and fitle I students as reported by their parents.
Again the figqures are quite similar, but with some small differences. Title
I students bring home a little more homework, and they get A little more
assistance than regular students. There seems to be a.tendehcy'for the Title
I students to be helped by. famlly members other than the parents more fre-

quently than regqular students. These other family members were ldentlhlEd as

older brothers or sisters.
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- Table X-3

Time Spent ‘on Various Home Activities

(Daily)
Reqular Students Title I Students
s ' - Y

Time Spent Doing Homework

No Time & ~ 18 16

Less than 1 hour . 36 31

1 hour or more ' 45 , 53
Time Spent Reading .

Less than 1/2 hour . 17 . 25

1/2 %o 1 hour _ 34 32

1 hour or more - 48 v 43
Time Spent Watching TV

less than 1% houzrs ‘ 17 | 18

14 to 24 hours , . 40 : - 35

24 hours or more ) - 43 47
Time Spent Doing Chores

No Time 14 . | ' 20

Lass than 1/2 hour 24 - 18

1/2 to 14 hours . : 59 ' ' 53

More than ly hours S 6 . " 10
Time Spent Plaving

less than 1 hour 10 ' -+ 10

1 to 2 hours 34 - 29

2 to 24 hours _ 32 : 34

24 hours or more o 24 . . : 27

Source: Report 4, Table 2-12.
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Table X-4

‘student Homework Activities

Reqular Students : Title I Students
% . .
Frequency of Child Bringing
Home Schoolwork
Never b3 9
Once a Month | _ 22 ‘ o 18
Once a Week 13 12
2 or 3 Times a Week 26 ,. 26
Every Day - : 30 ' ' 35
Frequency of child Getting
Help on Schoolwork
No Schoolwork brought Home 6 ’ 6
' Never ’
Not Very Often 29 ' o 21
Somewhat 'Often - - 28 ' 28
Very Often } 2 40
Who Helps Child?
Mother , : . ' 60 | ' : 45
Father S B a 17 ' S
Qthers - ' 16 ' , 36
No .one - v 7T 10
Source: Report 4, Table 4-7. ' .
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It haS often been. suggested that poor cbildren, predominantly Title I chil-
dreg, do not have the- educational opportunity in the home that regular chil-~.
dren have. It is thought that there are no magazines or béoks in many poor
homes. Table X~5 shows the number of books appropriate for a child in the
hcme for both regular students and Title I students. It will be seen that

the vast majority of all sgudents have appropriate bodks at home that they
can'read,_but it seems that more Title I students have no books, and those

who do have books have fewer than regular studeﬁts. This is consistent with
the picture that is emerging of>éhe Title I students as having a home environ;
ment that is not gréatly dissimilar tozthat of the regular students, but still

one that is somewhat less oriented to intellectual activities.

Tahle X-5
Books in Home

Number of éooks in - _ ‘Percent Regular Percent Title I
Home Child can Read '~ _Students Students

None | : 5 13

1-10 - 19 38

11-30 B 28 ~ 26

31-50 ' | 16 . own

S1 or over ~ 32 a 12
Source: Report 4, T;blg 4-10."

'In addition.to strictly home activities the child is influenced by the
parents' attitude toward the student's school and their participation in
school activities. Table X-6 shows the participation of parents and students

in school related non-instructional activities. It will be seen that the.

y
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" Table X-6

Participation in Extra-Instructional Activities

¢ vercent Regular Percent Title I
= Students Students

Percent of Families where :

Adult Member Participates ' : 80 _ 71
in Extra-Instructional ~

Activities

Percent of .Families where
Child Participates in Extra- el - S9
Instructional Activities . :

Percent of Families where

Child Participates and Adult - 60 ’ - 53
Attends Extra~Instructional

Activites.

Source: . Report 4, Table 4-3.

majority of both pérenﬁs and students participate in extra curricular activ-
ities. Again the picture emerges of not dissimilar activities for regﬁlar
students and Title I students, although the Title I students and their
parentJ seem to be slxghtly less involved than regular students and their
parents. Another Lndicatzon of parents' involvement with the school is the
 frequency of parent-teacher conferences. Table X-7 shows a number of facts
regarding these meetings. First it will be noted that ;here are no important
differences in the frequency or ‘nature of such conferences between regular
and Title I students. About 70 percent of the parents have' such confer-
ences ang about a third have more than one meeting .annually. These confer-
ences are almost always in;tiatéd by either the school principal or teacher.
About_Zijercent are related to student problems at school, but most of them
are calléd for general discussions of student progress. Parents report the.

