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PREFACE

. . In.the. Department ‘of 'Educaticn-Fiscal: Year 1988-
budget ‘docament , Secretary of Education WiIIiam J: Bennett

and Improvement Act, “many children receive geirvices whHo are
neither poor nor cducationally deprived:" The intent of the.
Chapter 1 law and its predecessor legislation, Title I orf
the Elemeatary and -Secondary Education Act, has always been
to serve schools with high roncentrations of children - from
who; beca'ise of low. achievement, hkave the. greatest ‘need fer
additfonal educational services. If the Secretary's
contention is correct, it would be cause for concern, . _

1eeuthorization.'

‘Because these 15hues ‘go to the heart of the Chapter 1

program-and because the Congress_is vitally iaterested in_

was intended, I instructed my Subcommittee staff to __ ___
*nvestigate ‘whether these assertions by the Department are

The resulting study, which took 1nto account aIl
currently available objective information, demonstrates that

the Chapter 1 program is well targeted and is working as

Connress intended.. However, the Committee during the
reauthorization process this vear will work to ensure the
continuation of this targeting and to-further .improve it in
any-way. possible. - Since -this is such an- 1mport§nt issue; I

have aunthorized the printing of. this Subcommittee staff.
report uhich anaiyzes the Secretary's assertions, examines

issues, and sumiarizes the resilts of. the Subcommittee 8 own
telephone survey ccncerning current Chapter 1 selection
procedures.

I encourage all of those who are interested in the

implementation and reauthorization of Chapter 1 to examine
the information in this report.

- Rugustus F, Hawkins
Chairman. . '
Subcommittee on -

Elementary, Secondary,
and Vocational Education
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PURPOSE OF .THE INVESTIGATION

oo Since its iﬁéépfiéﬁ in: 1965, the Title I legislation
(later to become the Chapter 1 legislation) has been based
on the premise that limited Title I resources should be

focused on the poorest schools in all areas of the United

States and-on the lowest-achieving children within those
schools.: This underlying philosophy has become more __ . ___
important with the passing years; as appropriationa for the

program_failed to grow_as_ guickly as the law's original.
sponsors envisioned and then failed, in the_ 1980's,;. to keep.
pace with. inflation. with insufficient .dollars to serve all
children-who could berefit. from Title I/chapter 1, the
Federal government, through regulations and amendments tc
the -law,. emphasized the importance of "targeting" resources
on the neediest schools and children throughout the nation.
To this day, the idea of targeting is widely considered a
guiding principle in the delivery of Chapter 1l _services; one

that all Chapter 1 administrators should be: cognizant of and

be 1mplement1ng.

Department of Education document entitled "Summary and

Background Information for the Fiscal Year 1988 Budget."
The document, one of the detailed reports intended to
accompany the President's budget stated:
The Chapter 1 evaluation has found that many
children receive services who are_rneither.
poor nor low achievers. (Of the Chapter 1.
:8tudents receiving mathematics instruction,
for-example, only 40 percent come from poor
families; about 20 percent scored above the
50th percentile in the mathematics
achievement tests. Of the students
receiving reading instruction; about __ .
one-third come_ from poor families:; a:small,
but_significant percentage scored aboveithe
50th percentile in achievement tests’)

report of the Congressionally- andated National Assessment
of Chapter 1 entitled P
Distri

particular charge regarding questionably-targeted services
seems to come from the Assessment's reanalysis-of a 1976
study of Title I-{not Chapter 1) called the Sustaining
Effects Study (SES),; done by the Systems Development _
Corporation under contract with the _U.S.. Départment o6f

Education. Based on a reanalysis of that data, the Poverty,

Achievement report states:
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[o]ver 10 percent of students receiving
reading instruction were achieving above the
50th percentile rank, and nearly 20 percent

scored above that level. . . . Nearly half

the program_ beneficiaries had achievement

scores above the 25th percentile rank:; yet .
. . some 60 _percent of students scoring
below the 25th. percegcile rank were not
receiving services."

To answer the very serious questlons raised by thxs

ten—yeéf:old data, the Subcommittee staff undertook an

investigation incorporating: other objective studies on the
issue, including _one done at_the request of the Subcommittee

by the General Accounting Office (GAO) and _released on_____
Janoary 30, 1987; a careful consideration of the SES report
froi which the data referenced by the Department of
Ediication were excerpted; resiults of a Subcommittee staff

telephone sSiurvey of eleven states regarding current _
targeting practices under Chapter 1; and an analysis of the

National Assessment's statements conducted by the

Congresssional Research Service. of the Library of Congress

and reported to the Subcommittee in December, 1986.

