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*AV

Contained in this summary* are selected results froma large.scale study of
.%

comPensatory reading-programa funded primarily by Title I of thie;glementary

and Secondary. Education Act. The study was initiated.bY the Office of

Planning, Budgetingiand Evaluation (OPBE) of the U.S. Office of Education

and was conducted by the Educational Testing Service and RMC Research.

COrporation.

The study had three major objectives:

. To obtain a detailed description of compensatory reading

practices throughout the nation in irades 2,.4 and 6;

. To determine the possible relationships'of such practices

with student reading skill acquisition and their relative

,costs;

To obtain a detailed description of'those practices that

were found-to be associated with unusual effectiveness.

.To-accomplish these objectives the study was.designed to be carried out

in phases.. The first phase involved a questionnaire survey of a nationally

representative simple of U.S. public elementary schools to obtain informs-

tioñ on.their regUlar and compensatory'reading practices. The second phase

involved pre and pobt-testing of allstudents in grid'es 2, 4 and '6 of a

* Prepared by the U.S. Office.ofIducation.,
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aubsample of-the original group of schools plua an additional set of.

sChools with noteworthy (unusual) reading peograms.* A third phase of the

study examined summer programs in a subsample of schools from the second

phase. A-fourth phase of the study entailed a series of:a visits by teams

. of observers to a selected group of schools that displayed a range of

effectiveness to verify ongoing practices, suggest reasons for

program effectiveness and obtain detailed information'on those

found, to be unusually effective. The following summary is organized

.iround a series of questions and answers drauing on the resulta from

-each phase:as appropriate.

One of the first Issues to be addressed in the study was that of 'delineating .

what was meant by "compensatory" reading instruction.. A very basic defini-

tion waa adopted: "any reading instruction providedto students because

they are reading below their grade level." When combined ,with other in-

formation about the sChools.and their students, the definition could be

narrowed in a nUmber of alternative ways_for analysis purposes.

The purpoge of the first phase of the study was to 'obtain a nationally
.

representative description of compensatory reading practices in

the elementary grades and to select schools.for more intensive study

during the subsequent academic year. Using the above definition of

compensatory 'reading a nationally representative sample of 731

'
elementary schools were selected on. the basis of their soCio-econCmic

characteristics. (Community income, percent minority and Title I.eligibility)i

number of students,and geographic locales (regional andruralurbarf location).

The principAls.and-the teachers In grades 2, 4 and 6 of.these achools were
. .

asked_tó_provIde-detailed-information on their reading practices, training

anclexperience, school characteristics and.programs.

* The.second phase was carried out during the 1972-73 school year.:

7
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From the 543 sChoell.s resPonding to the survey* the following results

were obtained:

90% had some kind of compensatory reading instruction and

70% received Title I funds;

The dominarit instructional apprOach linguisticitonetic

used by: 66, 54 and 33 percent of second, 'fourth and sixth
.6

grade teachers; respectively;

Only 5% of teachers did not use basal readers;

-20%of teachers reported that_they had free choice of

instructional materials;

25% reported that.they had no choice at all.

. However, almost, all supplemented with material they

devised themselves;

CompensatOry reading was most often conducted during regular

reading instruction times;

.. Next most frequent was before of after school: hours

or during the summer;

Compensatory reading practices changed more: during the achool

year than did non-compensatory practices;

The different approaches,to compensatory reading could be ieduced

-to five basic descrip.torsalong which they (viz: the approaches)

differed to different degrees7--They were: '

Twenty-one-schools-were no longer in existence and thers'was a. slightly
greater incidencaof large city schools not responding. ScNenty-six
percent of the schools that could respond actually did so. See Rubin,
et al., 1973 and Trimen, et al.', 1975b, for detai!.6s ::!r,.eDe results from'
the first phase.

'
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Emphasis. on basic. reading activities

Emphasis on use of audio-visual materials
_mot,*

---y

.. Emphasis on supplementary reading activities

Emphaais on instructional flexibility

.. Emphasis on instruction during time

released frOM other school subjects.

. By grouping the programS bir their similarity on these five

descriptors 11 distinctly different types of approaches could.
e.

be readily identified.

There were greater differences among schools in these approaches

than there were differences among teachers within a school,

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

; for-understanding.differences among comPensatorTprograms,

On the basis of the returns to this survey, the following types of schools

were studied inteasively during the subsequent-academic year (called the' .

second phase of the study)1

126 schools with compensatory reading programs funded by. Title I

80 schools with compensatory reading-programs not funded by Title I.

(called non-Title I schools).

26 schools with no coMpensatory reading programs (called non-compensatory o

34 schools with noteworthy (unusual) compensatory reading programs

(representing a variety of funding sources but selected

'purposively; 28 of these schools were Title I funded).

266 Total*

* A slightl3i greater proportion of nonTitle I schools that were.requested-
to participate-in Phage II actually did sn(some-83%) compared with schools
with Title. I programs or without any compensatory.reading-program (some

73% each) (See Trismen, et al., 1.975a; p..37).

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

a set of standardized reading skill measures in the early Fall ancL.

'again in the late Spring of.the regular:.school year.* (Two versions

_wpm.
of such tests. were given in order to encompass a range of ecill

development.) Includedalsowas a specially 'developed inttrument

- assessing a student's liking for readinkand positive feelings about

himself as a reader. During the-school year information was

collected on: each student's daily attendance in reading instruction.;

details on each teacher's ins,:ructional practices in reading as well

as the nature and extent of their training and experience; individual

studene-biographical information such as.their prior exposure to

compensatory instruction, ethnic background,:participation in tris

free lunch program, etc.; the resources,istilized by the different

instructional approacheaand the standard costs of such resources.

In addition the principal pr&vided'dettiled information on the

sChoolS' policies and praCtices.

The amount of resultant-information encompasses some fifty-five

thousand students, almost three thousand ok their teachers and the 7

principals of the 266 schools located in almost that Many school

districtt. Analyses of such a voluminous amount of information can

Yield lengthy, and Complex results. For these the reader is referred-

to the technical reports listed in the last pages of this sUmmaty.

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

set of questions pertaining to who gets compensatory ervices and

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 bapis for assigning students
to compensatory or non-compensatory groups.

1 0



4 The irst question asks:

1. In schools that offer smpensatory assistance in reading,

what'proportion of the students at grades 2, 4 and 6 receive

such assistance andhow do these pr.portions vatr by source of

funds?

About 45:40 and 37 percent of the stUdents at grades 2, 4 nd 6..

respectiveiy, in such schools receive some form of special assistance

in reading to compensate for their below grade level performance.*

Comparable percentages by source of funds are:

% Receiving Compensatory Assistance
In Reading

Funding Source** GRA0E LEVEL: 2 4 6 Average

Schools :receiving Tule I
funds 48 44 44 45

Schools receiving funds other
tIlan from Title I (Non-Title I) 41. .33 30 35-

.These results show.that rarge proportions of. students
,

in theie,schools,receive some form of cOmpensatory

assiatance in reading with the:proportion served being
=,7

greatest at the lower.grades and greatest in schools

that receive Title I funds.

The second question asks:.

2. How do students who receive compensatory assistance in

reading differ froi other students with regard io: their fall

test performance.; their liking for reading; their attributes and

experiences; and, how do such results differ by the source of funda?

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

** -Tbesejpercentages are taken from Revised Tables 17A,C of Trismen,1976c: et. al.,



(a) Student's fall test performance'compared to'national test

norms 7

The percentile rank for the typical student who received Zompensatory

assistance in reading was 22 for each of grades 2, # and 6*. The
0

percentile rank of the typical student who did not receive such

assistancewes 46, 48 and 53 for grades 2, 4 and 6, respectively.

-

Hence, their unassisted peers were near the national average in their

level of reading skill development.

There'weresemenotewortlw differences amongschools with funds from - *

0diffarent sources as cai be seen: froM the following

Obtained by Converting the average' MAT Total'values for grades 2 and
4 and,STEP II total values for grade 6 in Table 23A (Trismen; et al.., ;
1975a) to their:Tercentile equivalents'using the individual norms
tables. 'Averages will tend!to-be closer to the national wean on
individual norms than they would on a distribution of group 'averages:-

12
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Fall Percentile Ranks for Students Who.
Do and Do Not Receive'Compensatory-
Assistance in Reading*

Compensatory Students Non-Compensatory Students

GRADE LEM: 2 ,4 6 2 4' 6

FUnding Source

Schools that receive Tiie I
funda 20 20 22 42 46 50

Schools receiving funds
frah sources other than
Title I (Non-Title I) 24 24 24 48 54 56

\
, .

Non-Compensatory Schools
,

\
, 42 40 50

\

\

\

.Theae figures show that compensatory students are about the same distance
.

.,

behind the national north (viz: the 50th percentile) at the different grade

. . . . . . ,
. .

,

.: levels whereas the relative position of unassisted students (viz. non7
,. .

.

\

compenpatory'students) varies in a progressively increasing manner with
. -,.

,

the gade level (the only axcet)tion being non-Compensatory schools at the
"

fourih'grade). 'Students in non-Ti4 .1. schools rankuniformly higher

.A'

"..a.

than do latudents in..Title I schools. The Iact.th0 the7..differences
.4

.

(v0 the difference..:betweei the Compenqatory and non-compenptory

atudeniaJ ranks) are isMallerlor studenib'in Tit1 I schools thin for. 0
.

studenti in nola-Title I sChools is a manifestation of thi greater con-
,

Acentration of low scoring.students in Title I'sch'Ools.
4

;

:4

* Obtained by converting the, aVerige raw scores in Revised Table 23A to

. their percentile equiValents using the individual norms tables (Trismen,
et al. 1976c). The MAT TOTAL w.as used for grades 2 And 4 and the
STEP,Ir!Reading for grade 6.



Comparative analyses of schools with high and lbw

concentrations of. poverty_level students showed

that about. 25% more of the students in high poverty

schools would have qualified for compensatory services

had they attended low poverty schools. .This tended

to be.so for schools within each source of funds at

each grade level.*

(b) Their liking for reading and positive feelings about

themselves as,readersin the fall

At the second grade, students who received compensatory assistance had

,sligbtly less favorable feelings SbOut themselves as.readers and their

liking for reading than did studenii who did not receive such assistance.

'At' the fourth and.sixth grades compensatory students had slightly more

favorable attitudes than.did non-compensatorY'students. (These slightly

more favorable attitudes could not be attributed to the compensatory

assistance they received in prior years**).

-
.

* *

See Tablp'24 of Trismen,'et al.-, 1975a. Then'e results arebased, upon
-an early.classificatigp,of schools before those with an "unknown"
funding source were clarified and reclassified. For' these latter
see Triemen,'et,a1., 1976c.

See: Table 22 and Table 29 of Trismen, et al. 1975a.

14
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. .

. Students in Title I and in non-Title 1 schools were about eqUal'io

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 1 schools].