'conﬁerences to be helpful.
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‘Table X-7

.* parent-Teacher Conferences

Annual Number of Parent- Percent Regular Percent Title I
Teacher Conferences’ = students Students
0 27 32
1l 45 as
"2 : 16 ' 17
3 6 9
4 or more i
How Conferences Are
Initiated
Note sent home .- 158 - 74
Teacher or Principal calls 5 . : 6
Sign up at Meeting 4 3
Parent asks for Meeting .13 : 16
- Other 2 2
Reason for a Persocnal
Conference
Discuss Child's Progress 58 .57
Discuss child's Prochlems .17 o 21
Discuss Grades and/or
Tas; Scores - 7 - 7
Generally Exchange 4
Information . 18 12
Other ‘ 2 3
Are Personal Conferences
.Belpful?
Yes 93 ' 95
No . 7 S
Source: Report 4, Table 4-2. :
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SCHCOL QUALITY AND PARENTS' EXPECTATIONS

Parents were asked to rate the quality of their child's school. Table X-8
shows the results. It is impressive that over 75 percent of all parents rate
the school's quality as excellent or good. 'Titlé I students' parents rate
the schools almost as high as reqular students' parents. These ratingshare
in marked contrast to the stereotyﬁe expressed by some of the media and some
political sources. One hears schools characterized as "disasters," "incom~-
petent," "incredibly poor,"” etec. At least in the minds of parents these
stereotypes are far from accurate. It will also be remembered from Chapter V
that all groups of students increase the level of their academic performance
from year to year. .No doubt schools could be improved and students could

learn more, but parents give schools a positive report card.

Table X-8

Parent's Rating of Quaiity of Child's School

Percent Regular Percent Title I
Students . Students
Excellent . : .34 . 25
Good | . 33 | - . 53
| Fair“-uf.—————f_ 12 19
Poor ' : 2 3‘
Source: Report 4, Table 4-13.

A final indication of parents' attitude toward the academic process is given
by their expectations regarding how much education their children will achieve.
Table X-9 shows the highest educational level parents expect for their chil-
dren. ' A '
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Table X-9

parent's Expectation for Child's Educational Attainments

Parent's Expectation of Level Percent Regular Percent Title I

of Child's Final Schooling ‘ Students . Students

Less than High School i- 4 "
High School Graduates 38 . 53 \
Some College _ : 16 14
College.Graduate o . 39 | 21

i .15t Graduate 6 2

Source: Report 4, Table 4-11.

Practically all parents, of both regular and Title I students, expect their
child to graduate from hlgh school. Title I oarents have a somewhat lower
academic aspiration for their children than the parents of regular students.
Almost 45 percent of the parents of regular students expect their child to

graduate from college . but only about 25 percent of Title I parents do.

In summarizing this material we see that the typical home of an elemeatary‘
school child is a two-adult family home, with the parents about 35 years old,:
they are whlte, living in a single family dwelllng and have graduated from
high school. But there are 20 to 25 percent of the students who come Lrom
szngle-adult family homes, with younger (or older) carents, whc are black or
from an Hlspanlc background, living in multiple dwelling homes ané whose
oarents did not graduate from high school Although the relationships are
not strong, thern is a tendency for students to do better academically who
come from the two-adult fam;lles, ‘of smaller ‘size, who are white, living in

a single family dwelling, whose parents are hetter educated. These relation-

ships are stronger for reqular students than they are for Title I students.
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" At home, the typical student spends about two hours a day playing, an hour
doing chores, about two hours watching'TV, an hour reading for pleasure,Aand_.
an hour on homework. Most students bring homework home, but about 25 percent
either never do, or do so only once a month. When the students bring homework
home they usually receive help with it from their mother or from older chil-
dren. Most children have books in the home they can read for pleasure,

although about 10 percent have no such books. o

Most of the children come from homes where the parents are involved in school
related extra-curricular activitiés and most of the students are involved in
- such activities. The vast majority of: parents attend parent-teacher confer-
ences which are Lnltiated by the school. Most of these meetings are for a
general review of student progress, although about 20 percent are called
because of student problems. . !