: Our intent_was_ _to_examine whether the Secretary's
characterization. accurately reflects current practice; _ _
whether Chapter 1 serves a significant number of ineligible
gtudents; and why some children who are eligible to receive

Chapter 1 services may not be served in the program.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Subcommittee staff 1nvest1gation concluded that
for a number of reasons, the inference that Chapter 1 is not

well focused and that school districts are serving less

needy children while the most needy children_go_without help
is unfounded. Rather; we found that local educationzl.

agencies (LEAs)_ are_ follouing the law carefully, that there
are problems with the original data on which the._Secretary's
assertions. are based, and that if many_needy children are.
anserved, i€ is because there are 1nsuff1c1ent resources in
Chapter 1 to Serve more.

We also concluded that unless accompanied by a_full
discugsion of how Chapter 1 works at the local level to _ °

target _both_schools_and _children; the Secretary's assertions
could be very misleading.

We made the following specific findings:

FINDING 1' CHILDREN CURRENTLY SERVED BY— CHAPTERglfﬂREAQHE
LOWEST-ACHIEVING.

(The 50th percentile is the average level of achxevement on
standardized tests.)

In. many States, the averagé achievenent Ievel of
Chapter 1 students is in the 15th to 20th percentile range.

* The GAO found that Chapter 1 participants generally

meet Selection criteria and that the error rate in placing

Chapter 1 students was less than 3%.

FINDING 2: THE SUSTKINING EFFECTS STUDY DATA UPON WHICH THE

QUESTIONABLE QUALITY.

* The 1976 information is completely outdated; it

does not reflect current _practices follow1n§ the 1978
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* The currgn; National Assessment of Chapter 1 belng
conducted by the Department of Education reanalyzed the
sustaining Effects Study data and raised further questions

about its general applicability and its quality.

: % g single test score; as was used in the Sustaining
Ef fects scudy to. draw conciusxons about Ti:le I eligibility;

4P—I—NB£NG—3J.—H9‘T—S¥H-BENIES~WHQ EALL BELOW !I‘H-EWQSTH PERCENTILE
DO PARTICIPATE IN CHAPTER 1, AND THERE ARE VALID REASONS WHY
SOME LOW_ACHIEVING, STUDEKHHQ AN AMAM OSDDIION NV MSAUADTPDD 1

* The GAO found that only 20% of those students_who
were in.the bottom achievement quartilc (below the 25th
percentile) were not served by Chapter 1.

_ * Many low-achieving children are in grade levels

or state remediatxon programs.

- * Students in other speciai programs generally score
below the 25th percent11e- There. is little overlap between
the students served in other special programs and Chapter 1.

PIFB%NG—4*—%FANEED¥4€HILDRENfARE -NOT SERVED, IT IS PRIMARILY
BECAUSE CHAPTER 1 RESOURCES ARE INADEQUATE _TO SERVE -ALL
ELIGIBLE CHILDREN.

St€ill unserved children below the 25th percentlle.

L. The average Ché?téf 1_contribution of $613 per

ch ld is well below the cost of providing special seérvices
to Chapter 1 children in the sStates we sirveyed.

‘:! \0

eedy children than discrediting the program's
target ng practxces thh questlonable data.

FINDING 5' WHIEE”CHKPTER 1-SERVICES ARE WELL-TARGETED ON THE
POOREST SCHOOLS WITHIN_DISTRICTS_THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY, THE
LAW REQUIRES STUDENT SELECTION AT THE LOCAL_LEVEL TO BE
BASED ON EDUCATIONAL NEED, NOT POVERTY; IT IS THEREFORE..-
UNFAIR TO CRITICIZE THE PROGRAM FOR SERVING SOME CHILDREN
WHO ARE NOT- POOR.

Qo
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. ... % 758 Of the piblic school children served by Chapter
1 are in elementary schools with 30% or more children from

low-income families; over_ half the Chapter 1 children are in
schools with over 50% poor.children.
* Although funds are targeted to school districts and

school buildings with the greatest poverty;, students.

selected for Chapter 1 participation do not have to be poor ;

they need only be educationally disadvantaged.

* It is misleading to criticize the program for

faiiiﬁg to do what it was never intended to do.

____ .These are the general findings of the Subcommities
staff investigation:. oOur more detailed information and

supporting statistiés follow.
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FINDINGS REGARDING CHAPTER 1 TARGETING AND STUDENT SELECTION

PINDING 1+ CHILDREN CURRENTLY SERVED BY CHAPTER 1 ARE THE
LOWEST-ACHIEVING.