(c) Student's attributes and experiences*

. About 56% of.the recipients were boys

Compensatory assisted studedts were,abont 2 months older

than non-compensatory students.

On the average 62 percent of the participants were white.

.. By source of funds And grade level the results were:

% White of Compensatory Assisted Students

GRADE LEVEL: 2 4 6 AVerage

Source of Funds

School's that receive Title
funds

Schools that reeeive Non-
Title 1 funds

61 . 59. 59 60

72 70 65 69

There tended to,be a greater incidence of non-whites in

. .

_separate instructional groupings anli this.incidence was

greater than would be expected solely on he basis of

depressed reading scores. [(However, non-whites may have

additional kinds of educational disadvantagewmt which

warrant such separate groupings (e.g., limited English-

speaking ability..)]

* The following statements will be qualified only when they de 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 lunch, 16A-C'ind
17A-C; grade level status and Compensatory assistance, Table 421 prior
exposure, Table .31, of Trismen, et al., 1975a. Results for funding thource,

comparisons can-be-found in the corresponding numbered revised tables of
Trismen, et al., 1976c.
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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 source of funds as follows:

% OF COMPENSATORY READING STUDENTS
WHO PARTICIPATE IN FREE LUNCH PROGRAM

SOURCE OF.FUNDS .2 4 6 Average

Title I funded schools

_

60 .66 63 . 64

Non-Title I funded schools 39 43- 43. 42.

In summary.these results show-that mewl- students whd teceive compensatory

assistandi-lh-teading-there-are_mare.; b..12Y8 Lolder students; whites; and,

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

propottions of non-whites and free .1unch participants are provided
. _

assistance than is so in schools that do not receive Title I funds.

Slightly less than half of the students at each grade level

(46% for grades 2 and 6, 48% for grade 4) participated in

the free lunch program.

Of the free lunch participants, over one-half receivedi

compensatory assistance in reading.

These results varied by source of funds and their grade

level differences were:

16
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% of FREE LUNCH PARTICIPANTS WHO RECEIVE
COMPENSATORY ASSISTANCE IN READING

SOURCE OF FUNDS 2

57

.43 '

4

53

39

6_
55

32

Average

Title I funded schools

,Non-Title I funded schools

55

38

.The prccediiig results show that a large propbition (about one-balf)

of studentrs from poverty backgrOunds (viz. those who qualify for the

free lunch program) receive compensatory assistance in reading and'

that this.prOportion tends to be greatest in schools that receive

Title I funds.

Of those.students who were one or-lore-years below

grade leVel (one7half at grade six, tWo-fifths at

grade four and none at grade two*) 57% received

compensatory assistance in reading at grade 6 and 68%

at grade 4.

.. By funding source the results were:

A

% ONE OR MORE YEARS
BELOW GRADE LEVEL

% OF.A RECEIVING !

COMPENSATORY ASSSTANCE

SOURCE OF FUNDS GRADE: 4 6 Average 4 6 Average

Title I funded schools 45 56 51 68 61 64

Non-Title I funded

schools 29 44 37.'- 68 51 60

* In the fall of the second grade a student cannot be more than one year
below grade level. (However, he can be very far behind his peers and
very much in need of.assistance).

17



-13-

These resUlts Show that a large proportion (almost two-thirds)Of the

Students who are one or more years below grade.level in reading receive

compenSatory assistance. The Concentration of students be1oW this level

is greatest in schools that receive Title I funds. The proportion of .

students below'this level who receive such services is greater in Title---
,

.

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 participants; about

sixty-one percentof them received compensatory assistance

inkeading(comparablafigur.es-fdrthe2th-grade-are-24-----7

and 70% respectively).

By source of funds the figures are:

-A

% BOTH ONE OR MORE YEARS BELOW %.OF A RECEIVING
GRADE LEVEL AND FREE LUNCH COMPERSATORY ASSISTANCE
PARTICIPANTS

SOURCROF.FUNDS ,GRADES: 4 6 AVerage 4 6 Average.

Title I funded schools 31 34 33 70 68 -.69

Non-Title I funded schools 13 21 17 70: 49 60

These results show that large proportions of students who are both

from poverty-backgrounds and are one or more years below grade level

receive compensatory assistance in reading. The concentration of such

students is much greater in Title I schools and there is a tendency

for proportionately more of them to be served at the sixth grade.

18
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. In the fall, studints who were receiving compensatory aasiitance'

in.reading had varying degrees of exposure to compensatory

assistance in prior.years as follows:

.. No prior coMpensatory
assistance

.. One year Ox-less of-
compensatory_asaistance
in prior years

.. More than one year of
prior tompensatory
assistance

% BY GRADE LEVEL

2 4 6

44 31 32

50 26 22

6 43 46

Theae results varied bY funding source and grade level as follows*:

% BY'SOURCE OF FUNDS

GRADE TWO

No prior assistance

One year or less

More than one year

GRADE FOUR

No prior assistance

One year or less

More than-one year

GRADE SIX

No prior assistance

One year or less

More than one year.

TITLE I NON-TITLE I

43 46

50 _49;

.7

TITLE I NON-TITLE I

32 29_

28 22

40 49

TITLE I :NON-TITLE I

36 26

22 22

42 52

* See Revised Table 31 of Trismen, et al., 1976c.

19
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These results show that as one ascends the

more of the ttudents being served have had

proportionately fewer have had little (one

grade levels, proportionately

prior assistance and

year or less) or no prior

assistance. -This trend is more pronounced in non-Title I than in Title

.I-scho6fi. -This' difference may ,be dile to the greater concentration of

low scoring students in Title I schools and the Title I requirement to

.

terve the most'needy ttudents _each_year children-progres-ii_

through Title i dchools there'may. be a tendency to replace comensatOry

reading s'..udelits who have achieved limited success by others who ardm.

Our third question asks:

3.. Bow do the services that compensatory students

from'those received by other students -ifith regard

reading instruction; and, the cost and

received?*

receive-differ

to: the amount of

nature of those services

(a) The student't exposiire-to-reading instructiOn during

the school year**.

. Overall,students who received compensatory assistance in,

reading receiVed
_

exposure to-reading instruction on a greater

number of days than die. other studenii: However, these.

resultd.differed by classroom grouping practices and

grade.level as follows:

* As befOrei the following statements will not be qualified with
regard to source of fundt unless differences were found.

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

2 0
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Students who teceived compensatory assistance

in classrooms in which there were also students

who were not receiving compensatory assistance

were exposed to reading instruction on a greater .
. _

number. of days (21v 20 ind 8 more days at:grades 2,

4 andli respectively) than were other students,in ihe

classroom. .

Students who received thadr compensatory

11

instruction in clasgrooms_with-only-other--------7-

compensatory, siUdents were exposed to such instruction

on a slightly fewer number of days than were

non-compensatory students in other classrooms

.(1, 9 and 7 fewer days for grade's 2, 4 and 6,

respentively).

... However, the instruction received in. this

/atter arrangement may be more .intensive

(viz, lower pupil-teacher ratio, greater

use of equipment and materials,. etc.) for

compensatory students when it is offered.

Sixth grade students in non-Title I schools

received about 11 hours more instruction in

regding than did students in Title I schools

(this refera to both compensatory and non-

-coMpensatory.studenti in-such schools),*.

*N ee Revised Table 26A of Trismen, et al., 1976c.
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Once it is decided that a student is to receive compensatory'

aesistance in reading, he continues to receive such assistance

throughout the retular school year (viz. only one percent of

all.changes in status were from compensatory to'non-.

compensatory .during

.*

Once it 'decided that a_student_is-to-receive-(or-is-ndt-to

4seg.06.7e) compensatory assistance in reading, the amount of

reading instruction lie receives does not vary withchis test

score (rit. within each of,:the compensatory and mon-compensatcry

*categories there was virtually no relationship between a
,

.

student'S Fall;reading test_acores and his/heramount of'
.

instruCtion)**..
. 0?

(b) The cost of services redeived***.

(i). Total Standard Per Student Costs for.Reading AssoCiated

With Different Instrudtional 4.rrangements.

* See Trisen, et al:, 1976c. .

.

** See pp. 115-118 of Trismen, et al., 1975a.
,

*** These cost figures are not the usual kinsInf per-pupil expenditure
ane consequently do not'reflect all of the differences normally
found in,such ratio's. 'They wern.derived by obtaining detailed
information.on,the resources utiliied in both regular and, compensatory.
fnstruction'and then applyingstandard 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 leveinf training and
experience). For details see Dienemann, et al., 1974 and Tables'16-18
of Flynn, et-al., 1976. For the appropriate analyses see Trismen,
et al., 1976c unless indicated otherwise.

22 ,
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Compensatory Students
Received Their 'Average Number of

Readin Instruction: Students Per. Class

'Percent of All
Students in Schools
With Compensatory
Pro rams

Total Cost Per
Student in
.Dollars

In classrooms that
' also contain non-..

_comp ensat orx.b_s_tudents* 27 -52J71- $152

In clasSrOoms with
only other compensatory

.istudents 26 23 $199

7----
groups with only dther
_coMpensatory-students** $664

In small,Special'reading
groups that7lilso contain
non-compensatory studenis**Hh 12 2 -$580

No'n-CompensatorY Students
.Who Received Their Reading
'Instruction:

Th classrooms comprised
only'of other non-compensatory
students 28 21 $140 ,

In classrooms of schools that
don't offer'compensatory
progr4ms , 27 $148

1. T4e cost model was not sensitive edough to ,pick up differences between com- '

,pensatory and 'non-compedsatory students in the same classromns. To ao so
detailed observations of resourde utilitatiOn- patterns within each classroom
would have been required. Therefore, the.cost figure is an average for all
the chiidren,in the clasiroom.

.4.

lei-This-Stall group instruction is_in addition to their regular classroom
.

..J.,

..instruction.\

.

0\.
. .

-II- Non-compensatory 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: ,

1fri-About 39 perent ot the students in this category received compensatory
assistance in readi .g.

23
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The above figures do not represent differences.within a single

school district forthere were almost as many districts as there

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

district). They show that:

. _The_averaga number of studentS-inrolled in the different

instructional groupings are very similar except for the

small, special.reading groupe which have almost two-thirds
-

! fewer students than the.others.

4

In schools that offer compensatory reading programs almost

half of the students (some 52 percent) nhtain their reading
I`

-instruction in classrooms of mixed Compensatory and non

.compensatory students and of theie students somewhat more

than one-third (39%) receive some fOrm.of Compensatory

aisistance in reading.

.Slightly less than.one-fourth (some 23 percent)

of the students,obtained their reading instruction

in classes.with only other compensatory students while '

another twenty-one percent received their instruction

in classes.comprised only of other non-compensatory

students.

AbOut four percent of the students reCeived their
.

reading instruction in small, special reading groups.

This instruction was in addition to-their regular

classroom instructiOn.

.2
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Costsaof regular reading. programs (non-coMpensatory)

ln schooli.that do and don't offer compensatory

prOccams are very siMilar ($140 versus $148).

