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’l . .
.Contained in this summary* are selected results from.a large scale study of
'Acompensatory reading programs funded primarily by Title I of theaElementary

\

and Secondary Education Act. The study was in1tiated by the Oifice cf
Planning, Budgeting.and Evaluation (OPBE) of the u. S Office of Education
and was conducted by the Educational Testing Service and- RMC Research

. Corporation.

i
3

The study had three major objectives:
. - To obtain a detailed'descriptionlof compensatory reading- . b

practices throughout the nation in grades 2,:4 and 63

et

¥

. To determine the possible relationships of such practices
with student reading skill. acquisition and their relative
~COBtS;

;. Tc obtain a detailed description of those practices that

were found to be associated with unusual effectiveness.

_To-accomplish these objectives the study Was.designetho be carried out
in phases.- The first phase involved a questionnaire survey of'a nationally

&

representative s@mple of U.S. public elementary schools to obtain informa-
tion on- their regular and compensatory reading practices. The second phase

involved pre:and post-testing'of'all'students in gradEs 2, 4_and”6 of a

- H

. - * Prepared by the u.s. Officelof'Education.»

'\).‘ o . . - ' .‘ _ 6




. 72i.‘
subsample of’the.original group of echools plue an additional:set ofi
schools with noteworthy (unusual) reading'prbgrams.f A third phase of the
study.examined summer programs in 8 subsample of echools_from the_second .
phase, Arfourgh phase'of the‘study entailed'a'seriee ofra'visits by teams
. of obeervere~toAa selgited group of'echools that displayed a. range of
effectiveness to verify ongoing practices, suggest reasons for |
program effectiveress.and obtain detailed information on those
found to be unusually effective. The following summary ie organized
o \around a seriles of questions and answers draning on the_results from
“each phaeelas appropriate. . N ‘
One of the first iseuee to be addreeeed in the study was that of delineatingn
| what was meant by compeneatory reading instruction. A very basic defini-
tion was adopted_ 'any reading instruction provided to etudents because
they are reading below their grade level.'" When combined;with other in-
formation about.the echoolefand their students, the definitionhcould be
narrowed in a number.of'alternative waye;for analyeis purposes.
The purpose of the firet phase of thegstudy was to.obtain a nationally.
Vrepreeentative description of compeneatory reading practices in
the elementary grades and to select schools.for more inteneive etudy
during the eubsequent academic year.‘ Ueing the above definition:of
compensatory reading a nationally representative sample of 731
elementary er*hoolc were selected on the basis of their eocio-econgmic
characteriqtics (comnunity income, percent minority and Title I el gibility);_
number of students and geographic locales (regional and- rurai—urban location)
‘The princigels and the teachers in gradee 2 4 and 6 of these schoole were

ﬁ_aeked to“provide detailed information on their reading prsctices, training '

and experience school characteristics and programe. o ST

~~ * The second phase was- carried out during the 1972-73 school year, -
\)‘ (4 ’ ' ) . . . v7 . .
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. . . From the 543 schoEﬁs responding to the survey* the following results

were obtained T . ‘ - o

N 90/ had some kind of compensatory reading instruction and
B - _ 704 received Title I funds;
. Thé dominant instrnctional approach waE'lingﬁistic:ﬁnnetic

. used by 66 54 and 33 percent of second Tourth and sixth

. : grade teacherS' respectively; ' 3 l ’ ?I

. Only 5/ of teachers did nct use basal readers,

—4——M?w;w~-m?—-.-“204 of teachers reported that they had free cheoice of

instructional materials; A

. 25% reported that.they had no choice at all.
.- However, almost all snpplemented.with materials. they

devised themselves;

.. Compensatory reading was most often conducted during regular

.-

- ~ reading instructionltimes;

. - Next most frequent:was before or after school hours
or during the summer;

. Comﬁensatory reading practices changed morg during the school

~year than did non-compensatory practices;

.:vThe different apprdaches'to‘compensatory reading could be'rEduced

.

~to five basic descriptors. along which they (viz. the approaches)

differed to different degrees———They were: . °

. .l H
[ d e

o ® Twenty-one schools weré no longer ia existence and there was a slightly
greater incidence of large city schools not responding. Szventy-six
. percent of the schools that could respond actuall y did so. See Rubin,

et al., 1973 and Trismen, et al.} 1975b for details on thwe results from
the first phase.
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.,;'Emphasis.on basic reading activities

e Emphasis»on use-of:audio—visual materials' o =
) . - . . ‘\\: . . ) - . ',
.. Emphasis on supplementary reading activities o ;gg

.. Emphagis on instructional flexibility
T ﬁ e ‘Emphasis'on instruction during time
released frdm other school subjects.

. By g*ouping the programs by their similarity on these five : IQQ .

&

.descriptors 11 distinctly different types of approaches could.

be'readily identified. |

-+ There were greater differences*among-schools in'these'approaches
'than there_were differences'amonéhteachers within a school;'

suggesting that the school (and its-teachers) is the basic unit

— R forwunderstanding1differences,among,compensatory-progransv
On the basis of the returms to this survey, the following types of schools
. . ) . . ) - \\ . N - ., -
were studied inteasively during the subsequent academic year_(called_the'.

second phase of the-study):
126 schools'with compensatory reading programs funded by Title I

80 schools with compensatory reading programs not funded by Title I

[l

(called non-Title I schools). - t - - S

26  schivols with‘no_conpensatory reading.programs (called non-compensatory °.

*schools). .
34 schools with noteworthy (unusual) compensatory reading programs

(representing a. variety of funding gources but selected

purposively, 28 of these schools were Title I funded)

a

266 Total*

* A slightly greater proportion of non-Title I schools that were requested )
' to participate in Phase II actually did so (someé 83%) compared with schools

with Title T programs or without any compensatory reading program {(some
.73z each) (see Trismen, et al., l975a, p..37).

3




-free lunch program, etc.; the resourcesqutilized by the different

set of questions pertaining to who gets compensatory gervices and

" . : ‘ ©

All students in grades 2,4 and 6 of these schools were administered'

o

a set of standardized reading skill measures in the ﬂarly Fall andk_

'again in the late Spring of the regular School year. *‘ (Two versions

or such tests. were given in order to encompass a range of sﬁ’il

'development.) Included alSU was a specially developed instrumant

. asseesing a student's liking for reading and positive feelings about

himgelf as a reader. During the: school ‘year information was

-

-collected on: each student 8 daily attendance in readicg instruction;

»

.details ‘on each teacher 8 instructional practices in reading as well

as the nature and extent of their training and expexience, individual

student\biographical information such as their prior exposure to

-~ El

compensatory instruction, ethnic background,3participation in the

4

- instructional approaches'and the standard costs of such resources.
. In addition the principal prdvided'detailed information on the
schools' policies and practices;

. The amount of resultant'information encompasses some fifty¥five

P
thousand students, almost three thousand of their teachers and the - .

principals of the 1266 schools located in almost that many school

' districts.' Analyses of such a voluminous amount of information can

‘ yield lengthy and complex resu1ts. For these the reader is referred

A ——

to _the technical reports listed in the last pages of this summafy

Selected results will be organized in what follows, around a basic

9 e

how they might benefit from such assistance.

,* The tests were administered by personnel especially hired and trained

for these purposes. Test scores collected especially for this study were .

not available in the early Fall to use as a basis for assigning students
to compensatory or non-compensatory groups.. A

\

1



About 45, 40 and 37 percent of ihe students at grades 2, 4 and 6

funds? o ’

respectively, in such schocl vecelve some form of special assistance
in reading to compensate for tbeir below grade level performance *
Comparable:percentages,bygsource of funds are: - L

v % Receiving Compensatory Assistance

f; R o - ‘ _ In Reading o ,
o Funding Source** GRADE LEVEL: 2 -~ 4 6 Average
= : -
Schools receiving Title I S _ ‘ ‘
 funds o I 48 kb 4h 45
Schools receiving funds other T - ) - _
than from Title I (Non-Title I) 41_ .33 30 - 35-

.e .These results show- that large propoctions oi students -

in these schools«receive some form of compensatory

U.

'} . .assistance in reading with the proportion served being

-

greatest at the lower_grades and greatest in schools
that receive Title I funds. - . -.

’ . e B : ‘ - . ‘o
The second question asks:

2. - How do students who receive compensatory‘assistance in
reading differ from other students with regard to: their fall
> . test performance; their liking for reading, their attributes and

experiences, and, how do such results differ'by the source of funds?

*  See Table 16B of Trismen, et al., 1975a.

: f* ggese{percentages are taken from Revised Tables 17ASC of Trismen, et. al

A\
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(a) Student's fall test pefformance'compared tc national test
2o . l'. . .

norms ;- -y

; The pefcentile-rank for the typical sthdept:who received éompenshtory

rg o Haésistancg in feading was 22'fof each of grades 2,:4 and 6*. The

3

percentfie'rank of the typical student who did not receive such

«w . assistance was 46, 48 and 53 for grgdes 2, 4 and 6, réspectiveiy;

~

3

»_Hencé, tﬁeir unaésisted peérs‘wepe'near the national average in their
. l ‘le;el 6f rea&ing skill developmeht. = .
Ihere:&érg édﬁe‘noteworphy diffefences ammﬁg-schools-with funds from . -
-different sources as caR\beseénffrom the foll;wing:\ " _ : | g

* Obtained by épnvgrfing the average MAT Total values for.grades 2 and
- 4 and STEP II total values for grade 6 in Table 234 (Trismen, et al., -
1975a) to their.:percentile equivalents using the individual norms
tables. ‘Averages will tend 'to -be closer to the national wean on

ind;vidual norms.phan thgy woqld'on a'distribution of grouﬁ'AVerages;

. W

——
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.

: Funding Source = o o

.

L Fall Percentile Ranks'for Students.Who.'
S - - Do and Do Not Recelve Compensatory
Assistance in Reading*

ERS

P

“Compensatory Students Non—Compensatory Students
GRADE LEVEL: 2 _b 6 2 4 6
. - RNt S r . n

Schools that receive Title 1 . U ' ’
' funds o S 20 - 20 22 42 . 46 50

' Schools receiving funds

from sources other than - o .
Title I (Non-Title I) : 24 24 24 ; 48 54 56
\ o M ' ¥ . . Ky . n, .
Non-Compensatory Schools - -\ 42 40 50
A\

",
\

" These figures show that compensitory students are about the same distance
. 5 h10% S ,

’
L I
’

v

R students in non-Title I schools is a manifestarion of _the greater con~ =~

'

o . .

behind the national norm (viz;'the SOth percentile)'at the different grade

X fevels whereas the relative position of unassisted students (viz. non-

) * al . . . .
S ) _ , . . )
compensatory’students) varies in a progressively increasing manner with
- & :

the é&ade level (the only excebtion being non-compensatory s.hools at the

fourth grade) Students in non*Titlﬁ L schools rank’ uniformly higher

. ‘ .)\
than do students in Title I schools. The fact th;t thes? differences

.
- .6 - . Y

(viz, the difference botween the compensatory and non—compen;ptory

) o - ’

students- ranks) are smaller for students in Titlc I schools thsn forv,tj“ -

;s RS

centration of low scoring students in Title I schoole. _. ' CoL b

o . )
« . . 1 J‘;.‘n _ Lo
. ' Y PSR

' | M . e

* Obtained by converting the average raw scores in Revised Table 23A to
,their percentile equivalents using the individual norms tables (Trismen,
"et al., 1976c). The MAT TOTAL was used for grades 2 and 4 and the = ..
STEP. If‘Reading for grade 6. . ) ‘

N f ! 3 ¢

< ¢ ) ; .
1! - : e
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o _Comparativeﬂanalyses of schools witn high and low
c0ncentrations'of.ponerty“level.students showed
that about,25% more of thelstudents in high poverty
schools would have qualified for comuensatsry services'
had they attended‘low poverty'schools. This tended
to be so for schooLs wl rhin each source of_funds at

R

“each grade_level.*

«d

(b) Their liking for reading and positive feelingslabout

themselves as.-readers in the(fall i
At the second grade, students who received compénsatory assistance had
‘ slightly less favorable feelings about themselves as readers and their °
| liking for reading ‘than did students who did not receive such assistance,
"At’ the fourth andfsirth grades compensatsry students had slightly more
favorable attitudes than.did non-compensatorf‘students. (These slightly
more.favurable attitudes could nst be attributed :; the'compensatery
assistance they received in priorlyears*f).

o~

- E—,

1

. °* See Table‘24 of Trismen, et al.,vl975a. These results are based upon

‘an early.classificatigp of schools before thuge with an "unknown"

funding source were clarified ‘and reclassified For these latter
see Triemen, ‘et. al., 1976¢c.

"

%% See: Table 22 and Table 29 of Trismen, et el., 1975a.
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. Students in Title I and in non-Title I schools were about equal in

the positiveness of their feelings [viz. there were no-appreciable
differences (three percent or more of the variance'accounted'
for) for students in Title I versus non-Title I schools]

)
(c) Student's attributes and experiences*

. . . About 56% of. the recipients were boys

. ‘Compensatory assisted students were about 2 months older
than non-compensatory students.
". On the average 62 percent of the participants were white.

- " ... .. By source of funds and gradehlevel the results were:

/ White of Compensatory Assisted Students -

; ‘ GRADE LEVEL 2 L 6 _ Average

Source of Funds

Schools that receiye Title I :
‘ funds = - . ‘ 61 . 59 59 60

Schools that receive Non- . S
Title I funds : 72 70 65 69

Vi

e ﬁThere tended toﬁbe a greater incidence of‘non—whites in
iseparate instructional groupings anb this. incidence was.
greater than would be expected solely on ‘the basis of
. depressed reading scores. [(However, non-whites may have-
additional kinds of educational disadvsntagemunt which
.marrant such separate groupings (e.g. limited Engiish-

speaking ability.)]