. Chapter 1 law and reguiationa provide that once a. .
school disg€rict receives Chapter.l funds, it must distribute
them to schools which have the highest niimber or percentage
of children from-low-incomz families. Often, there are not
enough funds to institute a Chapter 1 program in all of the

schools that are eligible on the basis of their poverty

status to receive funds. _In this case; the LEA must target

most instances: the LEA must also make a decision about
which grade spans .to target. for services within those school
buildings selected for chapter 1 programs.

At those grade spans (generally a limited number) ,

the students who demonstrate the greatest need for

supplehehtal special educational services, based on the_

LEA's criteria of need; are placed-in-the program, Most _

LEAs select students on the basis of students' test scores;
coupled with consideration of their classroom performance
and teachers' judgments.of the sStudents' need for special
help. -The wisdom of using this sort of comprehensive

selection criteria is discussed later in this report.

It should also be noted that the 50th percentile has

students: may -be. indentified as educationally deprived;
because it s the middle or average level of achievement.
The Chapter 1 _regulatory definition_of educationally
deprived is: "Children achieving below §he level that is
appropriate for children of -their age" Therefore,
children achieving belew %jggégérfgr”thejr age are eligible
to receive special educational help under Title I/Chapter 1

to bring them up to average achievement levels.

. The_Subcommittee_ staff found that the 1976 data is.
not supported by current, actuaal practice and that studernts

in_the greatest _need of service are being served. This
finding was confirmed by information from sSeveral Solrces,
as follows:

A. OUR SURVEY OF STATE PRACTICES REVEALS THAT CHATTER 1
STUDENTS GENERALLY ACHIEVE BELOW THE 25TH PERCENTILE.

o Using fall. pre-test scores as an indicator of the
entry level achievement of Chapter 1 ztCdents, states.
reported in the Subcommittee's telephons survey. that their
average -scores, depending on grade level and éUbjéét area,
ranged from the 6th to the 36th percentile, but were well

belos the 50th percentile. (See Appendix A for survey



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

8

guestions.) -Pre-tests are generally given in October or

November to correspond _to standardized test norming dates.

Since in most cases this timing-is after the students have

already received.a month's service in- the Chapter 1 program;
the. scores actually reflect a slightly higher level of
achievement than the child had upon_entry_into- the-program:
For the states surveyed, representative of a wide range of
geographic regions and demographic characteristics;, the..

average pre-test score for reading was the 20th percentile;
for math it was the: 19th percentile; Both are. below the

25th_percentile; which is often used as a benchmark of the
lowest~achieving students,

Specific examples are:

== Louisiana with an average reading pre-test score of the .

l6th percentile and with a range of between the 8th and 19th
percentiles.  In math; the average pre-test score was at the
14th_percentile;. - : o
== Minnesota with an aveérage reading pre-test score at the

19th percentile and an average math pre~test score at the
18tk percentile; 0
--_Oregon, Pennsylvania, and wWashington with average reading

pre-test scores at the 17th percentile and with ranges. of
between_the _13th _and_the 25th_percentiles: Average math
pre-test scores in these three states were respectively at
the 13th; 16th, and 19th percentiles.

B. OTHER INDEPENDENT DATA SHOWS CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SCORING
IN THE BOTTOM QUARTILE.

_...__. A cross-check of the reliability of the pre-test . _
scores: was_available in wWashington State where the statewide

testing done at fourth; eighth, and tenth grades identifies
specific groups. of students within the overall group tested.
Specific.percentile rankings are available for students

receiving Chapter 1 sérvices in each discrete subject, i.e.,
reading, math and langiage arts, as well as for migrant and

state remediation assistance students in reading; math; and
language arts, and for bilingual, handjcapped; learning
disabled, and highly capable students. ’

______-For grade:four students as a whole, the median

percentile in reading was. 56 percernt;. £f6r Chapter 1
reading students, the median percentile was 18 percent.

All grade eight students' median percentile rank was at the
59¢h percentile; while Chapter 1 students ranked at the 18th
percentile, Tenth grade comparisons were equally _
significant: the median percentile in reading for-all-

students was ‘the 55th;, while Chapter 1 students scored at .

the 17th percentile.  Percentile ranks in math evidenced.the
same_pattern; with 30 percentile poiints between Chapter 1
students and all stodents at the. fourth grade level and 36
and 39 percentile points separating Chapter 1 students from

11
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the average for all students at the eighth and tenth grade
levels.