.. Each category of compensatory student receives

3%*, 34%, 349% and .29'2%,respectively, more

resources than_do students.in.schools that don't

. crf

offer compenaatory prOgrams.

.. Students in combined classes receive- about

3 percent*-Mare resources than do students in'

schools that don't offer .compensatory Programs

($152'vs. $148).

Compensatory students ln separated Classes

recgive about 42 Percent more resourCe; than.

their non-compensatory counterparts ($199 vs.

$140).

... Students in small, special reading groups of

mixed compenSatory and non--compensatory students

receive 282% more resources than their com-

pensatory-counterparts in combined classes

($580 vs. $152),

6

* .This la an undereatiMate Since the resource-cost model dio not
differentiate betweenipmpensatory and non7compensatory students
in'the same classroom.;tather a single dollar figure Was used to..

. represent the services for both categories, of students.

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

25
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Stddents in small speciaIreading groups of

only other. Compensatory students receive
N.

-\234% more resources, than their compensatory

coUnterpai:ts in larger separate classes ($664

$199),

Other analyses* showed that:

Differenceis in costs of comapensatory programs Across grade

levels Aren't appreciable whereas.those for regular programs

are (wi0..coAts for the latter being greater at the lower

grades).

For both.compensitory and'regular programs, cost differences
.

between schools were greater fhan differences.among classrooms

<:!)

(il.), Fez: Student Reading. Costs by 'Source of Funds** and Nature of

1
. :Services Received. 4

a
Figures comparabletc the preceding are given.below for schools

with°Compensatory reading prOgraMslUnded by Title I And for .

schools with compensatory reading programs funded by sources other

than Title I.

* See D enemann,. et al., 1974:

** See Trismen, et al., 1976c for these analyses.:

2 6
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These figures ahowthat:-

The size of the instructional grolips (viz, average nUmber,of

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

non-Title I school's except for' gmall, s pecial reading groups

which are verY slightly larger for Title I schools.

miepercentof.studerassentixeciclassrpoi settings

(viz: claserooms that contain both compensatory end non-compen-
,

satory students) is very siffilar fer.the-two categories of

. schools but the.percent served by the remaining 'instructional

groupings differs as'follows:

.. Title I schools serve proportionately more of their

students in separate.classrooms (viz, in classrooms with

only other compensatory students) and in'smalI special

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

for the latter).

.

.Non-Title I sch, ools serve proportionately more of their

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

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*.

/.
The total student.costs do not'differ substantially among the.

two categories of. schools with:

* See Trismen, et al l976c.
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Title I funded schools spending slightly more in

, absolute emounte.(except for one category of small.

special reading gronps) than non-Title I funded

schoOls.

. Non-Title I sChoola tending to spend proportionately

more on their different Categories of compeneatory

students than do Title I funded schools (viz, relative

amount each spends oft classrooms comprisedto the dollar

only of other non-compensatory.siudents).

These Title I non-Title I cost values were noe consistent in the

direction of their difference's a-cross the grade levels, however,

the extent to which one exceeded the other was never very large*.

Other analyses showed that:

:iroportionately.more Title I Scatols had programs which.could be

readily and weiningfully described than did non-Title I. schools**.

More programs in non-Title I schools tended to deemphasize

basic reading activities and put more ethpflasia on the use of

audio-visuaI eqUipment and materials and indicated less instruc-

tional flexibility than did programs ia. Title I schoollr:***

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

** Viz. More of them could be categorized it the
-that was deVeloped. See Cluster li of Revised
'-et al., 1976c.

*** See Clusters 2a and 4a of Revised Table°40 of

2 9

typology of
Table 40 of

Trismen, e

programs
Trismen,.

a .; 1976c.
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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 grodps whichvere,almost two-thiras 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

small, special.reading groups. Title I funded schools served more of

their Students in such small, special reading groups than didmon-

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

to spend slightly more in absolute amounts on their compensatory students

,than did non-TiileI funded schools. However, non-Title I schools tended

tospend proportionately more on their compensatory students relative to

their non-compensatory students thin did Title I funded schools. Finally,

preportionately more'Title I prOgramScould be readily And meaningfully

desCrihed than ceilld_non-Title I programs.

3 0



-26-

fourth question asks:

4. How do students whoreceive compensatory assistance in

reading benefit from these services when compered to other students

with regard to: their test performance; their liking for reading;.

and, the cost of'suth services and their source of funds?

To gauge,how students.who received compensatory assistance in reading

.tight have benefitted from their experiences, their reading test

performance:can be compared with other students in the study who were

not so.assisted and with national norms. Each of these comparisons is

discussed in turn.

.4

Beforediscussing the results of 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 bf enactment of Title I.of ESEA but

before the impact of funds resulting from it could begin to be felt,

;his national studyshowed that disadvantaged (minOrity) studenta fell.

increasingly further behind their-more advantaged (non-minority) peers

in their perftiMance on measures of readingand mathematics at the higher

grade levels.(Coleman, tt al., 1960*. In the absence of.Title I similar

results might be anticipatedone may ask therefore of the extent to which

compensatory'programs haye, in the aggregate,'arrested, this decline.

These disparities were-even more pronounced when students were
separated into different cstegoiies.of.tconOmic baCkground <Okada,
et al.,.1969Y: AlthoUgh the use of_grade level equivalent scores
made this decline appear worse than itactually was, a deeline was
.a1so evident'in amore acceptable metric (Mayeske, et.al; 1973a,
page 115; 1975,page 48). '(Such results were atttnuated somewhat
at' the lOWer'grade levels due .to problems.associated with identifing
young children's economit and ethnicibackgrounds.). More recent.
evidence. of A percentile_ decline comes from the 'Emergency School Aid
Act Evaluation which showed that children in,grsdea'3, 4 and 5 of a.:
nationally,representativ,p-stmple of minority isolated schools (50%
or Morenon-white) performectatthe 23rd, 18th and 19th percentiles
respectively,on national test norms for reading achievement in. the
Spring of 1973 (Ozenne D. G., et al..1974). 31



Insert to Footnote, Page 26 of-the Technical Summary

o-
.

7.

Finally, examination of:trends 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

they manifested a percentile decline and this decline was most

Pronounced for poor, central city, minority students. (Koskowitz and

Norwood,.1976)'.

Ref:' Kaskowitz, D. and.C. Norwood, 1976,'A Study ofthe Norm-Refetenced'
Procedure as Applied to.the Evaluation of Project Information Packages
Menlo-Park, Calif: StOnford"Research Institute.

32
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performance of compensatory reading students.compared

with other stUdent6 in the study...Our first competition focuses on the

relative improVement of differentjcategories of students in terms of

the percent of\items completed correctly on all thereading skill tests

-used in the Fall and again in the Spring.* To illustrate.trends in the

data and to-simplify.the presentation, we shall, express the number of.,. 1itevs that compensatory students complete successfully.as a percent of ,

\

. - ...

the items.that were successfully completed by Students who did not te-.

ceive such assist\ance. Fot exaMple, when we,cite i figure of 71-for.

\
.

.. .
.

.
.

.
.

second graders in the-Fall, we mean that 71 percent of the items.success-

fully completed by non-compensatory second graders were.also succestfully

.completed by compensatory second graders.** A'corrisponding figure of

'85 for the Spring result's means-that the performance of compensatory

assisted -Btu:de:its has movad closer to that Of students.not sp assisted

in, terms of the number of items they .dan successfully complete,. If the.

resultant figure were 100 it would.indicatethat the average number of items

correctly completed were the same for both groups.***,

*- For teasOns that are, abundantly illustrated in.Appendix-A of-this--
SuMmary, grade level equivalent scores systematically.distort test
results in waysthat are detrimental to the-judgment of student
gtowth and.Projedt-suCcess. They-rahould never he used in any lind
of evaluation.

These ratiot are Obtained by dividing_the average nuMber of-items
correct for compensatory students hy the average numbercOrrect for
non-comPensatory students (See Revised-Tables 234,-and.:B df Trismen,

:et al., 1976c). Leading.decimal.points have been .omitted:.:

:** It should-be noted that during this time period all students shOwed_
. COnsiderible growth in terms Of the number of:reading tkill items-,

they could sUcCesifully complete. 'FOrexample, at the second grade...
-in the FaIl the avetage ztudent'could complete.about 49 item6-
correctly and in the Spring 65 items.(tee Mat Total.in Table.12 of
Trismen, et al., 1975a). All "percent correct rateefare:computed
.on the Total score for the Metropolitan Achievement-Test. -These
,"percent.correct tatee. were merely computed.for summary purposes

.

.using the Metropolitan tetults sincethe.Mttropplitan results allowed..
. for ELcomParison,across the different analytic.techniques. (e.g

percentiles versus percent correct.rates, actual.statitti-
cal analyses were baiiied on raw and Standard test scores. For these-

see Tables: 23A and B; and Appendix C, ok Trismen, et al., .1975a.
.

.

* *



. These "percent correct rates".for compensatory students

relative to students in schools without compensatory programs

were:

GRADES FALL SPRING SHIFT

2 76 88 +12

4 70 75 + 5

6 78 83 + 5

. 'Percent torrect rates" for compensatoryatudents relative to

nondompensatory students in all schools with compensatory

programs were:

GRADES FALL SPRING . SHIFT.. .

2 71 85 +14

4 . 65 71

6 76 : 81 +:5

...-.,:. These latter resulti-iiified by source of fundaas

follows:*

GRADES

4Schools That.Re.T. 2 , 6

ceive Funds From: TALL'SPRING SHIFT . FALL SPRING SHIFT 'FALL SPRING SHIFT

Title I 71 95 14 65' 71 . 6 75 80 5 .:

Non-Title I 69 85 16 . 64. 72' 8 77 81. 4

These resUlts"show that compensatory students are further behInd non7

tompensatory students (in either their own Schoolsnr inschools_that

do not have such programs) in the Fall .than in the Spring: ,Theextent

of this "catch-up most pronounded at the second,grade._ Non-Title I
. _

* See the MAT.Totals.for Revised Tables 23A and B of Trismen et al., 1976c.'
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. .

schools show a slightly greater shift than do Title I sdhools,
.

-

except at ihe sixth grade'(it may be recalled that students in

Title I sChools rAnked lower 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 percant

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

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

.Among students who were receiving compensatorTassiStance

.. 'Those who had such assistance in prior years tended to

rank lower ot their fall reading test scores_than
-

_

students who did not have such prior assiStance and tu

gain an amount equal to or slightly_lass than ihose who

had-never had sucivprior aSsistauceI.*

The reader'should be apprised f the fact that these results-(viz.. ,

-_cOmpensatory students being closer to non-compensatory Students in

(the Spring than in the Fall) tend to be, dependent upon the analytic'

method- emplbyed.