* The following statements will be qualified only when they do not hold |
for the different grade levels and funding sources.. The figures cited
were obtained from: sex, Table 14B; age, Table 20; ethnic background- :
Tables 18A-C, 20A-F; compensatory assistance and free luynch, 16A-C and
17A-C; grade level status and compensatory assistance, Table 42; prior
exposure, Table 31, of Trismen, et al., 1975a. Results for funding Source -
' comparisons can -be -found in the corresponding numbered revised ‘tables of
Trismen, et al., 1976c.

Q e . o c‘ . . .' : 113
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Of those students who received compensatory assistance in

reading over one-half also participated in the free lunch

program (54 60 and 56%. for grades 2, 4 and 6 respectively)

'..These results varied by scurce of funds as follows

% OF COMPENSATORY READING STUDENTS
WHO PARTICIPATE IN FREE LUNCH PROGRAM

SOURCE OF FUNDS - 2 )
Title I funded schools 60 - 66
Non%Title I funded schools 39 - ‘ 43-

6 Average
63 . 64
43 42

In summary.these results show.that sucag students who recelve conpensatoryl

assistance in reading—there_are_more

:_boys; older lder students; whites; and,

l______h__f________;____

free lunch participants. In schools that receive Title I funds greater

proportions of non-whites and free lunch participants are provided

assistance than is so .An schools that do not receive Title 1 funds

. Slightly less than half of the students at each grade level

(46% for grades 2 and 6, 487 for grade 4) participated in

the free lunch program.

.. Of the free lunch pérticipants, over one-half receivedf

compensatory assistance in reading.

level differences vere:

16

\

.. These results varied by source of funds and their grade



SOURCE OF FUNDS 2

-12-
© % of FREE LUNCH PARTICIPANTS WHO RECEIVE
COMPENSATORY ASSISTANCE IN READING

4 . _6 - Average
Title I funded schools’ 57 53 55 55
_Non-Title I funded schoole .43 " 39 L 32 38

- The preceding results show that a large propdortion (about one-half)

" of students from poverty backgrounds (yiz;-those who qualify for the

free lunch program) receive compensatory aSsistahce in reading and’
that this proportion tends to be greatest in schools that recelve

Title I funds.

N .« Of those students who were one or more years below—

v

grade iebel (oneéhalf at grade six, tﬁo-fifthsvét
grade'foﬁr g#d none at gféde two*)'57z received

“épmpensatory assistance ip reading at grade 6’a;d 687%
at gradé 4. | | L

.. By funding source the results were:

A B
% ONE OR MORE YEARS % OF ‘A RECEIVING :
BELOW GRADE LEVEL --_COMPENSATORY ASSSTANCE
SOURéElOF'FUNDslll GRADE: &4 6. Average ° 4 - . 6 - 'Aﬁerage ﬁ
“Title I funded schools 45 56 51 68 6l 64
NonaTigle I funded |
schools | ‘ 29 44" 37 68 51 - 60

* In the fail of the second gradé a student cahnot be more thamn one jear
below grade level. (However, he can be very far behind his peers and
very much in need of -assistance). - '

17
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' These results show that a large proportion (almost two-thirds)of the s
students who are ome or more years below grade.level in reading réceive '
compensatory assistance. The concentration of students below this level _ B
18 greatest in schools that recelve Title 1 funds. The proportion of
. students below this level who receive such services is greater in Title’ e
I schools at the sixth grade.
. At grade six, 28/ of the students were both one or more
years below grade leVel and free lunch participante' about

sixty-one percent of them received compensatory assistance P

. ' . l
[ . |

i
!

“in reading (comparable figures. for the- 4th*grade-are*24— ”‘—“”f”f“mmamf

and 70% respectively). '

" .s By source of funds the figures_are:
A o _ ._\\ B

% BOTH ONE OR MORE YEARS BELOW ¥%.OF A RECEIVING

GRADE LEVEL AND FREE LUNCH COMPENSATORY ASSISTANCE ‘
PARTICIPANTS C ' .
SOURCE. OF FUNDS , GRADES: 4 _ﬁ_ Average ~ 4 6 Average - .
Title T fnnded'schools 31 34 33 70 68 .69
Non—Title I funded schools 13- él 17 | 70 49 ~ 60
PThese results show that large proportions‘of studcnts who are both . .

S . v from poverty backgrounds and are one or more years below grade level
Lo , receive compensatory assistance in reading. The concentration of such
students is much greater in’ Title I schools and there is a tendency

:H~ . -for proportionately more of them to be served at the sixth grade.

18
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~

. In tne fall, students who were receiving compensatory assistance"
in reading had varying degrees of exposure to compensatorj ’
assistance in prior.years as follows:

% BY GRADE LEVEL

R S T
} «+ No prior compensatory _ ’ C .
S assistance . 44 - 31 32 N :
. LN ‘ ) . ° . ' a ) \\‘.\,n :
- ae One year ‘or--less of S . . . NG
___....compensatory. assistance«m~m4- ----- — — - T \\\\
in prior years e 50 26 22 o h
.. More than one year of
- prior compensatory v ‘< S :
. assistance S 6 43 46 e
T . Thege results varied by funding source and grade levei as followsa, = T

% BY SOURCE OF FUNDS

GRADE TWO S . TITLE I - NON-TITLE I
B ﬁo prior assistance - N 43 Y .
- 'eone'year‘or less w"‘ o » 1 50 . ‘ 24%
Moreﬂtnan‘one year ;, o 7. .5 t'
GRADE FOUR o f . MITE I NON-TITLE I |
Noiériér asﬁistance o - .‘-. 351 29 \
One year.or less = | "“ j. 28  : | .22 :
| fv More‘than-one year = ' o 40 | 49
GRADE STX .. © IMET . NONSTITLE I
No<orior assistance. ' 36 26
‘One year or less - ".ﬁ 22 22
More than one yearab L . 42 o 52

g

% See Revised Table 31 offTrismen, et al., 1976c.
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" These results show that as one ascends the grade levele, proportionately
more of the students being served have had prior aeeierance and

proportionately fewer have had little ‘(one year or less) or no prior

aeeistance. Thie rrend is more pronounced in non-Title I than in Title

'.I“echools. This difference may be due to the greater concentration of
. low ecoring students in Title I echoole and the Title I requirement to

serve the most’ needy etudents each. year (L. e.~ae children Progress _?~__{__"

through Title I schoole there may be a tendency to replace compeneatory

: reading s.udeats who have achieved limited success by othere ‘who are _;ia___~ef~

~ __,.-__Jnore~ner,g.y)—- e

- ]
e e i =

<

Our third Queetion aska:
3.. How do the services that compeneatory etudents receive differ

T\S\;\ B from thoee received by other students with regard to: the amount of

" reading inetruction, and, the cost and nature of thoee services .

received?* e

\\.i
—

~(a) The student ‘8 exposure\to\reading instruction during

, " . - the school yeark*, - ' ) \“m~»

B d

. Overall,etudents who received compensatory aeeietance in T T
- ™

e

reading received exposure tc: ‘reading instruction on a greater
number of days than did other etudents.‘ However, these.
reeults -differed by classroom grouping practices and a

. \ R . . -
i - grade level ae follows:

* As before, the following statements will not be qualified with
regard to source of funds unlees differences were found

** See Tables 25A and B and 26A and B for expdsure rates and Table
- 35 for student movement, of Trismen, et al., 1975a.

Q ‘.”.lv - b' u j . - 20




e
.. Students'whohreceived compensatory assistance
in.classrooms in which there were also students
who were not receiving‘compensatory.assistance

were exposed to reading‘-nstruction on a greater,‘

- number. of days (21, 20 and 8 more days at. grades 2

4 and ‘6 respectively) than were other students An the

_classroom. e - '

.. Students who received their compensatory

instruction in_classrooms-“with only other“

e e ,
2 —— e e e T

et
e

compensatory students were expose d to such instruction L
i \d o von a slightly fewer number of days than were
_ non-compensatory students in’ other classrooms
Qa, 9 and 7 fewer days for grades 2 4 and 6,
respectively)
Cee However, the instruction received in. this
latter‘arrangement may be more intensive
. (viz. lower pupil-teacher ratio, greater
use of equipment aad materials, etc ) for
compensatory students when it is offered
- - . " . Sixth grade students in<non-Title I schools
| received_about‘ll hours moredinstruction in
reading than did students in Title I schools
(this refers to both’compensatory and non—‘.
jcompensatory,students in such schools)ﬁ.‘:

;\See Revised Table 26A of Trismen, et al., 1976c.

A
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. Once it is decided %hat a student is to receive coumpensatory’

assistance in reading, he continues to receive such assistance

throughout the re;ular school year (viz. only one percent of

all~changes in status were from compensatory to’ non-

-
o ﬁ_r____compensatory during this time- period)wﬂ._fili e : —
: B Once_;;/is_decided that_a studentﬂis to- receive-(or s not to T
- .%egeiye) compensatory asglstance in reading, the amnount of SN
—— reading instruction he.receives does not vary withchis test
score (Viz. within each ofgthe conpensatory and;non;compensatory
N ‘.'categoriesdtheretuas _virtually'no relationship between a
; '.’a;f . 'student's Fali;reading test_scores ard his/her'amount of'.
.. | .instruction?**.j S ‘Eﬁ. _ s .
~(b) The cost of servicss reCeived**i. ‘“f o - ' — g

[N

i : - (1) Total Standard Per Student Costs for-Reading Associated

With Different Instructional Arrangements._'

* See Trismen, et al., 1976c. . .
t T %k Gee PP- 1154118 of.Trismen, et al., 1975a. -
These cost figures are not the usual kind- of per-pupil expenditure
anc consequently do not‘reflect all of the differences normally
found in such ratios. They were derived by obtaining detailed

. information on. the resources utilized in both regular and compensatory,

: instruction and then applying\standard cost figures to these (e.g. a
manufacturer's cost figure would be used fcr a teaching machine and

. .a standard salary rate for a teacher of a given level of training and
, - experience) For details see Dienemann, et al., 31974 ‘and Tables 16-18
- of Flynn, et 'al., 1976. For the appropriate analyses see Trismen, -
et al., l976c unless irﬂicated otherwiSe.

kkk




Compensatory’Students-l
"o Received Their
"Reading Instruction:

~18~

'Ayerage'Number of
Students Per Class

’ Percent of All
Students in Schools Total Cost Per

With Compensatory
Programs

-Student in

.Dollars

It classrooms that
* also contain non-

__compensatory studentsk 27 szt . §152

~In classrooms with -
only other compensatory , K ) . .

~\students : Y , ' 26 s 23 - $199

s e — A e tateers

- In small——special reading“f”*‘
groups with only gcther . . : :
compensatory students** S a8 i 2 - ' $664

In small,jspecial reading
groups thatalso contain _ :
- non-compensatory students¥* 1z o 2. , f -$580

.Non-Compensatory'Students
- Who Received Their Reading
" Instruction:

. -

In classrooms comprised
only of other non-compensatory . ’
., Btudents : _ . 28 . . - 21 . . $140

L3

o . . ) . T

In classrooms of schools that
* don't offer’ compensatory T I -
programs . ' 27 n - L " 8148
B T@e cost model was not sensitive enough to pick up differences between com-
' pensatory and mon-compensatory students in the same classrooms. To do so
detailed observations of resource utilization patterng within each classroom
" would have been required Therefore, the cost figure is an gverage for all
the children,in the classroom. .

.=~. .

:.** This" amall group instruction is in addition ‘to their regular classroom
‘instruction) ¢ ; '
\a. .
+ Non-compenaatory students may be found in such classes because they attained
this designation in the early Fall but may have manifested a need for special
assistance during the course of the school. year. -

o

'f*‘About 39 percent‘ofhthe students in this category received compensatory
. assistance in readi . , . ¢

‘l\. N
N

FUCK IR
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The above figures do not represent differences within a sing%e.
school district for. there were almost as many ‘districts as there

were schools represented in the study (viz. nearly one school per

. \\h . ’ .o 1"' .
district) They show that: _ —— 2.

s+ _The. average number of students énrolled in the different

_ instructional groupings are'Very similar except for the f~ -
smell, Special;reading groups yhich have almost two—thirds‘
! . fewer‘students than the-others. o - ‘
.'\\ - W« In schools that offer compensatory reading programs almost
- half of the students (some 52 percent) obtain their reading
uinstruction in classrooms of miXed compensatory and non:
-compensatory students and of these students somewhat more
than one-third (394) recelve some form. of compensatory
assistance in reading. |
;, Slightly less than one—fourth (some 23 percent)

' of the‘studentsaobtained their reading instruction

* in classes with only.other compensatory students while °

@ ~

another;twenty-oneApercent received their instruction -

in classes“comprised only of other nonecompensatory

"students. | | | o
.. About four percent of the students received their

reading instruction 4n small, special reading groups,. .

This instruction was ln addition to rheir regular

classroom instruction. o 0




LN e

. Costsnof'regular reading_programs (non-compensatory)

in schoola.that do and don't offer compensatory o e
/
v prog‘ams are very similar ($l40 versus $l48) e
.. Each category of compensatory student receives ": ?

3%*, 34%, 3492 and.29ZZ,respectively, more

resources than_do students.in.schgols that don't

: of fer compensatory programs. e

—— _ «.. Students in combined classes receive" about
\\\\\\\;\;\\‘\\\\ combined

' 3 percent**~more resources than do students in

. mf - : schools that don't offer compensatory programs v
($152"ve. $148) g A L

. _' -;.. Compensatory students in separated classes . | |

| : receive about 42 percent more resources than:'
their non—compensatory counterparts ($l9§ vs.
$140). |

vee 'Students in small, special reading groups‘of

) ' o - - mixed compensatory and non‘compensatory students

B | receive y 282% more resources than'their com-

pensatoryfcounterpaxts in comhined'classes L >

‘($5801ys{ $l52).

2 0

* This is an underestimate since the resource-cost model dig not ;
differentiate between ts.ompensatory and non—compensetory students Y
in the same classroomerather a single dollar figure was used to:

. represent the services for both categories of students.