_Clearly, the stodents served in.the Chapter 1 prééraﬁ
were sfudents iﬁ greatest need of services., These resiilts

that the scores-of Chapter 1 students were a part of the
much hlgher median percentile scores for a%% students

tested.

C. A NEW GAO STUDY "FOUND FEW ERRORS IN THE CHOICE OF
STUDENTS TO RBCEIVE CHAPTER 1 RBADING SERVICES."

. _Further support for the fact that chapter 1 sarvtcee
are. targetea on eIigibIe Students comes from a study of the

Subcommittee. The report, released on January 30, 1987,

described how Chapter 1 students were selected; whether
selection procedures met Federal, state, and local
requirements;. and how compliance with these requirements was

achieved._ -After reviewing: the: individual student records of
8,218 students in second through fourth grades in 58 schools

from 17. school_districts in 8 states. the report concluded

the district or state-established "cutoff point."- This was
not necessarily above the 50th _percentile, however; since
many districts use lower cutoff points,; some_as _low as the
20th percentile (e ges Eansing, Michigan). 1In districts

as teacher recommendatlons, classroom performance, student
retention, or previous service in the Chapter 1 program)

fewer than 1 percent of the students were selected in error.
D. _STATE COORDINATORS REPORT A HIGH DEGREE OF COMPLIANCE
WITH PROPER STUDENT SELECTION PROCEDURES.

The final question on the telephone survey to state
coordinators was: _Based on your monitoring of your school
districts, do you -find that LEAs understand and adhere .to

the "in greatest need" standard in their student selection
procedures?

,,,,,,,,, Responge_to the guestion,gf,!heghgr or_ th state
coordinators could attest: on- the basis of-their personal .
experience with their LEAs; to the integrity of_the Chapter

1 selection process in their states was: overwhelmingly. -

affir@ati?é; All those surveyea unhesitatingly answered

12

e
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aspect of the program,  State-level directors said that how
and then there will be isolated instances of an apparently
ineligible child being served, but that in even those cases,
districts usually have back-~up documentation to indicate
that-the child is, in fact, eligible based on a reasonable

exception to the criteria.

FINDING..2:_ THE. USTAINING. EFFECTS. TUD¥7(SES)WBATB”UPON -
WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S CONTENTION IS BASED IS
OLD AND OF QUESTIONABLE QUALITY.

A. THE 1976 STUDY DOES NOT REFLECT CURRENT PRACTICE.

As_the above information documents; the SES _data does
student selection and. targeting. It may be helpful to note.
here that the 1976 data_collection preceded impementation of
the 1978 aitiendments to Title I, enacted in P..'L..95-561..
These amendments.contained ‘several very important provisions
which, for the first time, codified in the Title I statute
several long-standing practices concerning student selection
and targeting of schools- that were developed through
regulation ‘and vears of program experience. These examples
incorporated into law provided additional clarification

about-targeting and_had_ the effect of ensuring nationally
consistent targeting practices among LEAs.

Neither does the SES data tell us anything.about -
practices under Chapter 1, which was enacted in 1981 and
implemented the following school year.

... __In_addition, the decade of program experience since
1976 has meant that Title I/Chapter 1 has become a ___
the most part, thoroughly familiar with its purpose and
provisions. .

_____..The second report of the curremt = .-
Congressionally-mandated study of Chapter 1, The

Department of Education or January 30, 1987, stated:
The SES draft_ard final reports have been
the subject of considerable criticism. The
report of €he majority of a special panel
that was convened to review the SES -
{Hanushek, Breneman, & Hauser, 1979) made
the following general criticisms of the
substudy reports: The technical quality and
exposition of the reports on the whole are

e X
QY|
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below prevalling standards and in_some cases

are unacceptable. _Statistical: analyses.have
serious flaws., - The structure and reporting
of analyses limit or even preclude their
uasefulness for evaluating. or developing8

future compensatory education policies.

Thus, the SES - statistics are not only dated but are
also of highly questionable quality. To attempt a

characterization of current Chapter 1 program practices on
this basis is unfair and 1naccurate.

C. THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION'S CURRENT NATIONAL ASSESSMENT
OF CHKPTER 1 HAS NOTED FURTHER PROBLIMS WITH THE SES DATA.