'Six diffetent analytic techniques were.employed. They were:

1. Raw Scores:lot all Students in the study these comparisons

involved the absolute number of test items.attained correctly in the

I Fall and, in the Spring.
When the absolute. numberi are examined, as

1

i

I

in Appendi*-AI-Of.this Summary,or their raties:are taken, as. they arei. , . ..
---,,, _________, .

. .....---- L
_

.

_

_Ty hare, the cotparisons Show that compensatory Students tend to be closer

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

lc See Table 30 of Trismen, et al.,1975a.
,

3 3 ,
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. Deviation Scorea: in these comparisons the average number

of items correct for compensatory students is subtracted from that,

of noncompensatory students-and-thie-difference is divided.by ihe_

total variability.of all students in the study at thatpOint'in time

the standard deviation). When suCh deviation scores are coM-'

puted fox the Fall and Spring teat scores, as they ate in Aptiendix

of.this Summery, they show"that compensatory students are about as

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

in the Fall.

3. Encoding of Compensatory,Non-Compensatory Status:-(in,these
.

...comparisons studenteompensatory-non7compensatory status is encoded as a

_

quantitative variable which is then correlated with test scores in the
,

.:Fall-end again in the Spring.

magnitude from Fall to. Spring itquantita..ively expresses the extent.

When such a correlation dimidishes in

to which thegroups have-moved closer.together; These kinds of analyses

showed that cOmpensatory-non-compensatory student test scoreaTfTeredc ces

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

._depedding on the sub-test involved (see Appendix C of,Trismen, et

1975a)..

NatiOnal Norms Deviation Scores: in the preceding analyses

_the magnitude of average differences between categories of students

in the study were comparedto each Other. In the current analyses,

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

study.ars compared to that of thex7tiona1 average student as described

in test publishers norms. In these\analysesthe difference between each

category of Gtudent:(e.g.9compensatory or non-rcompensatory)

\
. and-the-national average iS divided by the'total student

3 6
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dispersion (viz standard deviation).' Both Fall and Spring norms were'

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

.

\\.given in AppendiX C off'this Summary, showed that compensatory students
\
tended to be closer to-the national average in the:Spring than:in the

\.
Fallwith the extent of this "c&cch-up" depending on the.subtest involved.

,5.. 'Raw Gains Analyses: in these analyses the algebiaic difference

between a.s\tu'dent's.test score ih-the Sgxing and'in the Fall is used
. .
. .

0

as a yariable which'is related to.other variables (e.g. compensatoryA . . .
.

,

versus nen-compenSatory status) to see if they help explain why some
\ . ,

difference:rate larger than others.
. k \

\\

\
.

For these analyses the preponderance of the comparisons for the different,

tests And subteste either Showed no differenCes Of.practical significance,

between-compensatory and non-compensatory. students (viz, the group

\

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

shoWed differences favoring the geinaof compensatory students (73%

favoring compensatory'ersus 27% foi non-compensatory, see Table A of.

Appendix C of Trisken, et al.., 1975a*).

6. Residual Gains AnalYses:. 'In residual gains'analyees an expected

Siuring test score is obtained.for each instructional group..bathed upon it's Fall

*These Pereentages were Computed from the followingthreecomparisons
in Table A: .(1) All CR vereus,NCR in NCR schools; (2) CR COMbined
ersus 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 6gains".Sof compenseiory etudents came f:rom

.the second-comparison. (1l of 14).

37
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, . .

teet score and'then, the extent to which an instructional group's actual

Spring-teat-iCote exdeeds this expected score is obtained. Thib residual

gain,score(expected Spring. score minu,s,eotual.Spring score) is.

then related to 'otter variables, such as compensatory-non-compensatoty

status, to see if .they help to explain.the mignItude Of the reeidual

gains.- There were,three kinds of comparisions.of particular importance.*

They were a comparison of the.residuil gain of: (1) all'.compensatorY

.students with all non-compensatory students; (2). all compensatory students

.:versue all students in scfiools that,did not offer compensatory programs**;

and, (3),Jall compensatory students versus all non7compensatory students
7 -

in their same schoola. Results-for the first comparison.showed that

on only two of the seventeen test scores analyzed was there a difference:..

. of any practical significance (viz.,. gccounted ,for three percent or more

-(:)f the totalvariance) and in these cases'(aecondgradaMetropolitan
. -

storiee and Coop scales). non,-compensatory studdilte-'-gained slightly

more than compensatory students. .For the.remainat, coMpenpatory.

students gained tZabOut:thi same.extent as.dia.not-compensatory students.

In.the second comparison, compensatory students gained to the same extent

as did non-coMpensatory students for;14 of the 17 scles.- For-the

remainder,the grOups were not comparable due to theirLhaving.different

regreesion curves (at the sixth grade only). In the list:compatison,

r.
there Were no practical aiffetences between the iais'of cctpensatory

and non-compensatory stuaents for 15 of the 17 scalea. Of the reMainder,

See Table 28 of Trismen, et al., 1975a.'. These analyses usegFall test-*

score plus its square to.obtain an expected Spring score.
057

.** Ittay'be seerlin the next saction that the testscores"-of etudents

these'latter schools were higher than those of compeniatory
atudents in:the former schoOls.

k
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one showed differences favoring somewhat the gains

atudents (second grade Metropolitan stories)-while

'the grOups'were not comparabla.due to non-parallel

For an overwhelming'preponderance of,these reading

of non-compensatory

for the Other scale

rerealipn curves.

scales'then (some
/.

86 percent overall) coMpensetory students growsit the:aame rate as do

non-compensatory 'students (viz, they do not fall further behind). A

number 'of_other analyses involvingclassrbom grouping practices showed

that compensatory versus non-compensatory comparisons eithgr.did itot

show any practical differences in.thSir gain (the one-exception being.,

the Coo0,scale at the second grade) or that the regression curves fer

the tido -group8 were.not comParable (some 44,yercent overall). These
. .

.

residual gain analyses then, Sup.pOri the asSertion that compensatory

students do not fall further behind non-compensatory studenti. However,

they do not support the.notion of their being closei together in the

Spring than in the Fall.

In summary, all of these analyees support the assertion that compensatbry

students tend.not to fall further behind nonrcompensatory students during

the academic year. Further, resUlts for°the first five analytic techniques

tend to show that, ih going frbm Fall.to Spring, compensatory students

improve their reading test scores relative to their non-compensatory'
;

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

.this.notion this latter asSertion cannot be made unequivocally. To make

this assertion unequivocally one must first refute the notion that this

'!apparent moVement" is nothrough about merely by the. tendency

3 9
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1

more extremejgroup to move closer to its population valtZe,on a

: second testineoccasion than would a less extreme.group (the'.'

wellAcnownegression to the mean effect"). Although not

completely refutable, suCh "regression effects Should. be
. .

minimal since the'test scores collected as part of.this study

were mot available for the use of local school personnel in.

..assigningrstudents to a compensatory or a' non-compensatory r).

group.* In 4dition:iall s d displayed a high degree

t\k
..

of internal consistency (see Table 15* TriaMen, et. al, 1975a)
,

5' so that witreme score.would be less likely to produce a
+ . 4 . -. .

1,
,"regression effect9)As a consequente 'We shall regard this.

,. t.

.movemefit".as Suggestive of theuppeilimit on the kinds of
1

i .

"gains" that might actually be oteurring.
.t.

,

\\
(b) Reading test. performance of compensatory reading students. ,

. .

,A,
. ..

.

compared with natioriaI percentile test.norms. .Our next comparison

. .

focuses nn fourth grade student's anli how they'fared compared to

national.norms. Only fourth grade students are analyzed betause..

both Fall and SPring norm's wee not available.for the tests.used

.at the other grade levels.*

.of
.

'.*. Viz..these decisione were made onMome basis Other-than the test
scores used for'thisstudy.

-

**.A.11. comparisoneare basednn the Metropolitan Achievement Test
and .were obtrained,by converting the average raw score tO its
percentile equivalent using the individual norms,tables. (See
Reversed Tables 23A and B of:Trismen, et al.- 19760.,
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The .typical student who received compensatory assistance

in reading at the fourth.grade,:. maintained a 22nd int-,

centile S'.-.andingftom the early, fall to the late spring

;on the total reading scale.

A student who started at the 22nd percentile in

the Fall bi.it made no progress during the school

year (i.e., kept his same raw score) Would have

. _

dropped to the 12tkpercentile in the Storing.*

.. For the same norresponding time period, his/his .

.

.typicaladvantagedgnhoolmate, who did not receive

'such assistance, moved from nhe 48th percentile

of the national norm in the fall v.) the 50th per-

centile.in the spring--an increase of two percentile.

. ranks, while students in.sChOols that did not offer

compensatory assistance in reading toyed from the

40th to the 44th perdentile-7an increase of four

percentile ranks.**

Id tabular.form these results'weie:

READING TOTAL SCALE

Student Category 'Spring,

Compensatory 22 22.

Non-Compensatory in .

non-compensatory schools 40 44

Non-compensatory in
compensatory Schools 48, 50

* ThiS is an example inCluded.from the test norms for ,comparison
purposes.

** Similar analyses based on deviation scores shcw compensatory students
to be about the.same distance .behind or closer to the national average
in the Spring than in the Fall (see Appendix C of this report).

4 1
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. By subtests the results were:

.. For WORD KNOWLEDGE

-Student Cateogry Fall Sprin&

Compensatory .22 .20

Non-Compensatory in
non-compensatory schools 40 40

Non-compensatbry in
cOipensatory schools

.. For READING.

46 48

Siuderi Category Fall Spring

Compensatory, 22 - 26

Non-compeniatory in
non-compensatory schoole 44 .50

Non-compensatory in
compensatory schools

-50 52

These results show that for Wort Knowledge,Compentiatory students

drop slightly from Fill to'Spring while non;-compansatory students:

either stay the same or increase slightly. For the RGading scale

both compensatory.students and studeats in schools that don't have

compensatory programs increase by 4-to 6 percentile tanks while the

remaining non-compensatory students increase by 2 percentile ranks.

. By source of funds the results were:
0

4 2



PERCENTILE RANKS FOR TOTAL_READING

.TYPE OF STUDENT

'COMPENSATORY ASSISTED .NON -COMPENSATORY ASSISTED

Type of School Fall Spting Fall Spring

,

.Title'T 26 20 46. 48

:Nan-Title I 24 .24 54 60.

Non-Compensatory - 40 44

These results show.that:.compensatory studente;regardless of.the_source of

funds,maintain their same relative status from Fall to Spring..-These

contrast with the results for non7compensatory students who show an

increase in their percentile rank with this increase being greatest in

.nOn-Titie I schools and ieait in. Title I schools. Eoweyer, there are

marked differences among the separate.scales as can be seen from the

following:

PERCENTILE RANKS FOR WORD.KNOWLEDGE

TYPE OF STUDENT

COMPENSATORY ASSISTED NON-COMPENSATORY ASSISTED.

Type of SchoOl !Fall Spring Fall
.