*% Note the prior limitation on the total cost figure'for mixed classes
of compensatory and non-compensatory students.. .

L

By,

T




N - e .;..Stddents in small, specialﬁreadingjgroups of

O -ﬂ<5 only other compensatory students receiyt o

: o i AN A T :
L. /4/ ' o -\2342 more resources than their compensatory .

counterparts in larger separate clasaes ($664 vs

; P L
N\ ’; .\-:r,-,-,
. o

$199),,'j“_" |

Other analyses* showed that:

“

. Differences in costs of compensatory programs across grade

levels aren't appreciable whereas those for regular programs
' " "
. are (witb .cogts for the laLter being greater at the lower
grades). ‘ S o ‘\;

. ‘ . For both compensatory and regular programs, cost differences

5

) between schools were greater than differences among classrooms

-

. . ( : o - Sa : '

"within schools._\ : - . T \ e T
Y | P ‘ _ o o . ;f‘ o -
s (ii} Per Student Reading Costs by Source of Funds** and Nature of
'Services Received. o R C coal

e . Figures comparable tc the prcceding are given below for schools

"

" with® compensatory reading programs funded by Title I and for 1'5 v
schools with compensatory reading progrsms funded by sou‘ces other

o

'than Title I. -

“ g P % See Sienemann,.et al., 1974

- - ",

owk See Trismen, et al., 1976c for these analyses.f«

"a_ ' . . I8

‘.
I

-,
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These figures show'that:" : -
. The oize of the instructional groups (viz, average number. of

students per class) are. nearly identical for Title I and for

Gt

'non-Title I schools except for small, special reading groups

' which are very slightlv larger for Title I sclhiools. ‘ .
I" ‘.I ‘

‘,. The percent of students served in the mixed classroom settings

! <

(viz. clasarooms that contain both compensatory and non-compen-

satory students) is very siiilar for the two categories of

o . schools but the_percent seryed by.the remaining‘instructional'
groupings differs as‘follows:
| ..~;Title‘l schools serve proportionetely.more of their
students in separate classrooms (viz. in classrooms with

L ‘ o only other compensatory students) and in smal] special

reading.groups than do non-Title I schools (6% versus 2%

"for the latter).

-

L ) .. .Non-Title I schools serve proportionately more of their

students in classrooms comprised only of other\non-com—'

.‘ .. N . . ' ’.Nai‘ .
o N pensatory students than do Title I schools.

. Other analyses showed that of all the students in the study whose
school had a compensatory reading program 62/ were in Title I

// funded schools and 38% were in non-Title I schools*,
// ' o -
o //' . The total student costs do not ‘differ subetantially among the.
/ .

two categories of. schools with'

o

.";.* See Trismen, et al., 1976c. .-

\P !
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. Title I funded schools spending slightly more in
: absolute amounte (except for one category of small.
special reading groups) than non—Title I funded

schools.

. -
™

Non-Title I schools tending'to spend proportionately
morebon'their'different Categories of compensatory
students than do Title I funded'schools (viz. relative
to the dollar amount each spends on claastooms compriged
only of other nen- compensatory students)

. These Title I non-Title I cost values were not conmsistent in the
-direction of their‘differences across the grade levels, however;
the extent to which one exceeded the other was never uery large*

Other analyses showed thst '
. .PrOportionately,more Title I'schools had'orograms which.cégld be

readily and meaningfully described than,did non-Title I schools**,

. More programs in non-Title I schools tended to deemphasize
~ basic, reading activities and put more emphasié.on the use of
audio-visual equipment and materials and indicated less instruc~

‘tional flexibility tham did programe in Title I schools:k%

.*. See Trismen,,et al., 1976c.

k& Viz More of them could be categor*zed in the typology of programs “
~that was developed. See €luster 11 of Revised Table 40 of Trismen,
et al » 1976c.

*k% See Clusters 2a and 4a of Revised Table “40 of" Trismen, ‘et al l976c.;

[}

S 29
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These results show that there was _very little difference in class size
for the different instructional groupings and funding sources except

for the small special reading groups which ‘were:8lmost two—thirds smaller .

than the other groupings. Compensatory assisted students received

'a greater level of resources tahn did non-

compensatory students with this difference being most pronounced for

i small, special-reading groups. Title I funded schools served more of
D . . S

‘their'students in such small, special reading groups than did non~

\Title I schools (6% versus 2%). .Overall, Title I funded schools tended

to spend sligntly more in absolute amounts on their compensatory students

sthan did non-Title T funded scheools. HoWever, non—Title I schools tended

_to spend proportionately more on their compensatory students relative to

_ their non-compenﬂatory students than did Title I funded schools. Finally,

proportionately more’ Title I programs could be readily and meaningfully

described than could non—Title I programs.

ﬁ) . l . | N z T_liii_.-;




",:;f!gur fourth.question asks:

t 4, How do students who receive compensatory assistance in
-reading benefit.from these services when compared to other students
with regard to: their test performance; their liking for reading,

"and ‘the cost of such services and their source of funds?

To gauge how students who received compensatory assistance in reading
_might have benefitted from their experiences, their reading test
performance can be compared with othier students in the study who were
not s0. assisted and with national norms. Each of these comparisons is
'discussed in turn. ‘

Before discussing the results ot'these comparisons, however, it might
be well to dwell on what they might be expected to show. One important ;»‘
source of information ‘about the performance of disadvantaged (minority)
students comes- from the Equal Educational Opportunities Survey. Con-
ducted in 1965 at about the time of enactment of Title I-of ESEA but
before the impact of funds resulting from it could begin to be felt

' this national study" showed that disadvantaged (minority) students fell.
increasingly further behind their-more advantaged (non—minority) peers o
in their performance on measures of reading and mathematics at the higher
grade 1evels (Coleman, et al., l966)* In the absence of. Title I similar

results might be anticipated--one may ask therefore of the extent to which

' compensatory programs have, in the aggregate arrested this decliue._
- N

o

*  These disparities were ‘even more pronounced when students were
- separated into different categories of economic background {Okada,

. et al., 1969). Although the use of grade level equivalent scores
made this decline appear worse than it actually was, a decline was -
also evident in a more acceptable metric (Mayeske, et,al; 1973a,
page 115; 1975, page 48). ' (Such results were attenuated somewhat '
at the lower grade levels due to problems associated with identifying
young children's economic and ethnic. backgrounds ). More receat
evidence of a percentile decline comes from the Emergency School Ald

- Act Evaluation which showed that children in .grades 3, 4 and 5 of a . -
nationally representative sample of minority isolated schools (50%
or more non-white) performed: at: the 23rd, 18th and 19th percentiles
1respectively on national test norms for reading achievemént in the
'Spring of l973 (Ozenne D G., et al., l974) . 34 -

‘. - .' . ) . . . -




Insert to Footnote, Page 26 of 'the TechnicalISummary

.Finally, examination ofitrends for non—Follow Through students (those"

students who ‘were selected for comparison purposes in order to gauge:
the growth of students receiving the Follow Through models) showed- that 'f';

’ they manifested a percentile decline and this=dec11ne.was‘most

Qﬁronounced'for poor, central city, minority students., (Kaskowitz and

'Norwood,_l976)}
S N ) v '
Ref: Kaskowitz, D. and C. Norwood, 1976 'A'otudy of ‘the Norm'Referenced‘
Procedure as Apolied to.the Evaluation of Project Information Packages
Menlo ‘Park, Calif Stanford Research Instltute. L )

t
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(a) The test performance of compensatory reading students compared !

with other students in the study .Our first comparison focuses on the

relative improvement of differenthetegories of stidents in terms of

1

the percent of\items completed correctly on all. the reading skill tests :

!

_used in the Fall and again in the Spring * To illustrate trends ‘in the ©

daLa and to- plify the presentation, we shall express the number of
-itexs that compensatory students complete surcessfully as a percent of .

the items that weré successfully completed by students who did not re-.

-

ceive such assistance. For example, when we cite a figure of 7l for
second graders in the Fall, we mean that 7l percent of the items . success—

- fully completed by non—compensatory second graders were - also successfully
completed by compensatory second graders.** A corresponding figure of
‘85 for the Spring results means that the performance of compensatory T
. ~ assisted studeﬁts has moved closer to that of students not so assisted
in termg of the number of items they can successfully complete.. If'the
[ resultant figure were 100 it would indicate that the average number of items
correctly completed were ‘the same for both -groups. Kk :
*  For reasons that are,abundantly illustrated in. Appendix A of this..
"'Summary, grade level equivalent scores systematically distort test
results in ways that are detrimental touthe ‘judgment of student
" growth and project success. They should never be used in any kind
of evaluation. ' : B Yoo S
*k 'These ratios are obta*ned by dividing the average number of items
. correct for compensatory students by the average number:correct for
_ . _ non-compensatory students (see Revised Tables 23A, and :B of Zrismwen,
. S . et al., l976c) Leading decimal points have been omitted :

- Rkk It should be noted that during this time period all students showed -
considerible growth in terms of the number of reading skill items -
they could successfully complete. 'For example, at the second gradc_-
"in the Fall the average student ‘could complete about 49 items

, correctly and in the Spring 65 items (see Mat Total. in Table 12 of -
Trismen, et al., 1975a). All "percent correct rates" ‘are. computed
-on the Total score for.: the Metropolitan Achievement Test. These L
"percent correct rates" ‘were merely computed for summary purposes
.using the Metropolitan Tesults since the Metropolitan results allowed
for a.comparison dcross the different analytic techniques (e.g. .

"'percentiles versus percent correct rates, etc. ).- The actual" statisti—
cal analyses were based on raw and standard test scores.. For these:

'dj"f' o :see Tables: 23A and B; and Appendix C, of Trismen et al., l975a.
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. Thesge ' pereent ‘correct rates" for compeneatory students

relative to studeuts in schools without compensatory programs

"‘.‘_ - were: e . . .-. . ' - °
g GRADES FALL = SPRING SHIFT
2 o 76 2 88 . +12 .
s 1o 5 +5
6 18 . 83 . . +5
. . "Percent correct rates" for compensatory*students relative to
o .nonJCompensatory students in all schools_with compensatory
progrems were:’
GRADES . FALL © .  SPRING . SHIFT . .
"2 71 . 85 - - +14
" . ) R y 4 K . n . 65 . . . '. ‘ 71 . ) . +,.6 v- . ',,.
6 16 - 81 C+:5
i These;latter results‘ya?ied by souree of funds:as : ,;ueﬁ~~
¥ follows:*
2 ‘Schools That -Re- - -2 __ A -6
ceive Funds From: FALL SPRING SHIFT = FALL SPRING SHIFT  FALL SPRING SHIFT
Title I - qs 14 - 65 71. 6 15 80 - 5.
Non-Title I 69 85 '_-16 64 728 77 8L 4

These results show that compensatory students are further beh nd non--
o Compensatory students (in either their own schools or in schools that

: do not have such programs) in the Fall than in the Spring. The'extent :

' of this eatch-up 18 most pronounced at_the second grade.. Non-Title I

ok See:the MAT.Totals‘for Revised Tables 234 and B of Irismen;,et'al., 1976¢c.-

e ) ' . . ) .

34 -
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schools show a slightly greater shift than do Title I schools,':> A

. ©

. ' . except at the sixth- grade (it may be recalled that students in\\\.

. Title I schools ranked 1ower on the test in the” Fall than did ;; _ \\\\
/ , _ .

-

‘ students’in non-Title I schools) However, these increments are

. not’ appreciably different (viz. they do not account for three percent

o

or more of- the variance) for the different funding categories (see

'Trismen, et al., 1976c, Table A).

. 'Among students who were receiving compensatory assistance

-

Those who had such assistance in prior years tended to
rank lowerqon their fall reading test scores than
students who did not have such prior assistavce and to

: gain an ‘amount equal to or slightly less than those who

~ _ .....--- had never had such: prior assistauce *

o; The reader should be appriseduof the fact that these results"(viz.v -
.fJ : compensatory students being closer to non-compensatory students in

f . - the apring than in the Fall) tend to be dependent upon the analytic
:! L method employed o )

; . | l b o . : N

L ; Six different analytic techniques were. employed . They were:
|
|

1. Raw Scores. ‘for all students in the stuay these comparisons
_ involved the absolute number of test items. attained correctly in the

Fall and in the Spring

|

I

| .
S

k When the absolute numbers are _examined, as

'

|

!

in Appendix“A of this Summary,or their ratio's are taken as. they are

. _,_.,__.__————
el

- here, the comparisons show that compensatory students tend ‘to be closer

to non-compensatory studpnts in the Spring than in the. Fall

N E_ *. See Table 30 of Trismen, et al., l975a.,
| .
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2. Deviation Scorea: in these comparisons the average number ,
- — . : -

of items correct for compensatory students 'is subtracted from that o

\
—

o of non—compensatory students-and- 'his difference is divided by the 4
_,.,_.‘.A-'-——-;‘*’ . » ]
. total variability of all students in the study at that. point in tim‘= ,((/

s

(1.e. the standard deviation). When such deviati9n scores are com--

o

‘puted for the Fall and Spring test scores, as they are in Appendix B

of this Summary, they stiow” that compensatory students are about as

close or slightly tloser to non-compensatory students in the Spring than

l({

~. in the Fall. T

3. Encoding,of-Compensatory-Non—Compensatory Status"dnvthese

N °

-

,comparisons student compensatory—non-compensatory status is encoded as a
quantitative variable which is then correlated with test scores in the
~Fall and again- in the Spring. When such a correlatisn diminisbes in

magnitude from Fall to Spring it quantita.iVLly expresses the extent

I ,

‘to which the.groups have moved closer.together; These kinds of analyses
: showed.that compensatory-non-compensatory student test score\differences

~

_ tended to either stay the same or diminish somewhat from Fall to Spring

.depending ‘on the sub-test involved (see Appendix C of. Trismen, et al.,
R 1975a) ’ .