Parents rate the guality of their students' schools as excellent or good over
75 percent of the time. Very few characterize them as poor, a finding in '
marked contrast to the image often reflected by the media and some politi-

cians. Generally parents expect their children to graduate from high school

and over 25 percent expect them ta graduate from college. o

When Title I students are compared with regular students one is impressed. with
the fact that Title I students' home env;ronments are quite similar to reqular
students on the akove characterlstics. There is, however, a tendency for more
of the Title I students to come from homes of less well educated ,Paretns, rrom
minority homes, from homes with a somewhat less intellectual atmosphere, and
with somewhat lower expectatlons regarding school attainment. While the dif-
ferences are not large, they may be quite influential and we will see in the
next. section how much influence they have on differences in student perfor-

mance.
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CHAPTER XI. WHAT ARE THE CONTRIBUTIONS OF BACKGROUND
AND SCHOOLING:TO STUDENT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT?

Summazy o

. The data from the Sustain!ging Effects Study were analyzed to tarow light
on the controversy that had existed regarding the relative importance of
background factors and oc!haoling Factors in accounting for educa: tonal
achtevement. Data at tne individi al student level were availadle regardi-
ing home background, economc status, the characteristics of the scroct
attended, and acmeuement over a three year period. Three different
compositas were faz-med Student Backgro.md School Characteristics, and
School Learming Expemence. The relationship between these and student
achwvement was ezplaredlusmg the techniques of causal analysis. It
was found that while background characteristics were urpoz'tcm‘ determiners
of achievement, the scnool Zeaz'mng experiences were dalso imzorians,

particularly in the ear__Zy grades.

INTRODUCTION .

The Sustaining Effects Studf was designed primarily to study compensatory
education and the process'of elementary education. However, in collecting
data to study these areas we also obtained Lﬁ?ormatlon that should throw
light on the controversy that has surrounded the question of equallty of
educational opportunity. As is well known, the Coleman report, titled
E&#dlity of Educational Opportunity, concluded that "schools bring little
influence to bhear on a child's achievement that is independent of his back-
ground and general social context," (4). This cornclusion has been much
debated afid it is generally agreed that the data available were not ideal for
establishing this conclusion. Data from the Sustaining Effects Study are

superior to those previously available because we have quite good home back-

oround and economic data for individual students (see Chapter IV), and we also

have achievement data for each student for three successive years. (Mo

individual student data were available in the Coleman study.) In addition,
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. the School (s); and one for the School Educational Exgeriences (X). Zach

we have quite‘detailed data on each school attended by the students. Since
these data were auailable we undertook an analysis of the relative contribu-
tion of the students background, of the schools attended, and of the instruc-
tion received as they affect student achlevement. *

Repott io ls devoted to a discussion of . the»st*enqths and‘weaknesses of
previous studies, and to the analysxs of tHese new data In this chaoter we
slmply report the way our analysxs was done and qlve the major results. Those
more deeply concerned with this complex subject will want to examine Qeoo:t 20
in detall. The ‘general nature of the analysis was to develop a theoretical |
model of .the direct and indirect: influences of soclo-economlc background, .
characteristics of the school attended, and educational experiences as they
influenced students’ achievements on tests of ;eadlnq and math. The analysxs.‘
depended on the technique known'as "causal modelinq".mentioned previously‘in
Chapter IX. The analysxs used’ data collected in the "Participation study,"
which anOlVEd the selectlon of a natlonally *eoresentatlve sample of e‘ementa
school students and the conducting of home interviews with their parents. (Se
Chapter IV for a more dota;led description of the sample and the data collec-
ted.) Although the Participation Study initially involved 15, 579 students, bv
the end of three years there were only 2, 966 students remaining on whlcm there
were complete'data. An analysls of this 'attrition shows that the greatgst
losses were sustalned by the least advantaged soclo-economlcally, but it is

still believed that the sample ls suffLCLently representatlve to allow qene*-

- alizable conclusions. to be drawn.

“ -

Three different composite variables were formed: ‘one for socio-economic sack-

ground, called the'Bacquound Composlte (B); one for the. Cnarac ristics o

‘it

4
1

comPQSLta was formed by regressing lacer achievemeént on earlier achievement,.

cohort, and a set of variables that were thought to represent the factor

making up the component. This method of forming the composites means that .
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the variables selected to make up the components were thdse most important in

accounting for the achievement gain from the fall 1976 to the spring 1979.