\Spring.
,.

,

Title..I. 22 18 42 44

Non-Title I 24 24 54 56

Non-Compensatory - 40 '40

tV
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Type. of School Fall 7 Spring Fall Spring

-387

'PERCENTILE RAMS FOR. READING

TYPE OF STUDENT

.UOMPENSATORY ASSISTED NON-COMPENSATORY ASSISTED

Title I 20 22 48 50

Non7Title I 22 28 56 60

Non-Compensatory - 44 50 .

These results show.thst,for,the,Yord;Knowledge subscale compensatory

students in Title I schools slip somewhat from Fall to Spring while

thoae in nOn-Title I schools maintain-their same relative rank.

tbmpensatory students in schools that don't have compensatory programs

maintain their same relitive-status Irom,Fall to Spring whereas other

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 thilyincrease being greatest

in non-Title I schools or in schools that don't\offer compensatory

assistance

4
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Overall then,these percentile analyses show that the

'concentration of low scoring students is greatest in,

Title I schools with the result that their compensatory

and non-compensatory students rank lower than their

counterparts in non-Title I schoola. Similarly, non-

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

exception-(Word Knowledge for compensatory students

in Title I schools) all categoriea of. students either

maintain-their same relative rank or advance slightly

with these advances tending to be greater in non-LTitle

I schools. Undotibtedly the greater concentration of

reading problems iU Title I schools as well as the fact

that they provide compensatory assistance to lower

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

iavances 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-compeusatory students-in 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 all students were

receiving the same amount of instruction).

43
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. .

Ac) Studenei liking lor reading activities and poSitiye.feelings

...about themselves as readers. 1.
/

Studentsin this study can be compared with one.another as well

ae with those in an earlier study with'regard to their affeCtiVe

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

FroM earlier discussions it may be recalled that the affective instru-

. .

ment allowed a student toindicate how positively he felt about

different reading activities and about himselfAs a reader. In Order

tO illustrate the relative status of compensitory and non-coMpensaiory

student's on thiemeasure we have computed ratio's similar to those

. .in a preceeaing section. Thenumerator.of this ratio represents a

rescaling of the numbei of positive-choices made by compensatory

students end the denominator, a rescaling of the.number of positive

choices made by non-compensatory students: When the ratio-isliess

than one it indicates that compensatory students made fewer positive

choices than non-compensatoty students; equal to one-.-that'the groups

are about equal; end, greater 'than one--that compensatory stUdents had

more positive choices thati did non-compensatory students.*

When compensatory students were compared with students in

schools that dichnot have compensatory programsthe fall and

spring ratios were:

The following ratios are obtained from Table 28.Of Triamen, et'al.,
1975a by dividing the respective fall or spring values for com7
pensitory 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't*Lvs. All NCR, both in CR schools".
The statisticalenalyses are not based on.the ratios.



Grade Fall
1!2.1111.1. Shift

2 .90 .99 .08

1.53 1.66 f .13

1.68 1.64 -.04

When compeniatoryatudents were compared with non-compensatory

.students in their same schools the ratios were:

Grade Fall Spring Shift

2 .90 .95 ;05

4 1.74 2.03 .29.

6 1.82 1.84 .02

These results tended to differ by the particular

comparidons being made and within these by the

analytic technique employed and the grade

level involved. However, for a preponderance

of the comparisons there were 'either no differences

in the growth of the two groups or differences

agghtly favoring compensatory students*.

Studenti in Title I and non-Title 'I schoola grew

more favorable about themselVes to about the same

eXtent at each grade.level (there wera..not-
--

appreciable differences ambng theM)**.

* *

* For the residualikain .(cevariance)
analyses in Table.28 of Trismen, et.al.,

1975a the results' were about one-third no differenee.and One-third slightlyih favor of compenaatory etudeht gains.. For.the uneOndiional ahalysea in
Appendix C, the gain score..analyses in:Table-A showd no differensps
while those in.Table.B which:encoded compensatory -non-compensatffy
status as a-variable, showed either no change in status frOm Fall to
SPring or.a Shift_in the status of compensatory Students closer to
or surpassing that of non-compensatory'students:

Viz. differences that accounted for three percent.or more of the variance
(see.Trismen, ei. al, 1976c, Table A).
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Among students in the fourth and sixth grades who were.'

receiving compensatory assistance thotie who had such

assietance inA)rior. years:tendeCto rank about.the same

in the fall as those who,did not:have anY prior aasistance.
..

However, those who had received prior astistance became

'morelivorable in their'attitudes to a greater extent

during the cOursi of the year.than did thoSe who had

not had any.prior assistance*:-

In a precedimg section results from the Equality of Educational OpportunityL

- Survey (ColeMan, et.al. 1966) were ukiLtd to give an approximate indication

of whatthe achievement status of disadvantaged (rinority) students might

have been:prior to the.initiation of Title.I. This eams study also.showed

k

that disadvantaged (minority) students became progressively more fatalistic

abont their ability to enhance their Iife circumstances through the avenue'

of education**. Although the currant.atudy did:noimeasura a student's

senbe Of fatalism it did.deal with its antecedents insofar as they are

rooted:in his reading experiences. The results.of the current study

. .
.

show that compensatory 'students become increasingly more favorable

towards,themaelves as readers and' in ,their liking foi reading activities

.and iMprove More in those attitUdes than do nOn-compansatory students.

(within each-of grades 4 anA 6 only). A4 a:result they come to equalor.surpasa:theirpeers in this regard byrhe close Of the academie year.

* See Table 29 of Trisman, at al., 1975a.

** See especially, Mayeske, et al., 1973b, page 60.
, in the grade level .averages.

4 8-
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.(d) The cost of sucW services and their source of funds.

Reeults in-an earlier section showed that the most educationally needy

students, as eVidenced by.their depresssed reading scores,. Were the

'ones who were receiving cOmpensatory.services.- In dollars theii

.services were from 3% to 349% mote costly per student than those

offered non-compensatory students. SchOols with compensatory reading

programs funded by Title I'tended t spend slightly more per student in

absolute atiounts (except for one special category of special reading

...group) but slightly less, in relative amounts (yiz, relative to services

provided nom-compensatory only students) than did schools with compensatory

reading programs funded from sources other than Title I.

Oh the average compensentory students tended to be as closi.or-closer

. to their nOn-disadvantagedPeers in the spring than.in the fall with

the extent.of this "catCh-up being.greater at the lower thin at the

higher grades; Although' such results do not readily lend themselves

to cost-effectiveneis calculations* they do suggest that student.reading

skill acquiSition and liking for reading are enhanced by.these additional'

'resources. Howevei, extensive anelyses did not uncover,a clear relation-

ship between the-level of resources (ot: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 appeaied more

important.than the sheer -amount (e.g. the'use of instructional aides
-
for clerical ot custodial functions rather than instiuctional activities) .**

See Flynn, et al., 1976b.

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

4 9



Earlier results of this study also showed that compensatory students

. .

were behind their less disadvantaged peers in their level.of reading

skill: development (as'indexed,tiy tlieir percentile tank) in.:the fall to-

abOUt the same extent,at each grade level. Such results suggest that

the benefits students derive from these attded resources may not

accumulate across the years. Of course, this latter conjecture is

tempered by_the fact.that it is the most educationally needy students

who-are to be served each year and they are not necedearily the same

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

not carty'along its successes). Then too, compensatory students may

experience greater skill losses over the summer months than do their

non-disadvantaged peers.

50
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5. Were there any unusually effectiVe programs, and'ik there were,
. .

whit made, them so?*
. ,

It may be,recalled,from our.eailier diacussion that 29 schools which

displayed a range of effectiveness ( .g. high, medium, and low)

in terms of the1 :. compenaatory students' growth ii reading skiI10,during

the academic year wers selected for indepth study. Teams Of trained** 40
.

observers visited each school twice: to verify that the reading programs

operated as they were believed to on the basis of the teachers' descrip-
,

.,
.tiona of their activities and to develop'possible explanations for project

_performance; and, to further refine and clarify those explanations. Neither

the observers nor the school i)ersonnel being visited knew the values of the .

effectivenese ratings:

After'the visits were aompleted the effectiveness.scores wer\ coMpared

th the observers' judgments concerning project.performance. There was a

consensus that fiveof the programs were unusually effective by both

standards. Four Of the programs were funded by Title I. The fifth was.

a compensatory programs which owed its origins, in part, to Title III. f

ESEA.

These fiVe compensatory programs were always either Well above average.

or near ayeragein their degree of efectiveness; However, their per-

formance did not necessarily follow econsistent pattern across the three

grade 14A/e1S studied.- For eXample, one school was unusually

* Details on resUlts can be found in Trismeu, et al., 1976a.

** Their training emphasized what'to observe and how to make these
observations objectively 'and reliably.

:,
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effectiveet the second grade whereas another was so only at .the
e

second and sixth grades. Of the' remaining three,:two.lackddn sixth

dadi but 'Were unusually effective at the Other grade leVels-while.

the last school was unueually:effeCtiVe st:all three grade levels.

Although not selected in terms of theii children's percentile gain*, the

'Availability'of Fall and Spring.norma'for the Metropolitan ReadIng

scores- at the fourth\grade allowed for:such a comparison. In the

three'programs that were unusually effective at this grade level,'
-

a typical compensatory student manifested an average percentile,

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

percentile in the 'Fall to the 24th percentile in the:Spring on the

Metropolitan total scale). For\the aubtests corresponding results

were:

Fall \ Spring)
,

Word Knowledge 17 24

Reading 17

When the costs of the compensatory programs in ,these fiverschools

.were compared with those in the remaining schools,they were not con-

,

sistently more or less expensive. Rather,nn the average they cost

abont the_eame_as the aVerage of the other schoole.Ak-

* *

1,

Unusually effective compensatory programs were identified by the
extent to which the average Ofall their test scores in the Spring
eXceeded that which could be expected on'the basis. of their Fall
scores (the residual gain criterion). :See.Irismen, et al., 1976a
for these analyaes. percentile ranks were temputed'in the same:
manner as described earlier.

See Flynn, et. a10,1976b.
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There t4ere some elements that the observers feli_were oommon to

,these five prograMs. First, all had defined reading as in important

. .

. .instructional goal, had assigned it priority Among the.school

'activities and had manifested., this commitment by expending more

-time'on reading or on having a better quality of raadiag..

.resources.. Second, in all five.schools, there was effective educa-
,

tional leadership specific to the issue Of:reading:(in three of'five

_it was the principal). Third, an outstanding feature of all'five

was careful atlention to basiC skills. Fourth, in'all of thee
.

schools'there was a relative breadth of Materials. Last, in all five

-, schools there was eVidence Of cross fertilization of ideaS among
,- .,

,,, '\ .

,
.-1'teaciNrs.