[
a

&, National Norms Deviation Scores" in the preceding analyses

uthe magnitude ‘of average differences between categories of students .
\ .

>

in the study were compare to each other. In the current analyses,

. the. average performance of di ferent categories of students in the

» . ~ *

study are compared to that of the\national average student as described '
~ in test publishers norms. - In these “analyses the difference betwqen each
. . - . T . | .
, category of studentt(e.g.'compensatory Or non-compensatory)

. and;the'nationallaverage 1g divided by_the>total student

36 \

o

'




- {; dispersion (viz. standard deviation) ' Both Fall and Spring norms were

\ available only at the fourth grude. The results of these analyses,

RS

given in Appsndix c of this Summary, showed that compensatory students
tended to be closer to. the national average in the Spring than in the

Fallxgith the extent of this ' cdtch-up" depending on the subtest involved. .-

, N . o g ‘
N .
5. "Raw Gains Analyses. in these analyses the algebraic difference

between a student 8. test score iﬁ*the pring and ‘in the Fall is used

‘\

'as a variable which is related to other variables (e g. coupensatory N
.. versus non—compensatory_status) to see if-they_h:lp;to explain why some
' differences are larger than others. R |

\,
\,
.,
\ ~

_For these analyses the preponderance of the comparisons for ‘the difrerent C e

- L tests and subtests either showed no differences of practical significance
v-.between compensatory and non-compensatory students (viz. rhe group

differences accounted for less than three percent of the variation) or.

pshowed differences favoring the gains of compensatory students (73b

favoring compensstory Versus 27/ for non-compe satory, see Table A of

EEEE 1 Appendix C of Trismen, et al.,‘1975a*)

{

6. Residual Gains Analyses. in residual gains analyses an expected‘

Spring test score 15 obtained fnr each instructional group based upon it's Fall

~3 L
)

*These percentages were cowputed from the following three comparisons .
in Table A: (1) All CR versus NCR in NCR schools; (2) CR combined
versus NCR combined both in CR’ schools; and, (3) CR separate versus
NCR separate both in CR schools. Most of the differences of practical-
significance favoring the "gains". of comeensatory students came from
'the second” comparison (ll of 14). '
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'test score and\then, the extent to which an instructional group 8 actual
e e T
. . -.\ - _———'*"""

Spring- test score exceeds this expected score 1is obtained This residual

‘ gain.score“(expected opring score minus- antual Spring score) is.
\\ : L then related to ‘other- variables, such as compensatory-non-compensatory

N status, to see if they help £o explain the magndtude of che residual
S . . .
"gains.- There were three kinds of comparisions of particular importance *

ﬂ\ - They were a comparison of the residual gain of. (l) all” compensatory
;students with all non—compensatory stude s; (2) all compensatory students

;versus all students in schools that\did not offer compensatory programs**",

-ty

\\_ 3 and, (3) all compensatory students versus all non-compensatoxy students

-e -

in their same'schools. Resulcs for the first comparison-showed that
on only two of the seventeen test scores analyzed wes there a diffexence
..of eny practical significance (viz., aecounted for three percent or more

-of the total variance) ‘and in theae cases (second grade Metropolitan

.stories and Coop scales) non—compensatory studéhts gained slightly

more than compensatory students. For the: remainsar, compensatory

students bained to about the same extent as_ did non-compensatory students. '

In ‘the second comparison, compensatory students gained to the same extent
- ‘t" - ‘ < .
'as did non-compensatory students for 14 of the 17 sc les.- For “the

S

L]

'remainder the groups were not comparable due to their having different

. regression curves (at the sixth grade only). In’ the last comparison,
. ke i
there were no practical differences between the gains of ccmpensatory

~and non-compensatory students for.15 of the 17 scales. Of the remainder,

-

.

-

i * See Table 28 of Trismen, et al., l975a. These analyses used*Fall test

' score plus its square to obtain an expecte& Spring score. . :

_** ‘It may be seen’ in the next section that the test scores of students a
“in these latter schools were higher than those of compensatory
students in ‘the former schools. I . *

:h‘)‘

’ B .‘Ld

Q. .. ie -




one showed differences favoring somewhat the gains of non—compensatory
. It
students (aecond grade Metropolitan stories) while for the other scale

o

'the groups “were not comparable due to non—parallel regresﬂion curves.
o

'For an overwhelming preponderance of, these reading scales then (some

« -

86 percent overall) compensatory students grow at the same rate as do
"

-jnon—compensatory students (viz. they do not fall furrher benind) A
number ‘of . other analyses iavolving. classroom grouping practices showed
- that compensatory versus non—compensatory comparisons eithé% -did ot

show any practical differences in their gain (the one—exception being :

the Coop .8cale at the second grade) or that the regression curves for

the two groups were.not comparable (so;e 44 percent overall) These

'vresidual gain analyses then, support the assertion that compensatory

etudents do not fall urther behind non-compensatory students.l However, _
hoy do not support the. notion of their being tloser together in the

Spring than in the Fall :
iIn summary. all of ‘these analyses support the assertion that compensatory

'students tend not to fall further behind non—compensatory students during
lthe academiclyear. Further, results for ‘the first five analytic techniques .

tend to show that in going from Fall to Spring, compensatory students

improve their reading test scorés relative to their non—compensatory

counterparts: However, since the residual gain analyses do not support

- -this: notion this latter assertion cannot be made unequivocallj To ‘make

- . this assertion unequivocally one must first refute the notion that this

’

apparent movement" is not brought about merely by the. tendency of a
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4_at the other grade levels,*

“ . . - ) v . . .
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more extremejgroup to move closer to its population value#on e

a
-

; se’ond testing occasion than would a less extreme group (the'-

well-known "FPegression to the’ mean effect"). Although not -

. I3

completely refutable, such "regression effects" should be
minimal since the test scores collected as part of" this study
were not available for the use of local school personnel in-

. N

,assigningﬂstudents to a compensatory or a non-compensatory /)

group.* In addition, all );d displayed a high degree -

-of internal consistency (see Table ﬂf\bf Trismen, et. al l975a)
- » \__

.:so Ehat eXtreme scores. would be less likely to produce a

<
~ ~ -

rggression effect" As a consequence we shall regard this
Y. - . i . C R ~4

"novemetit" as_suggestive of thewuppeﬁslimit on the kinds of -

“ggins".that miéht actually be ocecurring. _ : e

o
'

‘ ‘o . o
\ - (b) Reading test performance of compensatory reading studentsr

-

-‘compared with national percentile test norms. Our next comparison
' focuseS'on fourth grade‘students and how theyifared compared to -

: national norms. Only fourth grade students are analyzed because

A : ~
‘both Fall and Spring norms were not available for the tests used

7

N

v
.

.,scores used for this study.

<&
r

_ ** All comparisons are based on the Metropolitan Achievement Test

and were obtained by converting the average raw score to its
percentile equivalent using the individual norms tables. (See
Reversed Tables 23A and B of Tripmen, et al., 1976c).. '

4 0

' * Viz.: these decisions ‘were made on some basis other than the res.',
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‘s The typical student who received compensatory assistence
.in reading at the fourth grade, maintained a 22nd per—
'centile e.anding from the early fall to the late spring
‘on the total reading scale. . ‘

ot s A Btudent who started at the 22nd percentile in

3
24

the Fall but made no progress during the school '
year (i - kept his”same raw score) would have
1,_ Jf“ _— o drOpped to the 12th percentile in the Spring.*
:5%; o .; For the same corresponding time period his/his
.typical advantaged schoolmate who oid not receiVe
;such assistance, moved from the 48th percentile
of the national norm in the fall to the 50th per-
centile in the spring-—an increase of two‘percentile
A - ranks, while students in.schools that did not offer
compensatory assistance in reading moved from the:
40th to the 44th percentile——an increase of four
' percentile ranks. **

I tabular form these results“were: Coe

' READING TOTAL SCALE !

o

Student Category . ) a1l '§pring
"Compensatory - - . 22 o022

Non—Compensatory in - .
noa-compensatory schools 40. - 44

' Non—compensatory in -
- gompensatory schools _ 48 - . 50

* This is an example included from the test norms for comparison .
purposes.

k% Similar analyses based on deviation scores shew compensatory students _
to be about the same distance.behind or cioser to the national" average K
in the Spring than in the Fall (see Appendix C of this report)
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. "By subtests the results were:

~#3L- . .. For WORD KNOWLEDGE
- Student Cateogry - . .. Fall - Spring
- Compemsatory & T - 22 . . . .20

Non-Comoeneetory in - oo .
non—compensatory schools " 40 ' 40

Non-compensatory in - ' .
compensatory schools ) 46 . 48 -

.. TFor READING

Studert Categgry T Fall - Spriag
< ~':Compensatory I _ 22 . g 26

Non-compensatory in . o :
non-compnnsatory schools 44 ) : 59

' Non—compensatory in. M o . "
'4compensatory schools . 50 . 52

L These regulgg show that for Word Knowledge.compensatory students
| dr0p slightly from Fall to Spring while nonmcompnnsatory students
“either stay the same or increase slightly. For the Reading scale
" both’ compensatory . students and studeats in schools that don t have
compensatory programs increase by 4 to’ 6 percentile tanka while the‘
_‘remaining non-compensatory students increase by 2 percentile ranks.

. By source of funds the results were:
. /

/

-,“‘!
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S * PERCENTILE RANKS FOR TOTAL READING

‘EﬂPE OF STUDENT

, . COMPENSATORY ASSISTED  NON-COMPENSATORY ASSISTED ~  °
~ Type of School ' Fall  Spring = Fall §2£igg
;I;ﬁie“i L 20 | | 20 | w4
';Non—fitlevI o 24 . 24 ‘  54 ' 60
Noﬁ—Compensétﬁfy — - "40 ,i ;4

These results show that%com§ensatory studentg ; regardless of the source of

funds,‘maintain their same relative status from Fall to Spfingpr.gheséf

'contrgsﬁ with the results for non-compensatory students who show an
increase in their percentile rank with this increase beihg greétest'in

non-Title I schools and least in Title I schools. However, there &aTe

ﬁarked differences aﬁong the separate. scales as can be seen from the

R

follqwing:
PERCENTiLE:RANké FOR WOKD .KNOWLEDGE
TYPE OF STUDENT
o COMPENSATORY ASSTSTED = NON-COMPENSATORY ASSISTED
Type of School . Fall ' ,525153 ) . Fall \\Sgringf
Title I. | 22 ;8' - 42 R 3&4
‘Non-Title I 2 o T sk 56
Non-Compensatory - - . 40 . 40

413
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S : 'PERCENTILE RANKS FOR READING
// . IYPE oF STUDENT .
/ﬁ,/ : © COMPENSATORY ASSISTED NON-COMPENSATORY ASSISTED
' .,T;vpe' of School . Fall SR Spring | Fall - 'Spring
:Title'Ih.;' | _}'5' 20 27 48 s
Non-Title I TS T 28 © 56 60
.NonfCompensatory | - - ‘f . 4;4 o 50 .

,These results .show .that for the. Word Knowledge sub-scale compensatory

l

students in Title I schools slip somewhat from Fall to Spring while _
those in non—Title I schools maintain their same relative rank Non-
cOmpensatory students in schools that don t have rompensatory p.ograms

v /
maintain their same relative status from Fall to Spring whereas other

N\

\
categories of non-compensatory students~increase their percentile rank

slightly. For .the Reading sub-scale all’ categories of students increase
their standing from Fall to Spring with this increase being greatest
,in non-Title I schoola or in schools that don' t\offer compensatory

\

. assistance. , - AN

i



.receiving the same amount of instruction).

,‘.
R

.
e

S e caniT
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Overall then these percentile analyses .show that Lhe

'concentration of low scoring students is greatest in.

Title pt schools with the result that their compensatory

- and non-compensatory students rank. lower than their -

counterparts in non-Title I schools. Similarly, noné'

compensatory students in ‘Title I schools lie’ closer to

‘the rank of students.in non—compensatory schools than:

to such students in non-Title I schools._ With one'

; iexception (Word Knowledge for compensatory students

IR

in Title I schools) all categories of students either o
maintain their same relative rank or advance slightly

with these advances tending to be greater in non-Title

_I schools. Undoubtedly_the greater concentration of

.feading problems in Title I schools as well_as the fact

-

I : .
that they provide compensatory assistance to lower

scoring (viz. more needy) students have an effect on the

advances they are able to manifest. The differential
”gains-for.the Reading versus the Word Knowledge scales'

~may reflect a greater emphasis given to the former at the

' 'fourth grade. Finally, one wonders if the gains manifested

: by non-compensatory students 4n schools that have compensatory

programs might-be attributable, in part, to the presence of
such a program (viz. their performance is not held back by the:

slower students as it would likely .. be if allfstudents»were,

]
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.::(C) Student'l liking for reading aetivities and poaitiye feelings .

_; o ~about themselves as readers. = . S 7:?>_
Students in this study can'be compared with one. anothe; as. well

_/{? - asg with those in an earlier study with’ regard to their affective;

growth.: Each type of comparison is discussed in turn.