THE BACKGROUND COMPONENT

By means of this regression analysis, eight variables were selected from a

set of twelve to define the Background Component (B). These variables .were:

l. Father's education (.40)

2. Mother's education (.40)

3. Occﬁpation of the household head (.30)

4. Family income (.37)

S. Race/ethnicity (.38)

6. Number of parents in the home (.20)

7. Number of books in the home at the child's reading level (.47)

8. Parent's attendance at school events (.26)-

shown after each of the variables is the correlation of that variable witi the
Fall 1976 achievement measure. It is interesting to note that the highest
correlation is between achievement and number of books in thg_home at the
child's reading level, which implies that backgroun& is more than just socio-
economic status; but rather the intellectual émphasiﬁ typically found in homes

of higher socioceconomic status.

It should be noted that thase correlations reflect how much the factors
influence the acHievement level of the students when'they entered the study

and for cohort 1 they reflect the student’s achievement level on enterihg'the
first grade. Thus, the Background Composite measures the abilities the stu-
dent bringstto schooi based on several factors: natiye ability, the motivation
given by parents and other non-school experiences, the influence of education
related factors in the home such as the presence of books, and also the °

influence of preschool peers and their attitude towazd learning.

340

XI-3



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

THE SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS COMPONEMNT

In addition to a student's background, the characteristics of the school
attended affect the student's learning. These characteristics can be defined
in a number of ways and include such factors as the affluence of the neignbor-
hood surrounding the school, the school's physical facilities, the char-= .
acteristics of the student body, and the characteristics of the staff. Again
the regression techﬁique was emploved to select the variables to make up the

School Characteristics (S) composite. The variables defining the composite

were:

1. The racial/ethnic composition of the student's grade at the school

(.34)

2. The average academic achievement of the grade at the school in the

fall of 1976 (.52)
3. TheAeducational attainment of the school's principal {(-.1ll)
4. The level of compensation given teachers for inse:vice training (.0Q)

S. The presence of a central library at the school (-.02)

There were fifteen other school characteristics inclﬁded in the regression
analysis but they would not have«impro&ed‘the prediction of achievement. These
other variables included per-pupil expegditures, the presence of reading and/or
math resource centers, relative size of staff, receipt of CE funds, hours of
instruction in the school, teaching experience of the staff, etc. Again the
:orrelationsAbetween the variaples and fall 1376 achievement scores are given .
in parentheses. '

Tt will be seen that the two largest correlations are for the average achleve-
ment level in the school and grade, and the racial/ethnic ccmposition of the
school and gzade. These two correlations are between i individual scudent's
£all achievement scores and tuae school-by-grade average attainment and racial

composition. Thus, the School Characteristics (S) composize is almost com-
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pletely defined in terms of the characteristics of the students attending the
school. The correlation of factors making up the School Characteristics
Composite, such as the average school achievement level, wi;h the factors -
making up the Background Composite is quite high. For example, the correla-
.tions between average school achievement and race/ethnicity in the Background
Composite is .51, with family income it is .46, and with father's education
it is .40. Thus, in many ways the School Characteristics Composite is simply
a reflection of the background of the students attgnding the school.

Peer characteristics are a good predictor of a student's achievement largely
because these characteristics are highly related to the student's background.

THE SCHOOL LEARNING EXPERIENCES COMPONENT

In accounting for a student's achievement, we have pointed to the native intel-
ligence, to socioceconomic background, and to theicharacteristics of the school
attended. 1In addi;ion'there are the actual School Learning Experiences (X}
that take place in the classroom. Again a number of variables were explored

zo make up the School Learning Experience (X) composite. The significaht

variables were:
1. fhe‘average academic achievement of the student's homeroom (.51)
2. The racial/ethnic composition of the student's home;oom (.34)
- 3. The average geaching experience of the teachers (.1l1l)

4, Whether or not the studenf received compensatory education services
(-.35)

S. The weeks of student's attendance at school (.16)

6. The number of hours of regular instruction in reading received by

the student_during‘the school year (.ll)

7. The number of hours of regular math instruction received by the

student'during the school year (.07)
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8. The number of hours of special reading instruction received during

the school year (-.22)

9. The number of hours of special math instruction received during the

-

school year (-.1l5)

The correlations given after each variable are between that variable and the

student's spring 1977 achievement score.