. , . ''

Additional.insights intothe nature of effectiveness were gained

from detailed analyses of the observations:Made by the teams when they .'
*4

visited the 29 schoolA.*. Those classrOoMi on which there was achievement

.

effectiveness information from-the prior yearrere visite4 by't14o

observers each time, at Eq3proximately eight iieek intervalg,.. to rate classroom

activities

to contain

related to

and atudenr-teacher.interaction. These ratings were found...

eleven characeristics which differentiated among the

of these 29 schools. When these characteristicé were

the achieVement effectilieness information the fgllowing_

results' were obtained:

* See Triomen, al, 1976b, pp. 1-19' :

5 3
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In grade 24 effectiveness was significantly and positively ;

related to the degrei of adult-centeredness of the class-

rOom, to teache\affect (llking for the studenis) .and to the

\'''
level ofjoint involvement of student-teacher interaction:in learning.

.. \
Effectiveness was negatively related to equality

2\

\ \of teacher attention to\students (second grade.only). .

\\ .

In grade 4, was again\positively related to the'

"degree'of adult centeredness of_the classroom and negatively
'. \ . ,

\
\

related to .punitive cont7l by the teacher.
_ \

. ,

- &L.,.

.

:.-.

\

In grade 6, effectiveness was positively related to the
- \

degree of student autonomy and to the equality of teacher

attention tb students.

Effectiveness was negatively related to classroom
r.

affect and teacher warmth (sixth grade only)..

These results siuggest that different kinds of teacher behaviors

may be effectilie deOandfing- upon the.ageigrade/maturational.leVel

of the.students involvedco.Such results may also help to explain,

in part, the fact thac some of the unusually effective programs

..were not uniform in their effect acfoss'the,grade levels.

"yr

.5 4
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Our sixth question is really a set of questions similar to the

preceding,only focusing on summer programs...! The. first question.

asks: "What was the incidence of summer compeaSatery programs,

c

their nature and costs?"

Roughly 26 percent of the 266 schoolsparticlvating in the study

during the tegular school.year offered some type of compensatory

activities during the sumier months. Almost-half of the schools

that had sunimer programs (41%) were included further study

on the:basis of their willingness tO participate\and their having

.a sufficient nuMber of summer- students to make such, an examinatiOn

possible.* When these latter schoole: (viz. the 27. summer program

school's) were compared to the. Othets,they werefound 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 elesser ektent had more'experienced teachers

who txpressed greater satisfaction With their administration**,

ttt,

* . The information on which these discussions are based can be found in
Tables-24thsough 45-of Trismenet al., 1976b and Al-Salam, et al,
1976 for the.cost results.. Schooleincluded for:the summer study
tended to have highdr achieVement scbres during the regular school
yeat than did the, remaining schools. Schoolt that refused to'
:participate in. the Summer study would have raised the 'achievement
scores of summer students slightly hed they been included whereas:
those eliminated becaute of too fewstudents would have lowered the
summet -average somewhat had they been included. .

/** See Tables 24 and 25 Of Trismen, et al., 1976b fer these
/

. /

/-
5D
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Summer programs differed from regular school year programs in the

following ways:*

.. Attendance was voluntary

All but one orthe schools hid a shorter school-day.
_

School staff indicated that their instructional groups

4 . . .

Were smaller,,.that their instruction was'mOre.flexible

and indiividualized, that they. were mote concerned with
,

. "i.
remediation and enrichment-and that they used a greater,

0

-variety of.instruCtional materials.

.Smaller class sizes resUlted in a &rester percent of

total summer program cost going to staff Axpenditures-

(887, in the summer verSus 69% in the regular/year)

/

CoSts per student hour of Instruction wereLovar 2.5 times greater-.

inithe summer than during theregular school year (56 per
/

summer session hour verius 24 per regular school session hour).

... Per student hourly cost in schools that received

Title I funds were 1.7 and 1.6 times more

expensive for the regular and.summer sessions

respectively, than in schools that did,not receive

such funds.

See-p ges 30=34 Of
AI-Saitm, 1976 for

Trismen, et Al..; 1976b.and'Tibles 22'- 4 of .

these results and those in the next se ion.

4
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. Summer prograMs differed from'one another in the following

Seventy-eight percent of the schools had a five or six

week sumMer program, 18% had a four week prograth and

4% an 'eight week.program.

.. The most frequent bases for determining pupil partici-.

Tation depressed.reading levels (24%); teacher

or staff recommendations (24%);and, parent request

(21%).

.. In 857. of all summer study schools summer dompensatory

reading programs were funded Wholly cir in part by funds

supplementary to the regular school budget.

Forty-siX percent of all summer study schools used

fUnas for such purposes.

... The moSt frequent instructional approach was a combination'

of linguistic-phonetic and language experience (63%)

followed 'closely by linguistic-phonetic alone ..(11%) and
,

enletic (11%)'.

.; Title I funaed programs differed from others

'in that they spent more timaimproving motor

abilities felated to reading.

.. Cost differences among schools. were pronounced and

were primarily due to different utilized resources,

different prograM lengths and differ414.stddent-staff

ratios.

5 7
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Cost"differences among grade levels were not'

appreciably different being 56, 54 and 46

dollars per student for grades- 4 and 6

-respectively.

Programs that had a remedial/compensatory emphasis

were about twice as expensiVe aP those that had-an

enrichment or enrichment/remedial emphapis'(about

$.31 per student for the latter types versus about

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

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

than those without such funding ($70 per student for Title I

versus $40 for the others, this difference being.due primarily

to the greater compensatory emphasis of the former),*
,

Our seCond questidn, concerning summer compensatory reading programs asks:

"How do students who attend them.differ-With.regard to- their test scores

and background?"**

Students who attended a aummer program differed from regular

year. Students in their same achools in the following ways:

In the Fall students who were to attend summer compensaiory

programs the subsequent Bummer attained slightly higher_

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

second.grade where they:had fallen slightly behind the

other.compensatory studefats.

* See Tables 16 and 17 of Al-Salam, et al., 1976.

** See Tables 31 through 34 of Trismen,, et al., 1976b. These analyses
pertain to students who attended a.1973 summer program. During the
1972-73 school year they were 'in the 'second, fourth or sixth grade.
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These same patterns also prevailed:when

summer attendees were compared to regular

year.tompensatory Students in schools that

did not offet)3ummer programs.

.. In their liking for teading, summer attendees were no'

. different from their regular year compensatory counter-

parts for both the fall .and spring of the second &fide'.

-HoWever, atthe fourth grade summer students were

'slightlV more faVorable for botkfall'anespring results

while at the sixth grade they were less favorable in the

fall and mire favorablel_n-the-eiring,

When.compared to comPensatory studenta in schools that

did hot,have summer programs, summei attendees tended

to have more positive attitudes toward themselves,as.

readers.

.. Eighty-One percent of summer studentsWere white whereaS

duiing the regular school year only 63% of ihe compensatory

studentrii-in schools,that had summer.programs were White.,

.. Fifty-three percent were males whereas during the

.regulat -school year 57% 'Of the,compensatoiy students

in schools that had summer-programs were.males.

.. .0f the summer school students, 35% participated 'in the
\

-.free lunch program during the regular school year.

During the regular school-57Sr about 50% of the students

in schools that had summer programs participated in the

free lunch program.

r
5 9
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AboUt'48% of the summer studeits had had.piior assistance

in compensatory reading whereas during the regular

school year almost 62% of compengatory students in'

theseschools had received some formuf prior com-

pensatory assistance in reading.
.

\.

\

.

.

Students who attended a summerprogram differed from'one
, I

another in the following ways:

.. Students in Title I funded schools scored lower than

students in non-Title.I'funded schools on both the Spring
s

. teats and on those administered at,the completion of

.their summer seSsion.

These results suggest that students who attend summer compensatory

programs ire proportionately somewhat less educationally and

.economically disadvantaged (as indexed by their test seores and free.

lunch/minority itatus, repectively) than are regular year compensatory

Students' who do not attend.Such sessions. Further', students in

Yritle I funded.summer prbgrams Are more educationally disadvantaged

(as indexed bytheir test.spores) than are other summer attendeet.

r.

'Our last question about summer programs asks: "How did studenta

benefit from their attendance and, if some prograMs were more effective

than Othera,.whet accounted for their success?"*

* See Tables 39-43 of Trismen, et al., 1976b. The reader is reminded
that these analyses are based on only 27 schools involving less than
200 students..
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Students who attended summer programs were able to'

maintain the leyel of skill development they'had

demonstrated on the Spring,tests (viz, they did not

display.losses ovef the suymer months'at would be

expected of students who did'Uotattend such programs,

es,pecially-disedvantaged-students).

.. Students. in Title I funded program@ achieved an:

amount that was equal to-that of students in other'

programs.:

As a consequence the reading skill differences

among these categories of students remained

the same from the spring to end of the ::.:ummer

session (viz. Title I students did not fall

fall further behind).

. Some programs were more Successful than:Others. [(viz, their

students achieved to a greater or.lesser eXtent than would

be expected on the basis of'their Spring test stores*]..

When successful programs were comptred with unsucessful'

'ones it was.found that the succrtsful.0nes: '

T ... Concentrated on grade 2 programs and less on mu]ti:-

age programs;

.. Had more teachers from other school districtS and

fewer who taught in that same, school during the ,

regular school year;

* There were six such schools for studtnts who had completed grade 2 the
prior year (three successful and three'unsuccessful. Similarly, there:
'were four tuch schools for students wilo had completed grade fourthe
prior year (two successfUl and two unsUCcessful).
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.. Had more.experienced ieachers.who'indicated greater
.

satisfaction with various aspects of the program.

and tended to disagree in greater number. to the

:"The.pupils want to learn but they'don't

Ihave the, right background.for school

. Did.not differ from the others'in tern:a of their type of

approach, or_their level'of resources utilized or the

level of associated cost Of these resources (viz. they

.were teither more nor less eXpensive than the others).**

:The seventh and final question asks: -.,

I .

A

'How do the results' of this:study compare with those froM earliettime

, periods.and other Title I evaluation studies?"_
. -

This is'the first comprehensive national'etudy of compensatory reading

. -
programs, most. 'of:which' were funded hy Title 1 of the Elementary and

.

Secondary Education Act (nearly 58% Were Title Ilfunded). Rarly national

evaluation studies of Title I were inconclusiVe due in part\to the infancy

\

and diffuseness of the program:(not targeted on basic skillg and not'

. -serving the-most needy Idnts) and due also to the lack of.availability

f evaluative data .(early nStIonal evaluations depended upon Picking up
A

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

*

See page 01 of Trismen, et al., 1976b.

See Chapter 5 of Al-Salem; 1976.

.*** A practice Which, even now, will not permit methodologically\ sound
inferences to be made about program impact. (See for example
'"Assessment-of Reading ActiVities.Funded Under theFederal Program
of'Aid for Educationally Deprived Children", GovernMent Prin'ing
Office, Washington,' DX., December 12; 1975).
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in the annual State Title I reports,' which have become more.complete

in retent years, tends, to show that student particiPants-achieve at

a rate that.is equal to orgreater than that of the average stUdent,

hiie they.are in the program*.