Erom earlier discussions it may be recalled.that-the affective imstru- ~
. ment allowed a student to,indicate_how-positiveiy he felt.ahout
different reading activities and about himself.as a reader.‘ In Order |
to iliustrate the_reiatiye status of compensatory.and non-compensatory'
students on this*measure we have computed ratio's similar to thosen
in a preceeding section. Thevnumerator_of.thisvratio represents_a
rescaling of the_number)of'positiye'choices made by compensatory
students and the'denominator; a rescaling of the.number of positiye
choices'made by.non-compensatory students; - When the ratio'is‘less
‘than onelit indicates that compensatory students made fewer positive
"choices than non-compensatory students; equal to one—-that the groups
- are about equal and, greater "than one--that compensatory ‘students had '
more positive choices than did non-compensatory studenta #
. When compensatory students were compared with students in

o - . ) ‘9

schools that did.not have c0mpensatory programs the fall and

i

sprlng ratios were:

* The following ratios are obtained from Table 28 of Trismen, et al.,
1975a by dividing the respective fall or epring values for com-
pensatory students by that of non-compensatory students. For the .
fourth and sixth grades a constant of one was added to each mean
before division. The values used are for the comparisons: "All . .
CR vs. NCR schools", and,. "All CR vs. All NCR, both in CR schools".
The statistical analyses are not based on.the ratios. -

>

I
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SR S o % aa -
B 3-'1; N gt

Grade' -  ‘Fall . Spring! Shift
2 T e Leeh T o
6 1.68 - . 1.64 -4

A;: When compensatory students were compared with non-compansatory :

students in their same schools the ratios were'

2 . .0 95 ;"' 05
o VR | _v1.74g' f 2,03 .29
& Coue 0 L .02

e These'results tended to differ by.the particular
comparisons being made. and within these by the
f‘analytic technique employed and the grade
“level involved. However bforva preponderance
of the- compsrisons there were either no differences
in the growth of the two groups or differences
slightly favoring compensatory students*. _
| ‘... Students in Title I and'non-Title'I schbols grev ‘E}_zjn."
: more favorable about ‘themselves to about the game
. o

extent at each grade level (there were, not*

appreciable differences among them)**

* For the residual gain (covariance) analyses in Table 28 of Trismen, et al.,
l975a the results were about one~third no difference end one-third slightly
in favor of compensatory gtudent gaing.  For the unconditional analyses in
Appendix C, the gain score analyses in. Table ‘A showed no differenc

; while those in Table B. which ‘encoded compensatory -non-compensat y
R ' status as a’ variable, showed either no change in status from Fall to
RANEEEE Spring or a shift_in the status of compensatory students closer to

’or surpassing that of non—compensatory students”

k% Viz, differences that accounted for three percent or more of the variance
' ‘(see Triamen, et. al, l976c, Table A) :

ERIC - e 4T
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| ..J. Among students in the fourth and sixth gradee who were -
receiving compensatory assistance, those who had such
assistance in prior years tended »to rank about the same

o

‘in the falllasnthose wnondid not.have any prior assistance..
However; those who had receivedlprior‘assistance became
'more favorable in their attitudes to a greater exten.
_ during the course of the year than did those who had
.. L _ " not had“any.prior assistance*, - |
'ln a_preceding section,results from the Eduality of Educational Opportunityy

Survey (Colenan, et.al;,.l966} were used to give &n approximate'indication

P o

i of whatuthe achievement-status of disadvantaged (ninority) students'night

e .

have been'prior‘to the. initiation of Title. le This same study also showed
-Edthat disadvantaged (minority) students became progresaively norc fatalistic
' about their ability to enhance their life circumstances through the avenue
of"education**. Although-tha currcnt.study didjnot.neasura a student's
_senaeﬁof fatalism it did deal with its antecedents‘insofar a8 they are
rooted. in his reading experiences. The'results'of the current study
- show tha*'compensatory students become increaaingly more favorable
.towards themselveshas readers and in their liking for reading activitiea
.and_improve more in those attitudes than do non—compensatory students_

(within each of grades 4_and 6 only). 'As a result they come to equal

or'sutpass;their-peers in this‘regard by'the close of the academfc year.

X See Table 29 of Trismen, at.al., 1975a.

*%  See especially, Mayeske, et al., 1973b, page 60. These were trends
: in the grads level averageu. ' :

,:,

-
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(@) Thé cost Of.BUCh*Bervicee and their source of funds. SRR

] A
Regults in "an earlier section showed that the most educationally needy

%
e "

’ students, as evidenced by their depresssed reading scores, were the
ones who were receiving compensatory services.- In dollars their_
services were from 3% to 3494 more costly per student than those

; offered non—compensatory students. Schools'with compensatory-reading\‘

~ programs funded by Title I'tended’ to spend slightly more per student in’
S ebsolute_amounts (except for onecspecial category of special reading
SR ;%foup) but slightly less in relative amounts eviz. relative to.services

' | provided nonecompensatory only students) than did schools‘with compensatory

reading progiams funded from sources other than Title I.

On the average ccmpensentory students tended to be as cloee or- eloner

to their‘non-disadvantaged peers in the‘spring thanvin the fall with

the extent'of this 'catch-up being greater at the lower thdn at the‘

higher grades. Although such results do not readily lend themselves

‘to cost-effectiveness calculations* they do suggest that student reading
; skill acquisition and liking for reading are enhanced by these additional
‘resources. However, extensive analyses did not uncover a ‘clear celation- :
"ship between the ‘level of resources (or their corresponding dollar amounts)
and the magnitude of 'skill growth experienced Rather, given a minimal

level of resources, the ways in which ‘they were utilized appeared more

important.than the sheer 'amount (e.g. the‘use of instructional aides

for clerical or‘eustodial fuactions rather than instructional activities) . *#*

% .See Flynn, et al., 1976b.

** See Fiynn, et al., 1976b for these extensive analyses.

49.
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Earlier'results'of'this study also'showed that coﬁpensatory students

t

were behind their less disadvantaged peers in their level of reading

skill development (as indexed by their percentile rank) in the fall to’

" ‘about the same extent at each grade level.. Such results suggest that :

the benefits students derive from these added resources may not

e,

accumulete acroas the years. Of.course, this latter cunjecture is

-Atempered by ‘the fact that it is the most educationally needy students

who are to be served each year and they are not. necessarily the same.

students from one year to the next (viz. a compensatory project does

" not carry’along its successes). Then too, compensatory students may

experience greater skil} losses over the summer months than do their

-
.

;o

non—disadvantaged peers,
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Our fifth question aske.

'5. Were there any unueually effective programs, and 1f there were, '
what made them so?* - j o B A:._ g : '1

',);_A It may be recalled from our - earlier diecuseion that 29 schoole which
| dieplayed a range of effectiveneee (e g. high medium, and low)

- in terms_of thei: compeneatory students growth ip reading skills. dvring
e.the academic year were selected for indepth study. Teame of trained** o
- observere.vieited each echool twice: to verify that the reading programs
A operated as they were believed to on the baeis of the teachere descrip-i‘
 tioms of their activities and ‘to develop poseible explanatione for project'

\g\ iA performance, and to further refine and clarify thoee explanations. Neither -

the observere nor the school personnel being visited knew the values of theA:

effectivenees rati g .

-

After” the visits were r‘ompleted the effectivenese scores weré\ compared P

-

. ith the obeervers judgmonts concernino project performance. There was a
—vm‘s \

. congensus that five of the programe were unusually effective by both
o standarde._ Four of the programs were funded by Title I The . fifth was

a compensatory programe which owed its origins, in part, to Title III of

ESEA.

These five compensatory programs were always either well above average,

A

N
or mear average\in their degree of effectiveness. However, their per-
"formance did not neceesarily follow a consietent pattern across the three

-,grade 1eVvels etudied\, For'eXample, one school was unusually b
N A ,

\
\

* Detaile on these resulte can be. found in Trismen, et al., 1976a.
\

*% Their training"emphasiéed what' to observe and how to make these
obeervatione objectively and reliably

\
. \ .
Y , o~

, | 3 N\ 51
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effective Bt the second grade whereas another was so only at the

second and sixth grades. of the remaining three, two. lacked a sixth

h' - . grade but were unusually effective at the other grade levels while ‘4*.,”

\\‘

R g the 1ast schddl was unusually effective at: all three grade levels.
Although not selected in terms of: their children s percentile gain*, the

availability of Fall and Spring norms for the hetropolitan Reading
. N . &
\
scores'at the fourth’ grade allowed for*such a comparison.' In the
\ . ?
three programs that were unusually effective at this grade leve_, L)

a typical compensatory student manifested an average percentile

3

. . . shift of seven ranks from the Fall to the Spring (from ‘the '17th

\ 0

v
percentile in the Fall to the 24th percentile in the - Spring on the

Y

Metropolitan total scale) For\the subtests corresponding results
S ’\..- :
< TN

. weref-" ' i , . | .
Fall \\2 + . Spring,
Word‘Knovledgeﬁ-J :“ 17 \\ o 24 ;
k\) '. Reading. - o '\\. | 27
. "-‘ﬁhen the costs‘of the compensatory proérems in these'fiveaéchools=

'were compared wi h those in the rem81ni1g schools,tney were not con-'

./( . sistently more or less expensive. Rather, ‘on the average they cost/

L e— e

about bhe _same _as the average of the other schools L

ENA

b * Unusually effentivn compensa*ory programs were identified by the
oL ‘exteant to which the average of all their test scores in- theS;pring
9 exceeded that which could be' expected on the basis of their Fall
o . scores (the residual gain criterion). . See TriSmen, et al., 1976a
' '  for these analyses. Percentile ranks were computed in the same-
" manner as described earlier. ’

e

kK see Flynn, et. al¢'l976b
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' There were Some elements that the observers felt were cbmmon to - . L
.these five programs. First, all had defined reading as dn important
.instructional goal had assigned it priority among the school

‘activities and had manifestei this commitment by expending more

-time on reading or on having a better quality of readiqg

_;: ' : .resourcesy Second in all five schools, there was effective educa—‘

tional leadership specific te the issue of reading (in three of five
i e * )
it was the principal) Third an outstanding feature of all five
-was careful attention to basic skills. Fourth in all of these
' ' schools there was a relative breadth of materials.' Last, in all five
;ASchools there was evidence of cross fertilization of ideas among
. ) teachﬁrs. : . S c _ ' ' '

t.

;o

: Additional insights into the nature of effectiveness were gained

(3

from detailed analyses of the observations-made by the teams when they -
visited the 29 schools.* Those classrooms on which there was achievement
' 5 . .o

o 'effectiveness information from the prior year/were visited by~ two

observers each time. at approximately eight week intervals, to rate classroom

activities and student teacher- interaction. These ratings were found »

to contain eleven characteristics which differeptiated among the

- classrooms of these 29-schools. When these characteristics were '?, -
- o

related to the achievement effectiveness information the following

-

' results were obtained o y .“’

s ot : . B

* See Triomen, et. al, 1976b, pp. 1-19% _ o -
. v . o . \ -
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. In grade 2, effectiveness was significantly and positively -
' related to the degree'of adult-centeredness of the class-.
room, to teacher affect (l‘king for the students) and to the :

' level of -Joint involvement of student-teacher interac*ion.in learning.

\

T, Effectiveness was negatively related to equa]ity o -f_ Q\"l

~

E . of teacher attention to\\tudents (second grade. only)

L .
T ﬂIn grade 4 effectiveness was again\gositively related to the-

':degree of adult centeredness of. the classroom and negatively
' \ . .
Ce L "related to punitive contnfl by the teacher. T = 2

P

» Im gradev6’ effectiveness wes positively related to‘the ': T

— \

\

LR

degtee of student autonomy and to the equality of teacher

-,

attention to students. .l . mq . I .

1. .; Effegtiveness'was‘negativel;'related to classroon :
v 'd , o .,{ i ; _affect anditeacher warmth (sikth é;ade only).;.g“
These'results snggest‘that differentlkinds of“teacher Behaviors

nay be effective depgnding-ﬂpon the sge/grade/maturational level '
of the students involved., Such results may also help to eyplain,

in part, the fact that Bome of the unusually effective programs
B -gere not uniform in their effect ac¥oss the grade IEVELB.

L3
[ R
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our sixth question 1s really a set of questions similar to the

preceding,only‘focusing on summer prograns«’ The first question

+

-asks: '"What was the incidence of summer‘compenSatcry programs,

coe

c .
their nature and costs?"

>

‘ Roughly 26 percent of Lhe 266 schools partici\ating in the stLdy
”during the regular thool year offered some\type of compensatory

activities during the summer months.‘ Almost‘half of the schools

that had summer programs (41%) Were included fxr further study

on the: basis of their willingness to parti ipate &nd their having »

. . A

- a SUffiCiéﬁ- nurber of summer students to make such an examination .

possible. When these latter schools’ (viz. the 27‘summer program.V

o

schools) were compared to the otners they were found to be.located
more frequently in the suburbs, to have a_compensatory program'

-funded by Title’I‘during the regular school year, to have slightly

¢

greater concentrations of compensatory students during the regular

‘school year, and, to a lesser extent had‘more'experienced teachers

“who sxpressed greater satisfaction with their administration*g.

. The information on which these discussions are based can be found in

~ Tables 24 through 45-of Trismen, et al., 1976b and Al-Salam, et al., -

1976 for the cost results. . Schools dncluded for the summer study
tended to have higher achievement scores during the regular school
_year than did the, remaining schools. Schools that refused to
_participate in' the summer study would have raised the ‘achievement
scores of summer students slightly. had they been included whereas:
"those ‘eliminated because of too few 'students would have lowered the
summer average somewhat had they been included.

** . See Tables 24 and 25 of Trlsmen, etval.,*l976b.for these rezdalts.



Summer programs differed from regular echool’year programs in the

-

follouing ways:* . o
. Attendance was voluntary .

.4 'All but one/of’the_schools had a shorter school.day.

o . -

.. School staff indicated that their instructional gioupsv

were smaller, that their instructlon was more flexible

4
._and individuali;ed, that they were more concerned with _

remediation and enrichment and that they used a greater
: " . .. . ) . ,‘. 2 K
variety of inmstructional materials.

.. . Smaller class sizes resulted in a greater percent of
total summer program cost going to staff ‘expenditures-

ﬂEBﬁ:in tketsumher versus 69Z in the regular year)
. Co/sts per student ho.lr of instruction were over 2.5 times greater”
jt, in/the summer than duzing the regular school year (56¢ per
. ) /
i} : ' summer session hour versus 22¢ per regular school eession hour).