We see that the characteristics of.the student's homeroom, which are also
related to the student's background, are closely related to the studeat's
individual achievement. Variables related more directly to instruction such
as hours of instruction and receiét of compensatory education are related to
the student's achievement, but to a smaller degree than many of the group
membership characteristics. ZIncidentally, it should not be surprising that
the receipt of compensatory education and the amount of special instruction
are hegaéively related to aéhievement, since these instructional activities
are the ones most intensively received by the lowest achieving students.

THE RELATIONSHI® OF THE COMPONENTS TO ACHIEVEMENT .

We have shown how the three components were formed and we have shown the
relationship betiween the variables and measures of achievement. But we have
ngt yet emphasized the idea that these composites have both direct and
indirect effects oﬁ how much the sﬁudent learns. For example, the number of
books in the home that the student can read,'directly affects the achievement
shown by the student when he enters school. But this variable also .indirectly
atfects the student's motivation. Sincetthe parents have orovided these
materials they have givén motivation for the student to read we;llin school, -
and because the student initially does well in school, he regeives additiornal
rewards that mo;ivate'him to continue superior achievement. All of the com-

posites and theixr variables are interrelated in ccmplex ways and also have
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"given in Report 20.

direct and indirect effects on later achievement. In an effort to understand
how these factors influehce the acquisition.of reading and math achievement,
we developed a model of the background and schooling process and an;lyzed the
relationships involved, using the methods of causal?analysis; These analyses
were done for each cohort since the relationsh;ps for students just entering
school might well be different from thosa for students in the more advanced
grades. We should remember that students in cohort 1 start in the first grade
and are followed through the third grade, and similarly with each cofort so
that cohort 4 starts in the fourth grade and goes through the sixth grade.
With cohort i we have students who are just entering scheol and the influance
of background and school characteristics might wéll be different than or
students from cohort 4 who started the study with three years of school
experience before we had any achievement measures on them. F¢unL XI-) shows

the results of the analysis for each of the four cchorts. In the fignre, 'B'

" stands for the Backg:ound Composite, 'S' for the School Chiaracteristics Com-

posite, 'X' for the |.earning Experivnce Composite, 'AO' étan;s for viae achieve-
ment level at thé beginning of the swtudy, and 'AJ’ scands for the achievement
level three years latez. The results are based on academic growth from the
beginning of thé first year to the end of the third year. Similar analyses
were performei on yuar-by-yes:s data, that is year 1 to vear 2 and yea: 2 to

year 3, The results were sukstantielly similar tc thosa repoerted here and are

We will, examina the relationsiips starting with the compesitez on the lefﬁ
hand side of the model since these are the most remeoved Irom the level of
achievement at the end-of three years. First note that Background is reiatgd
to Initial Achievemeﬁt'(Ao) with coefficients between .49 and }58._‘?rOm'
cohort to cohort these coefficients are fairziy sular in size and do not
show"any systematic variation: They do indicata 3 faifly strong relationship
between the student’: :ackground and his L11tzal Level of achievement. Next

nota that the relat;on;h;ps between Background and School Characteristics are
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between .21 and .32 and Again.without any particular pattern. They are smaller
than those batwean Background and Initial Achlevement, but show a tendency for
stﬁdents from backgrounds with greater resources to attend schools having more-
resources. The relationship between School Characteristics and Initial Achieve=-
ment (AO) range from .10 to .27. These are generally of the same magnltude as
those between Background and School Characteristics, indicating that students
attending schools having more resources tend to have higher initial achieve-
ment. Both the background of the student and the characteristics of the

schools they atitend are significéntly related to their initial achievement.