Further support for these results comes from.local Title I evaluations

. which show an increaeing incidence of highly successful projects..(by

highly successful is meant that project participants narrow the

distance they are behind their more advantaged peers by about one-

third or more)**: The results from these three sources of evidence_
fe

. (viz, national,state and local Title I evaluations) contrast with .

. those Troma national study conducted just ptiOr to funding ofTitle

I-whiCh ehowed that diiadvantaged (minority) studente fell increasingly

further behind their more advantaged (non-minority) peers as they,

progressed.through their years of schooling.and developed an increasing

sense of fatalism about their ability tO improve their life chances

through the avenues of edUcation***.

.* See Gamel, t al., 1975;, and Thomas,.et al., 1976.

** 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 pagee).

*** See Coleman, et. al, 1966; Mayeske, et.a1,-1973a, 197.,3b, 1975 and for
more recent evidence, Ozenne, 1973: Older'students of'a-given baCkground
were further behind majority students than were their younger counter-
i.:arts of the same background.'
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Prior to 1965 there was less of a national focus 06. the achievement
!

performance of disadvantaged children and,as a conseguence,their peg-

formance was seldom,selected Out for comparison with their non-
1

disadvantaged peers. However, as part of this siudy,an historical

overview of studentsyperformance on'atandardized readin" tests was
1

made; The survey concluded that for the f rty year perioeprior tO

1965 the average student .(elementary an secondary grades) showed

a progressive increase 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 by other evidence. For example,7results from.-college

entrance exatinationa administered near.the completion of high school,

show a'definite decline in the 'performance of. prospective applicants

in the verbal and mathematics areas over this same time period.. . .

. _ .

Similarly, results fr.= the National Assessment of Educational Progress. .

show a'decline in Science and Writing skills during.a-five. year periOd*,.

.All.of these trends pertain to.the average or ab:we average student..

What then might Characterize the status of disadvantaged students

for this same time periA? Since most compensatory activities are.

Concentrated'on the early elementary grades and focus on basic skills

it is instructive to note from the National Assesament results for Writing_

* See: Farr, Tuinman,and Rowls (1974)
ITele See: NAEP Newsletters of 1975,(VIII,.(2)) and 1976 (IX(1))
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that nine.year olds actually improved in their writing,skills

"
when compared with their 'counterparts of four years earlier.

Similarly, a special study of funCtional literacy,,,also conduCted
-

-by National Assessment, showed that 17 year olds in 1974 performed

better than their counterparts in 1971 and that those who sh-owed,

.the greatest.gains were children of parents with low eduCational

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

,\itprovement for the tYPical Or average student and al, acceleration of

this rate for disadvantaged'snudents suggests that compensatory:

education may be wcirking against a ,general cultural trend.. The\

'fictors underlying th...1.8 cultural trend, 1,f'indeed one can

be said to.exist at,all, are unknown at thia time.**

rj

* See: NAEP Functinnal Literacy (1975)

** See especially .Earninchfeger and Wiley (1975) for an. examination of
different Vases for a trea and for'an eXplication of the different \

. factOrs inliolved. Investigation' of A. similar trend in England for
this. same -time perioi suggested that their_decline.was due to 'two'. \:
factors: (1)._ a .growing tendency ,onthe part of earlY. elementary:teachers' \

0 to let students progress at.theirown pace rather than adhering to.
fixed:standa'ids of accomplishment, for given age/grade.groups coupled

.

,Awith; (2) a lack of recognition on the part of later elementaryteachers'
that they were responsible-for basic reading instructicin and a lack
ot preparedness to engage in such instruotion-(Start, -1974-Start
and Vells, 1972);

Results from National 'ilsessment on "changes in-
reading skills over a.four,to five year peiiod will become ayailable
in-Mid 1976, and will be more.definitive,concerning the existence
of such a trend.
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Conclusions

. -

The prePeding resultssay a lot about compensatory reading programs
7

'in general, as well'as About how the.stateMents might vary..depeiading

OPon the source of funds usedto eupport auch.prOgrams. As before

. .

they caM.be Organized around a sei of questions; however,.the queations

-arejewer.innumber and Moregeneral in nature.

1. In gp'hools that offer compensatory=programs, are the most

.1

educationallymeedy students being'proVided compensatory assistance

in readin0 Using the level of a student's performance on a.standardized

.1
readingnmeasure.as an indexof his!need for assistance the answer.is,.

\unequivocally yes. Schools that receive Title Ilunds'have greater

Poncentrations of.Iowacoring students and provide asFietance to More
, .

of them than do noO-TitleI schoOls.
4

Since the incidence of such needs differs depending upon a student's
.\

.

membership in .varioue subpOpulations, proportionately more of these re.

subpdiulatiOns Are Provided services. For example, PrOportionately''

4
more older than younger students, more boys than girls, more poverty

than non-poverty students (using free lunchjparticipation as the indeX)

and more minority. 1,;.non-minority students receive services than one

would eXpect merely on-the basis pf their incidence in the. general ..

population and these latterLtwo are especially so fdr Title Lschools.

Nevertheless, the provision of services appears to'be'guided mainly by

their need for special assistance in reading.



-61-

a a.

2. Are the compensatory service6 supplemental to.those Usually

provided students in regular.(non-coMpensetory) reading programs? Using

, cost, as developed.from the resource-,cost model, as sm index of.the level

of resources provided, Compensatory, students do receive more services

thanrheir nom-compensatory counterparts,'and.the: level of additional

resourCes Irar.ies With the nature of their insiructional group.membkghip...

Title I schools..-tended to spend more thiiMmo -Title.I schools in'absolute

. ,

amounts,but non-Title r'schools tended to spendmore in relative ambunts

....\-

(viz. they spent slightly more on their compensatory students comPared to

)

non-compensatory students) when,they did,offer.such special assistance,
'

HoweVer,rhe incidence of.small, special reading groups (the most expensive

kind of'instruc4onal group) Was Much greater,for Title I schooiS..

-3. How do*compensatory reading students benefit from.theirsRecial.

aasistance?

The naturasof the resulta tended to vary!aomewhat depending upon the

subteat zu&grade level being examined and uponthe analytic technique-
.

etployed: 'All of thIpla&lySes.suppor:ed theassertion that COmpensatoty

students .1-.end not to fall further behind noncompensatory students during

the academic rear (the.main exception was fora scale.cailed Word Knowledge).

Also,.percentile analyses showed that with regard to the 50til1 pereentile

(national norm).student, both compensatory and mon-Compensatory students*

manifested imprOvement evan though the latter had'a somewhat greater,

pakcentile 4.ncrease than the former., 0tlir analyses, suggestedithat.for.

OSA
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eome of the'subtests,compensatOry studentayere closer to non-

aompensetory students in.their reading skill perforMence in the

Spring than in thaFall.. However, since compensatory students

,iended_to,rank at aboUt the same percentile .in-the Fall of the

second, fourth and sixth grades it. Was suggested'that gains acquired

during the academic year tended not to had up in .subsequent yeare.*
.

.
.

.

Such results would be affected by the fall off over the summer_ ._....
.0

.

months and the fact that the programs tendto serve the-mOst needy

students eath year and they are not necessarily the same students

from one year to the next.(this is especially so for Title I).

Students whd%receive compensatory assistance in reading tended.to
1 .

become favorable towards themselves as readers an&toward the/r

reáding activitieeto a degree:that was/equal to or greater than that

.1of their unassisted peers. This waelo to'the same extent fon'Title I

'as for non-TitleI students.

!'
. f

* This observi,cion is not babed.on a follow-up.of the same individuaki
students over a period-of years:

V.

a
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4. How do unusually effective'programs differ from the others?
1

The five unusually effeCtive programs could not be.differentiated analylicalry
. .

.from the others in tarmi of ,tbeir use of a single approach to compensatory

reading. Similarly, their cost was neither more nor less than that of the

othei programs.. The five appeared to share a number of common elements

.concerned with what one might term a set of "planning.and management

variables" (vit. all'taanifested a commitment to reading with a careful

focus on baaic.skills guicfed by effective leadership, with ideas shared

-among staff members and with the staff having accese to a relatively broii'd,

array of Materials). The same programs were not-uniform in their degree
e, .

\

Ofeffectivenessattheldifferent grade levels--an observation for which
1

\

other data suggested that a teach'er's way of relating to his/her students,
\

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

unlisually'effective programs .exceeded the others was available from

. .41

the results at the fourth grade.cIn 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 tha typical compensatory Student,

increased by four percentile ranks while his counterpart in the unusually,

effective programs increased by ten percentile ranks from the Fall to

the Spring. Such figures help tOccievelop an appreciation f what is

:realisticallyachievable in the aggregate for compeniatoty programs--
ir,

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

normefor incivi\dual students is unusually good. For, some programs.

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

6



-64-

1

of a losS o 'this order would be judged unusually good eve though,

\

as a result of such afi attainment, their students would only maintinin
.

.

. .
,

/

their same percentil

..

e-rank from Fall to Spring.

Four of these five unusuall effective programs were funded by Title

I. The fifth had its_origins in part, in Title of ESEA.

Questions s /sr to the preceding can aleo be posedof er programs.

Answers to them showed the follow ng:
.

\ /1. Wi h regard to need: students who received coipensatory'

assistancein a.summer program had depressed reading scores during the

/-.
regular schrol year althou5, th y were not as low scoring as regular

/year compenSatory'students who did not attend summer programs nor were

\

Insummer atte deps proportionat ly as pooror non-white as were their regular

year compensatory counterpart

.. Students in Title I funded prograMs had lower test scores

than did students ~^ non-Title I programs.

2. With regard to levell' of resorces: costs er student hbur of

instruction were 2.5 times gr ater-in the summer t an during the regular
i.---

sChool year. .,

1

.. Title I funded progrands w re about 1.6 times more expensive than

non-Title I programs.
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With regard,to benefit: at-the time bf completion of their

.iumm prograMs student attendeesedid not fill,below the level of skill

develop 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 eve# though the 1

former scored lower on the Spring tests than did the letter

(viz. Title I students.did not fall further.behind).

4. -With regard to' unusuallY-effective summer programsf five could be

identifiedlc however, they did not differ from others in terms-of their

type of approach nor were thex.:tore 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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'(inCluding- an Appendix volume).
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APPRNDIX A

of thit',appendix is to illustrate,that veiy different

conclusions About progtam Imp-art-ran be reached depending upon

Whether raw scores or grade leVel equivalents are used for. analysis

purposes*.