__In i€ts discussisn of 1ts limited use of SES data for
the _Effectiveness report, the Department of Edcuation's
staff noted in addition:

[Clritics have raised 1mportant problems

when-either examining substudy results or
reanaiyzing the SES data. . The foIIowing are

zability of data to
the—ﬂatieﬂﬂ%4ﬂé§§1&tieﬁ; and the absence or

variahles; other than student achievement .
. e . (Emphasls added )

The Department' National Assessment Répért itself
notes that generalizing from the SES data, as the Department
of Education has done in its budget statement, is not
warranted because of the very serious problems with the
study.

D. THE SES STUDY USED A SINGLE TEST SCORE TO_ INDICATE __ .
STUDENT ELIGIBILITY FOR TITLE I SERVICESI A TECHNIQUE THAT
DOES NOT REFLECT ACTUAL STUDENT SELECTION PROCEDURES.

In determining whether students served in Title I .
were éligible on the basis of low achievement, the SES study
excluded any measure of student achievement (such as
fall C;lifornla Test of Basic Skills. Such a procedure is
completely at odds with_ the reality of Chapter 1 student_

selection. Studies of current practice; including the most
current. one_done_by -GAO; document that most school districts
use-a combination of test scores,.teacher. judgment,
classroom. performance, progress with. curzicular materials,
etc., as their basis for. seléecting: students. for Chapter 1

services, rather than relying solely on a single test score.
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In. add1€1on, E -can-not. be emphasized too strongly
that single test scoreseazeeneteexaetemeaSﬁfemeﬂts The

course, that an overall look at a child's achievement

preseggs a more accurate picture of - -actual:performance éhd
need_than re1y1ng on_one measure alone:_ Wayne Riddle of the

Congressional. Research Service, in his December, 1986, -

analysis of €his issue,. points out thf’é1gnificant problem
with reliance on a single test score. He explains that
any standardiZed test has “"a degree of measurement error, a:
variance beween the 'true' score and the 'actual' _score,;"
the true score being one that would occur if it were _ ___
e all forms of bias_from the_test and the

environment_in_which_it_is_administered. _Thus; any actoal
score "should be viewed as only a. mid—poinc in_a range twice
the standard error of measurement. on eitheér side._of the
actual score. _For example, an actual score of 100 on a test
with a standard error of measiirement of 10 reflects a true
score of anywhere between 80 and 120. - Therefore, actual
scores are only indicators, not foolproof measures of
achievement, and it would- be surprising if some chxld;en did
not score above the 50th per tile or_a_lower_district._
cut-off score on_a_standardized test; particularly if the

test was given after the beginning of the program year, as

the 1976 CTBS was -~ after the students had already been
receiving up to a month and a half of Title I instruction.

The fact that _test scores are only 1ndicators of

As noted above; the GAO;-in_ examining student selection in.

districts with comprehens1ve selection criteria, found €that
fewer than one percent of the students being served in the
Chapter 1 program were, in their opinion, misplaced.

FINDING 3rAMOS¥AS$HDEN¥QQQHQ—PA£E—BB£GW‘?HEuZS?H‘PERGENTILE
DO_PARTICIPATE IN CHAPTER 1, AND THERE ARE VALID REASONS WHY
SOME LOW-ACHIEVING STUDENTS ARE NOT SERVED IN CHAPTER 1

PROGRAMS

THE GAO_STUDY Eodnib THAT ONLY 20% OF THOSE. STUDENTS WHO
scoasn BELOW THE 25TH PERCENTILE WERE NOT SERVED BY CHAPTER

1.

selectiqnm;es;;ng,uasAdgnemanduprggrem,slots,were friied or
were unavailable for one reason or anocher at the time
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progriim services began. As is discussed below, there are a
nuriber of valid reasons why a certain portion of the

lowest-achieving children .may not be served by Chapter 1;

and the GAD data takes these factors into account.

B, AS THE ‘GAO EVIDENCE NOTES, CHILDREN WHO ARE NOT RECEIVING
CHAPTER 1. SERVICES ARE FREQUENTLY_ENROLLED IN SCHOOLS OR IN
GRADE LEVELS WHICH ARE NOT TARGETED DUE TO INSUFFICIENT
FUNDS. . = SR
Al N .

-

: ‘The GAO evidence directly contradicts the earlier ses
data cited by Secretary Bennett, which purported to show
that 60 percent.of the children below the 25th percentile
were not served by Chapter 1. The GAO study points out why
the difference occurred: ’ }

This difference in. findinus reflects the -
fact that we focused on-grade levels that
received program: services, while the NIE _
study ‘looked at all grade levels in_funded
schools, whether or not served. _Also, the.
higher scoring participants in the NIE study
were not necessarily in the same schools as
the lower scoring:students. who were_not

served. 'Our review indicates that for the
most. part school officials are selecting
Chapter 1 participants in accordance with
criteria that under current rules may differ.
regarding cutoff points and ipclude other
factors besides test scores.” (Emphasis
added.)