. . . i

/ +s. Per etudent hourly cost in schools that received

LS

o lej : Title I.funds were 1.7 and l.ﬁuftimes more
‘\ EFX . u ‘expensive f°r.the regular'and-summer seseions \<\
v»\ ../, : respectively, than in .schools that did not receive ;'f\
‘x'f \\ | [ o BUCh\funds. : . ‘.. v
\ - .

l Lk See’ p&ies 30—34 of Tribmen, et al., 1976b.and” Tablen 22-24 o _
_ Al- Saﬂﬁm, 1976 for these results and those in the next se ion., o
S N -
|

N

\ / N

/ ‘\« ' ‘ ' 2 ‘ ’ >
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. Summer programs differed from;one another in the following
ways: |
: ,.i'Seuen:y_eight percentnof the schools had a fiue or six
" week summer program, 18% had a four week program and
ﬂ o . 4% an eight week program. |
i ' .1 .. The most frequent bases for determining pupil partici—
~pation were: depressed reading levels (247); teacher
or staff recommendations (247) and, parert request'
(217) |
.e 'In 85% of all summer study schools summery compensatory
reading'programs were funded uholly dr in part_by funds

supplementary to the regular school budget._

cew Forty-six percent of all summer study schools used
cs . ' o ?itle.l funds for such purposes._
x :.._ The most rrequent instructional apprdach was a combinatioan
_of linguistic—phonetic and language experience (63%)
..followed closely by linguistic-phonetic alone (11%) and -
r ecletic (llZ)
“ _..; Title I funded programs differed grom others
) ' ' 'l"in_that-they spent more time"improving motor
abilities related\to reading.
R s e Cost:differences among schools were pronounced and ,
were.primarily due toldiﬁferent_utilized‘resources;
different program lengths and differEnt.student—staffd

ratios. | _ _ S : '
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P ' S ' ...;. Cost differences among grade levels were not
app:eciably'different being 56, 54 and 46
dollars'per student for grades 2, 4 and 6

~respectively. ' BV

.e Programs that had a'remedial/compensatory emphasis

were about twice as expensive as those that had an
enrichment or enrichment/remedial emphasis*(about

§31 per student for the latter types versus about

it

N N
.$67 to $75 per student for the former types).

. Title I funded programs were about 77 percent more expensive
I

: than those ‘without such funding (8§70 per student for Title I

_ versus $40 for the others, this di ference being due primarily

Lo

to the greater compensatory emphasis of the former) *
R T ’ ] ‘\ ‘d .’ . . oy [X
Eﬂ‘n JEE RIS N it r M '\J \ ”’ ut AR / \ "‘

“*’*Our second" question

con; rning summer compensatory reading programs asks.
"How do students who attend them.differ with regard to their test scores
and background”"** | )
f ".. Students who attended a summer program differed from regular
year-students in-their same schools in the following ways:'

.. In the Fall students who ‘were to attend summer compensatory
progrsms the subsequent eummer attained slightly highgr
overall test_scores than did other compensatory_students

‘who would not attend such a program. By Spring their.

(viz. summer attendees) test scores‘substantially'exceeded

- those of regular year compensatory students except at the

eecond_grade where*theyfhad fallen slightly behind the

other compensatory students. .. -+ ., . - - :

% See Tables 16 and 17 of Al- Salam, et al., 1976._
** See’ Tables 31 through 34 of Trism@n, et al., l976b These analyses

' pertain to students who attended a. 1973 summer program. During the
' l972-73 school year they were in the second, fourth or sixth grade.




‘However, at’ the'fourth grade summer students were

“When compared to compensatory students in schools that !

'ffree lunch program during the regular school year.

-53-

... These same patterns also prevailed .when
summer attendees were compared to regular

year.compensatory students in schools that

did not offer/summer programs.'

In their liking for reading, summer attendees were no-
. different from their regular year compensatory counter—

'parts for both the fall and spring of the second grade.

tslightly more favorable for both;fall'and@spring results

wiile at the sixth grade they were less favorable in the

fall and mdre-tavorableainmthe~springgalﬁr¢;.”“"

Sy

s

did not, have summer programs, summer attendees tended

to have more positive attitudes toward themselves.as. \

readers. B R c S
' ’ Ny

s

Eighty—one percent of summer students were white whereas

-

-during the regular school year only 637 of the compensatory

4

,students in schools .that had summer programs were white.

Fifty—three percent were males whereas during the

-regular school year 57% of~the’compensatory students

in schools that had summer programs were males.

. Of the summer ‘school students, 35% participateddin the
- . L . . \ . . .

3

During the regular school yfar about 50% of the students
.4
in schools that had summer progrsms participated in the

\ .
N %

free lunch program.



e About'48Z of the summer students had had-prior assistance

LN

- 4n compensatory reading wﬁereas during the regular
school year almost 62% of Compensatory students in
these schools had received some form of prior com~-

_pensatory assistance/in reading.

. Students who attended a summer program differed from one

. another in the following vays:

.e Students in Title I funded schools scored lower than

.;. s 0

3. -

‘students in non—Title T funded schools .on both the Spring

tests and on those administered at. the completion of

_their summer sessfon.

-~

These results suggest that students who attend summe compensatory

" programs are proportionately somewhat less educatienally and

economically disadvantaged (as indexed by their test scores and free.
lunch/minority status, repectively) than are regular year compensatory- '
students who do not attend guch sessions. Furtherf students in
Title I funded summer prbgrams are more educationally disadvantaged

(as indexed by their test scores) than are other summer attendees. /

2

4'0ur'last‘question about'summer programs. asks: "How did students
benefit from their attendance and if some programs were more effective.

than otners, what sc-ounted for Lheil success?"*

P \

| * See Tables 39-43 of Trismen, et al., 1976b. The reader 1s’ reminded
that these analyses are based on only 27 BChOOLB involving less than
. 200 students.~ R :

4
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- Students who attended summer programs were able to' “'.f ﬂ.é
maintain the level of skill development they’ had
demonstrated on the Spring tests (viz. they did not :1 )
display.losses over the summer months'as would-be ST
expected of students who did not attend such programs,
' especially disadvantaged students)
e Students-in Title I funded programs schieved ani
. ' amount that was_equal to-that of'students‘in other“
programs.: o -
.o As a consequence the reading skill differences
| lamong these categories of students remained
+ ¢ the same from the spring to end of the Zummer
session (viz. Title I students d1d not fall

, fall further behind). 1

« Some programs were more successful than others [(viz. their

Kl

-’

students achieved to a greater or- lesser extent than would
“be expected on the ‘basis of their Spring test scores*]
When successful programs were compared with unsuccessful

ones 1t was. found that the succrssful ones: -

'..-:Concentrated on grade 2 programs and less on mulEi—

. . .
v . L o5
t ' N - .

age programs.

gt s
)

T _Had more teachers from other school districts and :
fewer who taught in that same, school during the -

regular schcol year.
* There were 8ix such schools for students who had completed grade 2 the
prior year (three successful and three: unsuccessful. Similarly, there -
were four 'such schools for students whc had completed grade four the

prior year (two successful and two unsuccessful)

61




T Had more’experienced teachers whoiindicared greater
satisfaction with various aspects of| the program
and tended to disagree in greater number to the
following: "The pupils want to learn but they don't
rhave the right background for school Jbrk"

e Did.not differ from the others in terms of ‘their type of
approach,.or,their.level:of resources utilized or.the
level of:associated cost of these.resources-(viz. they '
-were neither more nor less.expensive than the others) * &

. :The seventh and final question aska. - . o - \

'"How do the results of this study compare with those from earlier ‘time
periods and other Title I evaluation studies?"

:?This is- the first comprehensive national study of compensatory reading a

-vprograms, most of which were funded by Title I of the Elqnentary and .

Secondary Educatiou A"t (nearly: 58/ were Title I funded) ‘Early national

“fJ evaluation studies of‘Title [ were inconclusive-dué in part“to”the ianncy

L
and diffuseness of the program (uot targeted on basic skills and not ’

serving the most needy I xd=nts) snd due also to the lack of availability
e ' (-
. lﬁof evaluative data (early national evaluations depended upon picking up

3 \

whatever data happened to be available locally***) However,ta trend observed' '

‘ % See page 61 of Trismen, et a1.1.l976b. . ‘ Cd

** See Chapter 5 of Al-Salan, 1976. o ‘\

kkk A practice which, even now, will not permit methodologically sound
. inferences to be made about program impact. (See for exsmple
MAssessment .of Reading Activities. Funded Under the-Federal Program -
of Aid for Educationally Deprived Children", Governitent Frin'ing
" QOffice, Washington, D C., Décember 12, 1975)

\

62
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© in the annual State Ti;le I reﬁorts,'which have become.mofe{complete
© - in retent years, tends to show that student participants-achieve at
2 rate thaﬁ;is equal to or’ greater than that of the average stﬁdént,
- vhile they are in the program*,

‘Further support for these results. comes from- lecel Title I evaluations
. , g% , S -
e

. o wﬁich”éhow an 1ncreééihg_incidence of hiéhly successful prosécts“(by
._‘ ﬁighly succeséful is meant that project parficiﬁants ﬁarrow_the
distance ﬁhey'are behind ;he1£ more advantgged ﬁgers By about one- -
thir@ or more);ff' The results from these three sources pf'ev;déncqi
\\\fi(viz. népionalisgate and local Title I evalpafi;ns) coﬁtrast Qith
'those{fromma naE}éndl study éonducfed just pridr_gé funding of Title
I-which showaed that disadvantaged (minérit;)_student; fell increésingly-
further behind their more.gdvantaged knbﬁ;ﬁinority)-pee:s as they |
progreésé&_thréugh théir'years:of.schooliﬁg.aﬁd dévelqéed an increasing

_sensé of fatalism about their gbiiity to improve their life chances

through the avenues of educationk*x, .

\ —

\
[

f 'f.' See Gamel, et al., l§75; apdvThomas,'et al,,'l976.u

wy o

”ii* "See:. Annual Evaluation Report on Programs Administered by the U.S.
. Office of Education, FY 1975, pp. 91-94. U.S. Department of Health
Education and Welfare, Office of Education, Office of Planning,
Budgeting and Evaluation. (See Appendix D of this Summary for the
_ relevant pages). : _ ’ o
*xk See Coleman, et. al, 1966; Mayeske, et.al, 1973a, 1973b, 1975 and for °
more recent eviderice, Ozenne, 1973. Older students of'a2given baekground
were further behind majority students than were their younger counter-

. parts'quthe same background.

N . -
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Prior to 1965 there was less of a national focus on the achievemen
performance of disadvantaged children and,as ‘a consequence,their per-

formance was seldom selected out for comparison with their non-

_ disadvantaged peers. _However, as part of this study,an historical ’
,overview of students'performance'on”standardizedbreadin~ teats was

' made;l The survey concluded that for the ferty year. period prior to
]965 the average student (elementary ajg:gicondary grades) showed

a progressive lncrease in his or her-reading skills, - However, at
.about 1965 this increasing trend slowed down and since then a very
slight decline may_even have set in*. . This latter conjecture tends to
'he supported hy other evidence. For example,;results from'college
entrance examinations administered near - the completion of high school

show a definite decline in the perfoEmance oﬁ prospective appllcants
in the verbal and mathematics areas over this same time period
Similarly, results from the National Assessment of Educational Progress

,r!'

show a' decline in Science and Writing skills during a. rive year period**

:All.of these trends pertain to\the average or ahmve average student;
What then'might characterize the status of disadvantaged students_
for this same time nario?? Since most compensatory activities are-
: concentrated on the early elementary grades and focus on basic skillse :

it is instructive to note from the National Assessment results fbr.writiﬁg

T

* See: Farr, Tuinman,and Rowls (l974)
- %% See: NAEP Newsletters of 1975 (VIII,.(2)) and 1976 (IX(1))
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that nine year oldg actually improved in their\yriting“skills' : T

when compared. with their'countérpa;tsdoflfour yegps earlier.

. ) . ] ) . - \\ . C, o
.Similarly,'é special study of fundtionél.literacy;ﬁalso conducted
. ] . . M . . . L . .\\. . ) . ) . e
-by Natianal Assessment, showed that 17 year olds in Lg?ﬁ performed .

- better than their counterparts in 1971 and that those &po showed . 7
A . ‘ : L, ' '
.the greatest gains were children of parents with low edué@tional

-~

backgrounds.* ‘These two trends of a slowing down in the rate of

1ﬁpro§emen: for-the.tyﬁical or average student and an éccelgkftion of. o '
’ - . : R ' . X . S
this rate for disadvantaged students suggests that'compensatofyf
. L . . s - \
- ] . \
education may be wdrking against a general eultural trend.. The

el . .

YL s
L

X

“factor

s_undérlying thiéVCQI:uyai,trend,_if‘;ndeed one can -

be said to-exist at all, are'unknqwn at this time.** N

¢ >

* See: NAEP Functidnal Literacy (1975) T~ . N

** See especially .Harnischfeger and Wiley (1975) for an. examination of \
‘different bases for a trend and for an explication of the différent )
.factors involved. Investigation of a similar trend in England for = .

this same time period suggested that their decline.was due to two . \
. factors: (1) a.growing tendency on- the part of early elementary teachers’ \

"4 to let studfnts progress at their own pace rather than adhering to . <
- fixed standards of accomplishment. for given age/grade groups coupled
«with; (2) a lack of recognition on the part of later elementary teachers - \
' that they were responsible. for basic reading instruction and a lack
" of preparedness to engage in such instruction  (Start, '1972; Start

- and Wells, 1972), Regults from National Assessment on changes in -
- reading skills over a four to five year period will become ayailable

in"mid 1976, and will be more.definitive.concerning the existence

of such a trend. .

e}
Ut
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- more olderbthan'younger students, more boys;than girls, more poverty

AConclusions

Lmembershipainﬁvarious subpbpulations,'proportionately‘more.of these S

~60- - a

1

The preceding results say a lot about compensatory reading programs E—
“in general as well as ahout how the .statements might vary depending - AN
Upon the source of funds used to support such programs. As before

they can be organized around a“sat of questions, however, the questions

-

are fewer in number and more. general in nature.
1. In spboois that offer compensatory programs. are the most - : [
. ‘ . . - ’," N

educationally needy students oeing provided compensatory assistance

’

'in reading? Using the level of a student 8 performance on a standardized

"

I : .
reading measure as an index of his need for assistance the answer is

uunequivocally yes.' Schools that receive Title I funds have greater

concentrations of low scoring students and provide assistance to more

\

of them than do non-Title\I schools.'