Next we will examine the relation of these background related factors to the
School Learning Experience (X). The path from Background "o School Learning
Experience has practically no variation across cohorts and is about .28, show-
ing that students with a bhackground with more resources tend to have better
school learning experiences, but the magnitudes of the path coefficients afe
only modest. The céeféicients”from School Characteristics to School Learhing
Experiences range from .07 to .23, with the average being about .17; this
finding suggests that schools with superior characteriétics tend to have good . .-~
learning experiences for their students, but the relationship ié quite modest

| in strength. The path coefficients from Initial Achievement to School rLearn-
ing Experiences are considarably larger than the previous ones, ranging from
.41 to .48. This shows Ehat“those étudents who have high initial achievement

_ levels are in school lea;ning‘situatioﬁs that are also quite favorable.
Finally the ielationship betweén Initial Achievement and achievement at.thé
end of three years is higﬁifor all cohorts, starting with .44 for cohort 1,
increasihg to .64 for cohort 2, being .65 for cohort 3, and growing up td .72
for cohort 4. These high relationships are important since they show that the
highest relationship to year three.achievement is the .achievement at which the
child entered the school for cohort 1l or enters the study for other cohorts.
But also note that the strength of the relationship grows Erom'cohoft'to

. cohert; this says that as the student progresses through school his level of
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X1-9 349




performance becomes progressively more ralACed to his previous level of
performance. The fact tﬁat it is the lowest for cohort 1 says that there is

a greater possibility of influencing futyre achievement in the £irst and
second grades. Also note that the pathé from Background to Final Achieve-
ment are qulte weak, ranging from .08 to .l4. This indicates that Background
has relatively little direct influence on final achievement but rather that
its influence is indirect, through Initial Achievement, School Characteristics,

and the School Learning Experienceé.

Finally note the path coefficients between School Learning Experiences and
Final Achievement, which are .35 for cohért l, .06 for cohort 2 (somewhat

low, but complementad by the significant direct coefficient between School
Characteristics and Final Achievement unique to this cohort), .18 for cohort 3,
and .06 for cohort 4. These figures are very important. They imply that in
the beginning grades, school learning experiences are quite effective, almost
as effective as Initial Achievement and gperhaps as important as Background.

But as grade pfcgresses, the influence of School Learning Experiences decreases
until by the fourth, fifth, and sixth grades School Learning Expériences seem.
to exert very little influence on Final Achievement. At the same time Back-
ground i; only veryrmOdestly related to final achievement in any direct way,
although it still exerts a cohsi@erable influenceAindirectly thrguqh its
relation;hip to Initial Achievement. It will be remembered from Chapter V
that the strongest influence of compensatory reading education was also seen
in the beqinninq_qzades; These two lines of evidence strongly suggest that .
theAtime to influence students' achievement is early in ﬁhei: school

experiences.

It should be mentioned that a similar model was develoged in wnich the
achievement variables were analyzed as two componants,'one for redding and
one for math. The results were quite similar to those'al:eady oresented
ekcegt that for math the Background factor was not quite as stfonq as it was

for readiag, and the ;nfluenée of School Learning Experience was stronger f{or
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math than for readlng. Agaln we see thdt reading is influenced by factors
that occur outside tha school to a much greater extent that ls the case for
math. As we would expect, academlic subjects that are learned mors formally
are more uniquely learned in school, whereas those of a more general nature
may frequantly be learned in other than the school context, particularly by
students from advantaged backgrounds. These results are quite compatible
with the recent findings of Welch, Anderson, and Harris (37) who found a

quite significant schooling effect for high school math.

The data presented are relevant to Coleman's conclusions about the importance
of students' background and the unimportance of school experiences. The
present data certainly confirm the importance of background characteristics
but leave unanswered the question of what éroportion‘bf background is rela-
ted to influenceable home factors and how much is simple native intelligence.
Our opinion is that both factors are involved and thqt with proper support
the home factors could be improved for students coming from disadvantaged homes.
This would involve making reading materials available in the home and getting
parents to see that the child used them. It would also involve motivating
the parents to value intelleﬁtual‘experiences. In addition, the data show,
contrary to Coleman's results, that in ‘the early school years the character-
istics of the School Learning Experiences is of considerable importance.
These £indings would seem to place emphaéis on the importance of positive
learning experiencas in the early qr#des and give support to efforts to

improve school experiences in the baginning grédes.

It is worthwhile to speculate that early childhood experiences are very impor-
tant in determining a child's later academic performance. If at a young age
the child has parents who provide early opportunities for experience with
books, who motivate the child to excel in verbal areas, and who give hi@

early preschool experiences, it seems that initial achievement will k= high.
If»initial‘achievement is °high, then the child has the best chanées of con-~

tinuing to experience successful academic achievement. It would seem that




whataver can be done to bring about thuse favorabla early chlldheood axparlencasg
should be done Lf wa valua good academic performance. Such measuras would be

particularly important in the homes of disadvantaged children.
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