._ ..___Thus; the GAO report acknowledges an important factor
in Chapter 1 targeting_alluded to earlier in.this report:
that because of limited resources, school districts are
trequently compelled to concentrate services on a limited

number of schools and a limited number of grade spans within
those schools. :
_.......Such a 'practice is an _educationally sound and. B
fiscally responsible one; and. one that is wholly in kéeping
with Chapter 1 law and regulations.. .Both the Title I and
Chapter 1 Yaws.require programs to be "of sufficient size,
scope, and quality to glve reasonable promise of substantial
progress,” and many LEAs have implemented this requirement

by focusing an adequate level of resources on particular .

schools and grades. For example, many LEAs do_not operate

programs_at the high school level because:-to.do so would .
gepread the funds too thinly to have programs of sufficient

size and scope. -When such a decision must be made, LEAS

often choose to target funds on the elementary grades.

_ Ignoring the practice of focusing on grade spans
reveals a lack of understanding about how Chapter 1 works
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and could suggest some very misleading .conclusions about

targeting. Obviously, if one looks ‘at grade levels where

*non-served” cate¢ ry; to do this, however; skews the data _
and precents a totally distorted picture of whether students
are being selected appropriately in grade levels where
programs are operated.

C. SOME STUDENTS WHO ARE ELIGIBLE FOR CHAPTER 1 ARE ALSO

ELIGIBLE FOR AND SERVED BY OTHER SPECIAL PROGRAMS.

Not all students in the ‘lowest percentiles are served

migrant, bilingual, state remediation, or: handicapped:
programs. For example, Iearning diBEbIed students with low

the Education of the Handicapped Act. -Current: 1nformation
about services to children with special needs.demonstrates

that administrators faced with increasing student need and
diminishing resources tend . to 1dent1fy children in a

program-specific manner in order to make available funds

cover_as many children _as. possible! _Thus; many children in

the lowest quartile receive help_through other special
programs if they are eligible under those programs.

DaEa frofm a sEudy of overlapping services condncted
1n Washington State .reveals that most of the. time, the same

that multiple services to the same child are rare.

This study asked all 299 school districts to report

overlapping _services on their speciai program end-of-year

reports. -—Of the nearly_ 60,000 children served in Chapter 1,
only 1.9 percent received migrant: ‘services as well; 5.2°-
percent were served by hahdicapped‘ 2 percent were served. in

while Chapter lris mainly arreading assistance program)

Further, when the achievement of those students receiving
multiple program services was examined, the study found that
multiple service children scored between 4 and 30 percent

lower than children. receiving-a single program service; thus
Indicating the greatsr need for more help.

D. CHILDREN IN OTHBR SPECIBL PROGRAMS SCORE IN THEZ LOWEST
QUARTILE.

7;;Us1ng the data fﬁom the Washirgton State testing

program as_an example, “ we found that students in the lower
ggart;;e not_served by Chapter 1 may very well be in other -
programs_as_noted. above; because their test_ scores_indicate
that they are part of the lower Quartile group. Median

scores for students served in bilingual, migrant,
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hanciicapped, and_state remediation. programs. wetrse.all below
the 25th _percentile:. Using grade four, sight and ten
resuits_the following picture emerged. Students who are
learning disabled (approximately 31,000 in Washington) have
a_median percentile score of 7 f¢r fourth -grade, 11 for .
eighth grade and 12 percentils for tenth grade. - Further, 84
to B85 percent of them score below the 24th percentile:_ In_
the state remediation program (serving approximately 28,500
students in grades 2-9) the median percentile scores are the
17th_and 16th percentiles in grades. four and eight
respectively; 63.to 67_percent of tlie stiidents score below

the 24th percentile. .sStudents in the bilingual program _

(over 15,000) score at the 15th, 6th, and 7th percentiles on
the average in grades four, eight, and ten, and 62 to 84

percent of them score below the 24th percentile.

. ___Considering the number of students in other prograiis
who score below_ the-25th percentile and the small_overlap in

services:among the special programs, one can eagily see why
some. Chapter 1 eligible students would not be receiving
Chapter 1 ssrvices, even though they qualify for them.