. . o -
- - . o

Since the incidence of such needs differs depending upon a student's
subpopulations are provided services, For example, proportionately"

[

~»

, o ‘ _ o . , ,
than non-poverty students Cusing free lunch'participation as the index)

and more minority tima . non-minority students receive services than one

would expect merely on -the basis of their incidence in the general ..

population and these latter two are especially 80, for Title £ schools.
A

Nevertheless, the provision of services appears to be guided mainly bty

their need for special assistance in reading. >

.

x

.
&
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.2. Are the compensatory services supplemental to those usually

piovided students”in regular-(non-compensatory) reading-programs? Using

., cost, as developed from the resourceﬂcost model as an index of. the level

¥

of - resources provided, compensatory students do receive more services

»,

than thrlr non—compensatory counterparts "and-the = level of additional '
. resources varies with the nature of their insfructional group_membérﬁhip.j')-

Title I schools tended to spend more than’ n\ﬁ—Title I schodls in absolute

amounts but non-Title I schools tended to spend ‘more in relative amounts

(viz. they spent slightly more on their compensatory}students compared to
? }
non—compensatory students) when they didnoffer such special assistance.»

) howaver, the incidence of - small, special reading groups (the most expensive

T kind of’ instruc;lonal group) was much greater for Title I schools.-*

~

IR SR -3. How do compensatory reading students benefit from their special
.. . ‘ ) . . a M K , . . . 5
assistance’ . : : L :

4

: Ihe naturée’ of the results tended to vary somewhat depending upon the =
\ ' subtest and’ grade level being examined and upon the analytic technique ///,

'\"'-'. employed All -of th;wgg&lyses suppor: ed the assertion that compensato&y

\ . - H . -

-\\ ‘ students rend not to fall further behind non—compensatory students during

r

. \ the academic year (the.main exception vas for a scale called Word Knowledge)

BN Also,.percentile analyses showed'that with regard to the 50t percentile

-

(national norm) student, both compensatory and non—compensatory students"

s,

manifested improvement evan though ‘the latter had’a somewhat greater

\

cfzf\'!. percentile ‘ncrease than the former.. Other analyses, suggestedithat.for'

o -
.
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. o )
some of the'subétests,compensatOry Students\were closer to non-

‘compensatory students in their reading skill periotmance in the o - N

Spring than in the Fall However, since compensatory students
- ~$I tended _to.rank at about the same percentile in the Fall of the
8

secona, fourth and sixth grades it was suggested that gains acquired .

during the academic year tended not to hold up 1in subsequent years.*

' .t .

Such results woulg be affected by the fall off over the _summer

montha and the fact that the programs tend to serve the most needy

“

students each year and they are not necessarily the same students

from one year to the next'(this:is especially €0 for.Title I). iy

’

- L v o %
Students who receive compensatory assistance in reading tended to T

R become favorable towards themaelves as readers and toward thefr
reading activities to a degree that was equal to or greater than that —

'of their unassisted peers. This was go to the same extent for Title 1

'as for non-Title I students. Ca
cy . . . . ’ . [ v . »
< ' ®
- * ) ‘t
t o . ' " N N
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' oo © S i L .
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: * This observntion is not bused on. & follow—up of the _same individualv BN
5 students over a period of years. - _ . A DU
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4. How do_unusuallyfeffeFtive"programs differ from the others?
: _ e :

The five unusually effective programs could not be differentiated analytically"

from the others in terms of their use" of a single npproach to compensatory
reading. Similarly, their cost was neither more nor less than that of the
other'programs. The five appeared to share.a number of common elements”
fconcerned with what one might term a set of "planning and management‘ .

variables" (viz. all manifested a commitment to reading with a careful

focus on basic skills guided by effective leadership, with ideas shared ;

':emong staff members and with the staff having access to a relatively broad

array of materials). The”same programs were not”uniform in their degree

A . \

(of effectiveness at the‘different grade levels--an observation for which

-

l
\ l
!

other data suggested that a teacher 8 way of relating to his/her students B

might be involved. An index in percentile ‘ranks ,of the extent to which

- unusually cffective programs -exceeded the others was’ available from

oV 4
the results at the fourth grade.evIn Word Knowledge the typical compensatory

\

student slipped by two percentile ranks from the Fall to the Spring while

_the typical student in the unusually effective programs increased by seven
percentile_ranks. For the Reading sub-scale’the typical compensatory student

'increased by four percentile ranks while his cbunterpart in-the'unusually
effective programs increased by ten percentile?ranks from the Fall to

e

- the Spiing. Such figures_helﬁ toydevelop an appreclation of what is

[real*stically achievable in the aggregate for compensatory programs-- -

an increase in the seven to ten percenLi1e range in terms of national

1‘norms for inuivi%ual students is u ggsuglly good For some programs.

depending.upon the past.gains of their students served, the prevention

i - =

_ 60
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. of a loss of'this'order would be judged unusually7good eue though

L ) . hd

/

: \
.as a result of such an attainment their students would only maindéin

theirdsame percentile rank from Fall to Spring.

P . L ..
./‘ . U ° i

Tour of these five unusually effective programs were funded by /Title L

-

I. The fifth had its _origins in part in Title TIT of ESEA.

1
1

~

i
~

Questions similar to the preceding can ‘also be'posed of summer programs. . .

Ansvers to them showed the follow ng: L S~
1. With regard to need: students wh;\received cohpensatory'

A ' . . ‘ —

.-assistance in a;summer program had depressed reading scores during the

~ regular school year althougi th y were not as .low scoring as regular

year compenbatory students who /did not attend summer programs nor were

summer attendees-probortionat ly as poor. or mon-white Jas were their regular

year compensatory counterparts. . ' e

.. Studentsdin Titie I funded prograﬁs had'lower'test scores

. thrn did students i‘ non-Title I programs..

C2. With regard to level of resources: costs per student hour of
instruction'were 2:5 t%Bes'gr ater'in the sunmer t an during'the regular
s¢hool year: ' | /

. .

| , ‘ : .
'« Title!I funded progranms were about l.¢ times more 2xpensive than

non-Title I programs.
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.l_-'*i\i\.3.' With'regard to benefit: at'the time-of compietionﬁof their

summ programs student attendeesxdid not fall, below the level of skill

. -

devel ent they  had attained in the Spring.
«« Students in Title I funded programs achieved an amount equal
to that of students in non—Title I programs evein though the |

former scored lower on the Spring tests than did the latter

N
|

(viz. Title I students.did notvfall further behind)

|
A

4, With regard to unusually effective eummer programs five could be
'identified* however, they did not differ from others in terms of their
_ type of approach nor were they more nor less expensive than others——rather{
{a few characteristics of the teaching staff related to their experience :

and attitude toward their students appeared to play a prominent role.

\

* Three at grade two and.two at grade four.
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- Effectiveness of Alternative Compensatory ReadiAE Programs

Volume IV: Summer Programs. Bethesda ‘Md.: RMC Research

Corporation (URr231),
This report extends the resource-cost model to summer programs,
'presents-analyses of their standard costs and examines the

results of an attempt to perform cost-effectiveness calculations.
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an@ Analytic Study of Compensatory Reading Programs Final Report:

Volume 11 Princeton, New Jersey: Educational Testing Service
| g;;:;;:;;; .: | - }. o .

lhis report contains descriptions‘of: the manner in'which schools
with»varying_degrees of effectiveness. were identified; the ways in.
which site'visit teams'Were formed and utilized; and, the‘results
of their observations. ‘Included also are analyses’of schools that
-were oelected because they had unusual approaches to compensatory
inspfﬁZtion and the results of observations in selected otter types

by i

of schools (e.g.,; non-compensatory)
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* This addendum describesfthe;fzsnlts.of highly structured‘and detailed’

' observations that were made of teacher-and~student behaviors during

‘reading instrnction and'hon”these.were related to student reading
'skill attainment. Included also are analyses of summer programs,

2

:compirisons of the students who attended them and an analysis of their

o

' reading skill attainment.
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Trismen, Donald, A., and M. I. Waller,, l976c, A Descriptive

'i and Analytic Study of’ Compensatory Reading Programs. Addendum IT
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“
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This report ¢ontains the results of extensive <. narative analyses

of compensatory and non-compensatorv students w1th regard to their

*ﬁffffjg,. 'background attributes, test performance, ‘1iking for reading and -
L growth in reading skills as related to- their instructional
experiences. . ,7"'. R g‘ . B |
. : . LT
.Trismen Donald A.L M. I. Waller, G. Wilder and K. Butler-Nalin
l975b A Descriptive and Analytic Study of Cogpensatory Reading
-‘v R L " i Progg;ﬁs. Addendum to the Phase 1 Report. Princeton, New'Jersey:
o . x'rEducational Te;ting Service (PR—75 23) “

.'?34,4l This report presents the results of further analyses concerned with'

; indices of teacher background and their correlates, geographic com-
parisons* comparisons of schools that do and do not offer compensatory
reading programs; and a brief historical review,of‘reading‘instruc-

;_ i tional,practices~in the U.S. since colonial times.

'

Trismen, Donald A., l972 A Descriptive and’ Analymic Study of °

Compensatory‘Reading Programs. Pﬁinceton, New Jersey

Educational Testing Service (PR-72-2).,
. -This report summarizes results from the first six months og&the' _— ii
study concerned‘vith,the devel pment of.detailed'plansfand specifi~
cations.r.These include: sample.f“ame.development and.selectionj

. nguestionnnaire development' and detai]ed design considerations
pnt! - R

(1ncluding an Appendix volume)
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The’ first set of figures, given in Table- , compare the total numben

_of reading skill items completed correctly in the Fall and in the

" ¢ompensatory reading programs.’ These ‘d{fferences are more propounced

of the\year moving from 63 items correct in the Fall to 7l correct

L APPENDI.XA o _' o T

.

" The purpose of thié appendix is to illustrate that very different

conclusions about progrtm—impart—tan—be—reached depending upon ' '_” f' ft'
\ , : .

whether raw scores or grade level equivalents are used for analysis

purposes* R C . Ve e

'Spring. Examination of these data shows that compensatory students

<

.~ (CR) exhibit a greater increment in thHe number of items.correct from ‘
{ the Fall to the Spring than do,either hon-compensatory students in ' o f

- . ‘\their owm schools (NCR) or students'in-schools that donftchave

at the second'grade than at the higher-graae_levels. Further, when

e . .

these results are compared with the.Metropolitan Achievement'Test' :

(MA T) norms at the fourth grade ‘(the only grade level for which both .

'Fall and Spriny no;ms were available) one inds that all students

.

achieve at a greater rate than does the typica) dr average student /

~ The ayerage student shows an improvement of 8 items during the course_

I .
' ..f

in the Spring Hence, in terms of rawlscores, compensatory students /'
are’ cloper to their non-compensatory peers in the Spring than *4n the

Fall-—on the average they tend to catch up although a.considerable-

‘differense still remains.-._, o »,./ _ ST - e

. ' . o
. ;'..._, . B ) . W

* The data for these analyses are ta#en from Tables 23A and 23B of ¢
Trismen, et al., l975a (see MAT TOTALS) S : i !
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/' Table 1 ~ Mat Total Number of Items:CorreEt’f
. . -x‘; : . / .
. : ‘ £ oo E @ .
: : ; . .
: | - Test . -/ 'NCR=CR ° NCR Schopls- ! .
Gtade Level Administration CR* NCR** Differance NCR Schools***CR Difference
‘ Second Fall, 40.3 56.7  16.4 -  53.3 Do13.0°
4 ,' i - . . o .
fe Spring .. 59 70.0 10.4 . 67.8 8.2
: } - . . o ..
Difference - 19.3 13.3 | . 14,3
. Fourth -  Fall * " 39.3 60.7° 21,4 -  56.5 17.2
) " Spring  50.0 -70.1 20.1 . 66.4 16.4
t o , ;
' ‘Difference } 10.7 9.4 o 9.9
Tsixth . Fall ., . 57.8 76.2  18.4 . " 743 16.5
' pring 642 79.7 155 775 c13.3
. \ h ’ : [2- 0 -
-t ) © : - R
Difference - _ 6.4 | 3.5 S s 3.2 o
- i} "’ -
...... [
!
N |
\ [ - .
\; ) | "
..T\.\... - . © kY
A
\ L .
\ { - v
. i\ CR - students who receivéd compensatorz\assistance in- reading..:. i
' ﬁ*\ NCR - students in schools wi ompensatory reading programs who did not w o .
: '\ - receive such asssistanc¥ .
' *** .NCR. schools - students in- schools that. do not have compensatory/reading
‘ programs. - L , S "
. . . : & . o - s
L e - A
81 ' ‘ '
/ ,
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Tahle 2'4fMat“T9tal Grade’Level Equivalents

l.\ .//;/// .:' R i: o Lw"~ sl B ," S
S “Test ',"' 7 Rer-cR 3 NCR Schools- .

" Grade Level Administration CR** HCR**- Difference NCR Schools*** CR Difference
S S o o ’

: Seéghd . Fall~ . 1. 76 :2.31 . 55 e 2021 o 45,
SO e USpring ¢ 2.46 321 .75 3,05 259

- . ‘Difference . .70 .90 ' . - " .84

. Fourth TFall' - 2,93 4:36 143 a0 . - 117
© . spring | 357 5.32 - L.y T 5,000 vt 1,43

v ﬁifference‘ o .64 ".96 ) ' .90 LS
Sixth  Fall - .4.22._o6;2o T 1.98 - - _6.03 ' 8}
S Spring ~ ' 4.80 6.83  1.2.03 .. '6.59 179

:v,-' i . "3

Difference .58 .63 - '-. " .56 o A LN

4
- R
» -
.
R
5
~ .
. . -
. i .ﬂ
;. o .