FINDING 4: IF NEEDY CHILDREN ARE NOT SERVED; IT IS PRIMARILY
BECAUSE CHAPTER 1 RESOURCES ARE INADEQUATE TO SERVE ALL
EHILDREN IN NEED,

ci.. ..I1f there is any cause _for concern iii the statistics
from the telephone survey and.the.other sources discussed
above, it is.this: Chapter 1 is significantly underfunded;

far more children are eligible than can be served.
A. FUNDS ARE INADEQUATE TO SERVE ALL ELIGIBLE CHILDREN:

,,,,,,, Six of the eleven states surveyed do statewide

testing of all students_at particular grade levels. In

those states, between 20 and 28 percent of their students
scored below the 25th percentile, but the States were able
to serve .only 7.1 percent to 13 percent of their total
school populations with Chapter 1 funds. Although all.

states reported having some service at-all grade levels;

from 75 to 95 percent of the children served were in grades

1-6. Therefore; a huge percentage of needy students at the

secondary ‘level received no chapter 1 seérvices at all die to

lack of adequate resources.- In fact, no state was able to

serve -in Chapter 1 even half of the number of students who
scored below the 25th percentile. To do so would have

required at least twice the amount of their current Chapter
1 allocations.

___ ___If éaﬁééﬁé;ignored,these,rQSiiEiég and looked éﬁiy at
the total number of unserved children in all grades, one
could reach a dangerous ard misleading conclusion that

low-achieving children weré being passed over for service.



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

16

B. COMBINING RESOURCES FROM ALL SPECIAL PROGRAMS LEAVES

UNSERVED CHILDREN BELOW THE 2STH PERCENTILE.

,7”777,Even in states -which_ have state compensatory_

education programs as well as b;llngual, handlcapped, and
migrant programs, the total number of students served.

those prograts and in Chapter. 1 did not.egual. the number of
students scoring below the 25th percentile on statewide
tests. With the Washington State. study indicating very

minimal overlap of services, one can see educators doing

their best to stretch limited doliars and still failing to
reach all children in need.

C. THE COST OF ADEQUATE SERVICES OUTSTRIPS THE AMOUNT
AVAILABLE.

‘According ¢o our state survey, the cost of providing
special educational services for low-~achieving children far

outstrips the average Chapter 1 contribution of $613 per-

part1c1pat1ng chiid. As an example, Washington State

received in 1986 5$440.14 for ,each child counted under the

chapter 1 formula (a totrsl allocation of approximately

$40,700,000 for.-. 93 000 children). _Approximately 20 percent
of -its:school "age population;_or_ 149;700 students; scored
below the 25th_percentile:. The average.cost per child of
providing . Chapter 1 services in the state was $674 per_
child, which.-is. lower than.the average cost in the states.
surveyed {$730.74.). 1Initially, then, the amount. received
per student is $100 to $200 less than the cost of providing

Chapter 1 services, and half again as many students need

services as drive the money available. This is a litany

repeated in state after state, Michigan receives $477 per
child for-a total:allocation of $143,105;532 _and serves ___
371,000 children in_Chapter:1l at an average cost of_ $745 per
child,. _Approximately 348,000 students score below the 25th
pérééﬁtiléi _.To serve. all of_those students would require
more than twice the Chapter 1 resoiirces they now have
available.

admInIstratIon of the program in local'school districts.

FINDING 5: WHILE CHAPTER i SERVICES ARE WELL-TARGETED ON THE
PGQRESQASGHQQ&SgWI?H{N;QIQQRICTS THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY, THE

EBUGATIG\1\T \1£\B'\ “nm ﬁf\"!\ﬂ'ﬂv. TH TG THUODODADE MINDATDL TN
CRITICIZE THE PROGRAH FOR SERVING*SGME —CHILDREN WHO ARE NOT

POOR.

A. CHAPTER 1 SERVICES ARE TARGETED ON SCHOOLS WITH
CONCENTRATIONS OF POOR CHILDREN.

19
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____Department_of Education officials have cited other
statistics which show that 60 to 66% of the children served

by Chapter 1 are not poor.

..~ _This is a spec1ods arguMenE. Neither Chapter 1 nor
Ti€le I has ever.based.individual student eligibility on the

'child or his family's income level. 1It is only in the

distribution of funds to local school districts that poverty
is a factor.. The Chapter. 1 funding formula is based on
numbers of poor children from census data.. Thls,leglslative

decision_was made_in recognition of: (1) the fact that

poverty data is-one of the few types of nationally-~ .
consistent;, objective data available down €o thée local 1eve1
and (2) evidence that the proportion of educationally
disadvantaged children is greatest in the areas with the

highest concentrations of poverty.

o Preliminary 1985-86 data from the final report of the
Department of Education’s National Assessment of Chapter 1_.

intended. - This data. indicates that 57% of children
currently served in Chapter 1_are in_schools where over 50%
of the children are from low-inhconie families. Another 18%
of Chapter 1 students are in schools in the second highest
poverty group, those with enrullments of 30% to 50%

low-income children. Thus, three~quarters of the public

from 308 to 100% of the children are poor. _Thus, although

digtricts do not consider an individual child's. family
income status as a program eligibility factor, these .

statistics provide overwhelming evidence that districts are

of low-income ohildren.

In sma11 school districts which have only one

bu11ding, or one building per grade span, that building has
the highest poverty level in the district automatically,;_

even though it may not _be_in_the highest poverty quartile

nationall This lower poverty level does not mean,

help from a Federally—funded program designed to prcovide
equal educational opportunity does not comport with the
intent of the Chapter 1 program or with the philosophy
behind F=2deral aid to education. But only with increased
funding will Chapter 1 be able to reach its goal of _

ducational help for all educationally
disadvantaced children.

T

Ll d

¢
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B. STUDENTS SELECTED FOR CHAPTER 1 DO NOT HAVE TO BE POOR;
THEY NEED ONLY BE EDUCATIONALLY DISADVANTAGED.
_______once funds are targeted on the poorest school
buildings; po:questions are asked in.Chapter 1.aboiit ah
individual child's poverty status. .Stiideiit selection, as
demonstrated earlier, is based on educational factors.

- _THis principle was wisely adopted from the outset of

Title I, 50 as to minimi. stigmatizing children; to avoid
putting school officials :n _a position of verifving family_ .
income, and tc ensure fair and equitable opportunity for all

educationally disadvantaged children to receive services.
_____ _To malign the program for failing t56 d6 what it was
never intended to do is urifair and misleading.

21
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CONCLUSION

__Current information confirms that students who are in
greatest need of supplementary services_are the ones: _

selected to receive Chapter 1-funded services. A very small

percentage of students were found to be misplaced according

to individuai school district selection criteria which were

all-within allowable: practice under the law. Even those
"misplaced,;"” were riot necessarily above the

Only 20 percent of students scoring below the 25th

percentile were not being served by Chapter 1, and- in the
vast majority of those cases; this was occurring for valid

reasons_--_students being served by another special program,
for example. i

reasons --

L The overriding reason why more eligible students are
not being seérved-in Chapter 1 is the lack of adequate
funding. Thure is Simply not enough Chapter 1 money to_
serve all eliyible schools or all eligible children. No _

better argument exists for fulfilling the stated intent of

the Special ‘Educational Needs Act of 1987, H. R. 950, the

legislation introduced by Chairman Hawkins and Congressman.
Goodling on February 4; 1987: "To seek methods €6 ultimately

extend such assistarce to all educationally deprived
children who are eligible for services under this Chapter.”

. _The Department's charges of poor targoting and
selection practices ignore the current situation: educatcors

are doing an excellent job with the resources they have. _
But with the growth in child poverty, minority populations;

single parent homes and other factors that correlate with

‘educational disadvantage; an increasing number. of children

need Chapter 1 assistance.  If we are to meet this challenge
in: the future,; we should concentrate our energies on -
building upon and expanding a program that has already been
proved effective, rather than attempting to discredit it

with guestionable data.

22
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APPENDIX A
Telephone Survey Questions
1. what is the total Chapter 1 allocacion for your state?
2. What is the amount per child you receive by formula?

3. What is the average cost per student of Sérving a child
with Chapter 1?
4. How many students are enrolled, grades K=127
5. How many students are served in Chapter 17
(@) What percent is this of the total school ag
population?
(b) What grade spans are served?

(c) What subject areas are served?

6. Do you have statewide tests?
(a) If so, what percent and number of students score
below the 25th percentile?
(b) Below the 50% percentile?
7. How many students are served by:
(a) Handicapped programs?
(b) Migrant (academic)?
(c) Bilingual/: 5L?
(d) state/Local Compensatory Education?
8. What is the average entry pre-test level percentilé rank

for Chapter 1 students in reading? 1In math?

9. what is the average poverty percentage in Chapter 1
served schools?

10. Based on your monitoring of your school districts; do
you find that the LEAs_ understand and adhers to.the "if
greatest need"” standard in their studernt selection
procedure?

o