_ ' ) -

L4

% ' CR - studenta who received compensatory assistance in readlng.

Kk NCR - students in schools with compensatory reading programs who did.not
receive such assistance._ '

ek NCR - Schools - stwients 1n schools that do not have compensatory reading
programs. -

. ’
- . &
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Analyses of these data7bafter they have'heen converted to grade-level.
equivalents,larelgiven in-Table 2; Ekamination.of these results would
4lead one to the conc usion that compensatory students*(CR).are one;<
half to almost two years behind NCR students in the fall and that
they fall progressively further behind. during the regular school :
year with this drop peing most severe at the fourth grade and least
[,severe at the-gixth grade. Such results would lead'one to the view
,that in spite of“their'assistance, compensatory studente do not
bachieve at a rate equal to or greater than that of tladir uvassisted
peers’.'e In fact one would conclude that non-compensator‘ students.(NCR)
"attain almost a full year of growth over this period of time whereas

" CR students attainLonly sixftenths of that amount; oo .. 4i.
.Ihese'results for grade level equivalents are an.artifact offa‘pro;
o L cedure'which both"forces test scores to take on. certainlproperties (by .
P making them pass through or- near average performance at different-:
_:grades) and accentuates small differences in test performance so that
they assume unwarranted importance (e. g. for some tests at some grade
levels, one item correct can be’ worth one-half a year of growth) Grade

——«—level—equivalents do not EEEGEZEZly reflect test results and should

‘never be.used in educatinnal evaluations.

1
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APPENDIX B.

Standard Scofe. Differenées for Compensatory versns Non—Compensatory

ffexencee/by Tesﬁ and Grade Level -
Compensatory Studen 8 Compered With

-/ - .
// L _ . Students in Schpols 2t Do Not Have
L : Compensatory Programg =~ -
A o R S - :
Te'et I _ Grade\ Level: 2 T ’ 6 ,

) '/ t Fall Spring Fall ‘\Spring. 'fall 4SEring
Merropolitan Word | : ST ' | . \i | ‘
'Metropolitan Reading -.68 '-.59 ] -.76. .5\78 - -.82 =74

" - Metropolitan Total . \ ‘ -.72 LiSB x -.80. . -.80 -84  -.74
. €O0P/STEP I - -6 -6k L -4 700 -l86 - -.81
! | \
| I N \ ¢
‘ [ P ) /n \
i o
- =Compensarory/%tudents Conp&red Wirh Non-
: ~ Coﬁpensatory'Studen;s,from Schopls that = -
o " . .. . Offer Compensatory Programs
Sy AN - -
/ | Iest Grade Level: | . o s
. i ' :
- i ™ . g ‘.
jll' ! . Fall * Sprimg ‘Fall - Spring Fall -Spring .
e Metropolitan Word Lo ;1 ' o L
Lol Knowledge : ‘ -.84 -.63 -.98 -.98 ~-.89 -.83
,[ 4MMgtropolitan Reading .86 o -.Th =93 -.79 g. 91. -.83
/’,. : Metropolitan Total- -9l -.74 =99 -.98 \-.94. -.87
| QOOP/STEB II. |- =91 ~.84 - -.95 -.89 -.96 .~ -.92
j S : 4 | gl / © ’
"“ . i . l ; /(J N s J .
/ These data were computed . from the vzlues in Revised Tables 23A an‘ B of

- Trismen et al., 1976, by subtracting the means of the two groups
dividing by the sample staneard deviation.vyl _ 1
* J

!

f

.‘\

8F A



780 . e
APPENDIX C. .

Fourth Grade Metropolitan Standard Score Values for Compensatory and Non-
Compensatory Students Taken from the National Fall and Spring Means

Test
Grade 4%

Metropolitan

© Word. Knowledge

‘:Metropolitan
Reading

. Metropolitan
- Total

vt

Non-Compensatory Students

-Compenaatory in Schools that offer _Non-Compensatory.ﬁ

Students . Compensatory Programs Schools

Fall Spring Fall - Spring ‘\ Fall . Spring

-1.09  -1.03 -.11 -.04 . .32 -.23-

- .97 - .82  ~-.04 4120 =21 =04
L1000 -1,03 0 < -2 -.04 -30 T -.23

* These values were excerpted from Revised Table 23A ‘and B of Trismen, et al

l976c
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APPENDIX;D

'+ Evidence of_Effectinness From State and Local Reports
Another form.of,information concerning the aggregate benefits of
Title l_comes from the annual State'evaluation reports. Early in
FY '73 legislative activities suggested that Title I would retain
its identify even if consolidation were to occur;_ Therefore, a
study was initiated to see what could be learned from a critical
exemination of the information in recent | State_Iitle I reports
.(FY's 71-74), how such results might have-changed when compared-
with earlier years . (FY s 69-70 in Wargo, et. al, 1972) and how
Statesreporting systems might be- improved * Results from ‘the first
phase of this study, which is concerned with the review of current '

. and past reports, reveals that most continue to show a number of

.seriousfshortcomings which~precludes their usefulness'in making

;—.\-, T :

statements about the achievement'benefits of project participants

at the state level. _Most reports do not contain statistically

representative data and the data which are presented are almost always

expressed in terms of grade level equivalent gains. The data are:'

unrepresentative because many LEAs do not get their reports in on
%

time to be used in the State 8 report and of those’ that do, the}data

are often incomplete and nonrepresentative.** Hence, in’ preparing his

* - Specific steps that are being taken' to improve State and local

. project evaluation practices .and reports are discussed in the e

i

J

** ‘Some: States have used the Anchor test results.to equate achieve-

: ment test scorés for grades 4, 5 -and 6 (1974), However, this
practice is limited and will diminish as more manufacturers
revise their tests. :

Co fina1 portion of this report.

Re
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report the State evaluator is forced to rely only on the available data
~and this is a biased subset of all LEA projects and their participants *
Almost all of the States report their achievement benefits in grade.
_equivalent gains——a metric that capitalizes on systematic bias&s ) |

int;oduced by practices of test manufacturers, as discussed in a
subsequent section. 0
x. Despite these drawbacks some trends across this six—year period'could
be discerned. They were:.(l) the numbers-of Title I‘participants showed'
¢ . a progressive decrease while expenditures over time showed a corresponding
iincrease with the result that average Title I per-pupil expenditures
fincreased (2) most participants were involved in Title I during the.

regular school term, most were in the primary grades and most were

involved in reading orx language arts programs, (3) expenditure data which

s

were available.showed a substantial and continuing increase for instruc—

tion and a decrease for construction and equipment, (4) there was a heavy

emphasis on direct educational services in contrast to services supportive
’of the instructional program with reading and language arts receiving
'highest priority, (5) needs assessment information indicated that
.reading and mathematics are the most frequently identified areas of

need and thatwstandardized tests are used to determine student needs
_—(6)" for the small number of states for which impact data were found

to be valid (about l7) student partié?pants manifested growth equivalent.

to or greater than the national average, however, their fall test scores
. "B .

o The direction of the bias is probably positive if one recognizes that
~ .children present at the beginning and end of the school year are
likely to be more academically able than those who leave.

°




-82-

at successive grade levels showed that such gains as did occur were
not cumulative across the years, undopbtedly for some of the same

reasons-citedjeariier (summer losses and serving the most needy each

' year)-as well as due to the States use of Grade-Level_Eqnivalent.scores

for reporting gains (Gamel, et al., 1975)

I“ a recent search for chective reading projects sponsored by the

Right-to-Read‘program (viz. the secarch was not limited to compensatory

.

» projects)'some11300 candidates were idanﬁified of this total about 52

percent eiiminated themselves from'considers' ‘on (by failing to respond

. to the surveyIQuEﬁi'cnnaire): 3 the 728 re.¢ ining only 27 (or. less

than four percent)'we*- found to meet defansizle »tandards for claims

of effectiveness (e gey 8% vquate critericx ﬂeasurﬂs, stetistical adequacy{

-experimental design, etc‘}. Of these,27 projects, UE-s_Dissemination and

Review Panel (DRP) appreoved. 12-as meeting adequa‘e evaluation standards

(this represents a survival rate of lece than one percent of 1500 or about

5

1.6 percent of the 728) Of those that were approved ty tbe DRP eig

were comnensatory projects and four of these were funded by Title I

(Bowers, et. al, 1974). Such resulte show that'the problems of.adequate

evaluationAprocEdures are nc: limited to a particular Federally-funded
programihut are rether endemic to the educational sector.’

These reasulca can be contrasted with those'from a survey tonducted by
the»Title.I program staff. In this survey each=State was-encouraged
to nominate two effective projectsf' Fifty-one were received, screened

and\reduced ‘to 28 by the OE ta-r. _TheSe 28 we:¢ then site visited to

make\detailed observations of them and to insurP that‘iﬁey were in com-

@

“Plia“QF witn‘regulations. The 17 survivors from this latter'screening‘

N 88
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were considered as. potertial candidates’ for packaging. InitZal screening

stage were ‘submitted to the DRP; 11 were approved for'disseminationh, On
the basis of these two studies (as well as the foregoing) it can be
asserted that the evaluation requirements for Title I "lead the way

for the evaluation of State azd locally funded projects. IndeedT—one~—m'~—~~——-

'imight_queetion whether effectiveness concernS‘would have attained any-

\
N

. where near the prominence they have during the past‘decade.were it not.

for the Title T evaluation requirements. . .__.\\

‘\

A third, earlier search conducted by OPBE sought to identify, validate
and package up. to 8 effective approaches to compensatory education so0

. \
that echools in oLher localee could duplicate the projects»by working

directly from the package (Tellmadge, October 1974). Some 200.projects'

AN
N

"on three criterla reduced this nember. to 136 ‘Ihe_three'criterie'wers -\.y
,that-the program had tod emphasize reading and math benefite; be | l‘\.
oriented toward'disadvantaged children° and be evalueted more than

once. Of the 136 surv-vOLs, uatailed descriptlve information could be
obtained .on only 103 Fifty-four pe*cent of these were rejected due

to inadequate evidence of effectiveness as deteruined by an exceptionally
rigcxous examtnation which included independent analyses of project. raw
-data and on-site visitations. Hence, six “EOj@utS were eelected and their
specific implementation rcqmlrements were packaged in what have come to

be called "Project Information Pacxages" (PIP's) (five of these six.

»were Title I’ funded) These six packages are_now being field teeted

89
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- to see ifsresultSvin other sites can be produced which are comparable
to;those'of their original site.*
_When the effectiveness data for the ‘above projects were beirg carefully

validated (Tallmadge and_Horst —l974}——some—heretofore unrecognized

: effects of the practices of test manufactucers ‘were revealed.- Since '

. ) Y :
B these effects are dramatic in nature and have profound impl ations

Ao
for the conduct - of all evaluations they will be dealt with in some

_ detail here.s_ - _ ’ :a,
-Many test menufacturers.ohtain their ﬁnorn“ggata (namely,-data.on how
a nationaliy representative sample of.students perform on the test)’

.o .during'the middle,of_the academicivear;habout-February. For many pur;

‘;posesnincluding program evaluation,ihowever, norms arepdesired solthat

.__sne_can gauge their students’ 'standing’relativé-to other,students at.

the beginning:and~at‘the end.of the schooi year;h To fulfill this need
the'manufacturers usually create "svnthetic" norms.hy drawing.a smoothed
curve through'the average or nedian scores-forjconsecutive grade ievels;
- This curve is“then“assumed tovrepresent the growth throughout theL
:academic year for a. typical or average student. However, students

-_probably do not grow according to this kind of a curve._ They may

L}

forget a great deal over the summer and may learn more during some
periods of the year than others.‘ Consequently, this smoothing pro- _Q

cedire introduces systematic biases'which can produce some of the

;following‘results depending upon the grade level involved: (a) project

students can show'bettervthan'month for. month gains’ yet never catch up

. -

K For more. details on the nature of the field test see the evaluation -
' projects described under- the- Packaging and Field Testing Program.

Qo S . C e C a0
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with their more advantaged peers; (b) project students are virtually

precluded froﬁ”showing month for month ga

. typical or average student—only gains two-thirds of a month per month.

.~ - 1In addition, some test ..ublishers break the uine month academic year up
- . . . -. ) . - . . . Q-
e into three equal segments. For example, starting with September lst o

as the-begihn%hg of the gchool year;,three.months'of growth'would occﬁt
between November 30th and‘beeember 1st”aqd'another three months'of growth

would occur between February 28 and~Marc§_lst. ‘As a result of these

kinds of svnthetic norms, a-program that administers its pre-test late

e
”

_ih the'Fall and-then post-tests eafly iﬁ the Spring will'show'hore . .
~
month per month growth than a program that tests early in the Fall and

_late in the Spring, even_though the latter program might.be considerably
more effective ttan the4formef; Fi:elly,'the uge oflgrede equivalent

: seqresz rather than_stagdatd eCores or percentiles, was shévn—to R e
systematically distortithe'emount of grovth evenfﬁhén real nerﬁs were

AR evailable for the'time éeriodlundetlconsideration.::As e‘resuit.prpjects

ﬁ can be judged effective and worthy of dissemination when theykatep't'

. and project perticipente can be'judged as catching up with their more
privileged counteruarts when they aren "t. Otveltereativeiy, on occasion
effective projects can be ,ejected ae being ineffective.,-The'entidote to
all this is to use only those tests which"have real norma”apﬁrOpriete for
the time interval'under e:edv and to base tﬁe eveiuetion qnlstanderd scores -

1"eﬁ&ieﬁﬁtessﬁthe‘reeults in percentila ranks.* These tesuits-hve prefpeﬁd:
,impiications fpr the upgtading of'State-and 16cal Title i evelqation

practices discussed in'subeequeht paragraphs.-'ﬁ'

* For example participating students moved from the 12th Dercentlle on
the pre-test to the 33rd percentile on the post-test.
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