The'first set-of figures, given-in Table-1, compareitherOial number
1

of reading skill items. completed correctly.in the Fall and in the

Spring'. Examination of these datashoWs that compensatory students

(CR) exhibit a greater increment in the umber of items.correct from

the Fall to the Spring than doleithcr non-:compensatory students.in

their oWn Schools (VCR) or students'ihschoole that don't have.

ompensatory reading programs;: These 7d4ffeiences are.more.pronounded

the eecond grad,e than at the higher:gra-Be levels. Further,when

_
se results are coMpared with the Metropolitan Achievement Test

(MAT) norms at the fourth grade' (the onli'grade leve for which both.

'Fall, and Spring norMs Were available) oneoiiinds that all students
.,

achire at a greaterrate than does the typical 4 average student. /

;Ll

-:
The ayerage student shows an iMprOvement of & items during the course.

of the\ year, moving from 63 items correct in the Fall.to 71 Correct.

ih the,Spring. Hence, in terms of rawiscoreS, compensatory students
.

are-Closer to their non-compensatory peere in the Spring thad/in the

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

'difference still remains.

c

* The data for,these analyses are,tallIcen from Tablee 23A'and 23B of
Trismen, et al., '19754 (see MAT TOTALS).

"'A 0
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Table 1 Mat Total Number of Items-Corieti

- Test
J. NCR-CR NCR Schopls- \ .

Grade Level Administration CR* NCR** Difference NCR Schoort***GR Difference-
,

Second Fall,

Spring

Difference

Fourth Fall ' -

,

Spring

Difference 1

Sixth Fill ,

4ring

Difference

.'.

40.3 56...7 16.4 53.3 13.0-
A

59:6 70.0 10.4 8.2

19.3 13.3 14.3

39.3 60.7 21.4 56.5 17.2

50.0 70.1 20.1 66.4. 16.4

10,7 9.4 9.9 -

A
57:8 76.2 18.4 74.3

.

16.5
,

64.2 79.7 15.5 77.5 13.3

6.4., 3.5, 3.2 0%

CR - students who receivid compensatory assistance in-reading.
\.

;

**\ NCR - students in schools wi! cmpensatcry reading programs who diCnot k.
o"'receive such asssistanc .

*** NCR.schools ttudents in-schools that-do not have compensatory,reading-

programs.
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Table 2.---Mat-; lotil Grade Level Equi?plents
/

. ;

,

Grade/Lever
-Tesq , NCR-CR NCR Schools-

AdMinistration ..CR**' NCR** Difference NCR Schools*** CR Difference.
.. 6

Se//cond

// : .

///

. Fourth

Sixth

Fall .
/

/

. Spring
a

.

1.16

2.46

.70

2.93

3.57

.64

4.22

4.80

.58

-I-2.31

3.21

.90

436

5.32

. .96

-6.20

6.83

.63

.55

.75

1.43

1.75

.

1.98

.1-2'..03

%.

2.21

.3.05

.84

4.10

.5.00

.90

.20.03

6.59

.56

.45 .

.59

1.17

1.43

'1.81

1.79

.:Difference

Tall

Spring

Difference

Fall

Spring

Difference

- . .

CR - students who received compensatory assistance in reading.

NCR - students in schools"witivcompensatory reading 'programs Who did not'
receive'such assistance.'

.*** NCR-Schools - students- in schools that do' not have compensatory reading
programs.

'8 2
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Analyses of these data, after they have.been converted to grade-level

/
equivalents, are given in Table 2. EXamination ok these reaults would

lead one ta 'the concilusion that compensatory studtnts-(CR) are one-.

half to almnst two-years behind NCR students in the fall and that

I

they fali progressivelY further behind during the regular-school

O.

year with this drop being mostaevere at the fourth grade and least
.

-Severe at the.sixth grade. Such results would lead one to the view

-that in spite of-their assistance, coMpensatorY students do not

achieve, at a rate eqnal tO or greater than that of t1L4tir ,t-Iassisted

, peers'. In fact one would conclUde that non-tompensatorsi btndents (NCR)

-

attain almost a full year of growth over this period of time whereas

CR students attainonly six-tenths of.that amount.

.These results for grade level equivalents art an.artifact óf.a pro-

cedure which both 'fortes test scores to take on.tertain properties (by

making them-pass through-orThear average performance .at different:

grades) and accentuates sthall differences in test performance so that

they assume unwarranted importance (e.g. for some tests at some grade'

levels,, one item dotrect can be'worth ane-half'a year.of,gioWth). Grade

-level-equivalettt-db-accurately, reflecSt results and should

never be.used in educational evaluations.

8 3
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APPENDIX B

/ _.

Standard Score-Differendes for Compensatory vers s Non-Compensatory
Differences/by Test and Grade Level..

i

/ \

Compensatory Studen s Compared With
'Students in Scl+ols t Do Not Have'
Compensatory Program

_

- -

Test Grade Level: 2

Fall

Metropolitan Word

Fall .Spiing

Knowledge -.66 -.51 -.77

Metropolitan Reading -.68 '-.59 J.70...

Metropolitan Total 7.72 L158 -.80

COOP/STEP II -.74 -.64 -.74

r n Fall Spring

7.79

- 78

-.84 -.74

- -.86 ' -.81

-.80 -.70

-.74-.82

Test Grade Level:

Metropolitan.Word
Knowledge

Metropolitan Reading
. , t

Metropolitan.Total

*COOP/STEP II.

%Compensatory /Students COmparea With Non-
CoMpensatoryStudents.frem Scho ls that
'Offer Compensatory.Programs

\

Fall

C.

'Fall. Spring

1

-,84 -.63 -.98 -.98

r
-.86. .0,-.74 -.93 -.79.

,

.

-..91 -.74 -.99 -.98

-.91 -.84- -.95 -.89

Fall Spring

-.89 -.83

-.91. -.83

7.94 -.87

1-.96

i

,,7,.!_
.

These data were coMputed,froM the,w.lues'in Revised Tablos, 23A an B of
.Ttismen et al.% 1976c bly subracting.the means of the two groups. a1nd .

dividing by the,sample etandard deviatien. -

... _
,
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APPENDIX C.

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

Test

Non-Compensatory Students
.CompensAtory in:Schools that offer Non-Comperisatory
Students Compensatory Programs Schools

Grade 4* Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall . Spring

. . \
. .

MeCropolitan -1.09 -1.03 \ -.11 -.04 .-.32 -.23-
Woxd. Knowledge \

Metropolitan
Reading .97 . - .82 -.04 +.12. ' -.21 ,-.04

Metropolitan
Total .1.1.10 -1.03 -. 2 -.04 -.30 -.23

* These values were excerpted from Revised Table 23A and B of Trismen,,et al.,
.1976c.
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APPENDIX D

. Evidence of Effectileness From State and Local Reports

Another forM of information toncerning the aggregate benefits of

Title 1 dathes fram the annual State evaluation reports. Early. in

FY '73 legislative actiVities suggested that Title I wouldretain

its identify even if consolidation were to occur. Therefore, a

study was initiated to see what could be learned from a critical

examination of the infoimation in recent_State-Title I reports

(FY's 71-74), haw such results might have.changed when compared

with earlier.years (F'Y!s 69-70 in Wargo,'et. al; 1972) and, how

Statereporting.systems might be-improved.* Results from the first

phase.of this study, which is concerted with the review of cuirent

and past reports, reveals that most ctntinue to Show a number of-

serious:shortcomings which precludea their usefulnees.in making

statements about the achievementivenefits.of project participants

at the state level.,.Most reports do not contain atatistically

representative data and the data which.are presented are almost;always

expreaced in terms of grade level equivalena t gains. The:data-ate

unrepresentative because many LEAss dip not get their reports in on

time to be used in the State's report and of those.that theldata

aretften incomplete and nonrepresentative.** Hence, inpreparing'his

* Specific. steps that are being taken.to improve State and local
. project evaluation practices.andieports are discussed in the
final portion of this report.

1

** Some.States have used the Anchor test results,io equate achieVe-
ment test scores for grades 4,. 5 and-6 (1974). However', this
practice is limited. and Will'diminishas more ManufaCturera
revise their teata.

r",
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report the State evaluator is forced to rely only on the available data

and ibis is a biased subset of all LEA projects and their.participants.*

Almost all ol the States report their achieveMent benefits in grade.

equivalent gains--a metric that capitalizes on systematic biasas

intioduced by practices of testmanufacturers, as discussed in a

subsequent section.

Despite these drawbacks some trends across this six-year period-could

be discerned. They were: (1) the numbers of Title I participants showed

a progressive.decrease while eXpenditures over time showed a corresponding

.increase with the result thataverage Title I per-pupil expenditures

increased; (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 or langudge arta programs; (3) expenditure data which

were available:showed a substantial and continuing increase for-instruc-
.

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

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 oU

need and that standardized tests are used to determine student needs;

-(6)--for the small number of states for which impact data were fOund

to'be valid (about 17) etudent partictpants manifested irowth equivalent.

to or greater that the witional average.; hOwever, their fall:test scores
6

* The direction of the bias is probably positive if one recognizes that
.children present at the beginning and end of the school year ate
likely to .be more academically able than those who leave.
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at uccessive grade levels showed'that such gains as did occur were

not cumulative across the years, undoubtedly for some of the same

reasons cited'sarlier (summer losses and serving the most needy each

year). as well.as due to the States use of Grade Level Equivalentscores

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

In a recent search for eFfective reading projects sponsored by the

Right-to-Read program (viz, the searchwas not limited to compensatory

projects) some'1'500 candidates were itified.- Of this total about 52'

percent eliminated themselves from Consida.Lon (by failing to respond

. to the survey que: :...nnaire): Of. the.,728 rf...in'ng only 27 (or.less

than four-percent) wa:. found.to meet defsnsile 7tAmdsrds for claims

of effectiveness (e.g., siequate criterio= measures) tatistical adequacy,

experimental,design, et ,). Of these 27 projeCts, akspissamination and

Review Panel (DRP) appreved.12-as meeting adequate evaluation standards

(this-representsa survival rate Of less than one percent of 1500 in' about

1.6:percent of the.728).. Of:ihose that were approved by the DRP tight

were compensatory Projects and four of these were funded by Title I

(Bowers, et. al, 1974): Suth results show that the problems of adequate

evaluation procedures are not limited to a particular Federally-funded

program.but are rather endemid t the educational sector.'

These resUlta can be contrasted with those 'from a survey Conducted by

tbe Title.I program staff. In this survey each,State was-encouraged

two effettive projects: Fifty-one were received, screened

and\reduced to 28 by .the OE E.:taff. .Thes,; 28'.ws:7e then site visited to

\.

make\detailed observations of them and to insure that y were in tom-

pliante with'regulations. The 17 survivors from this latter screening

8 8
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Stage were "submitted to the DRP; 11 were approved fotdissemination, On

the basis of these two studies .(as well aa\ttie foregoing) itcan b

asserted that the evaluation requirements for Title I "leadthe way"
\ .

for the 'evaluation of State v:id locally funded'prOjects.

might question whether effectiveness concernswouId\

where, near the prominence they have during the past

for the Title I evaluation requirements.

have attained any-

decade were it not.

A third, earlier search conduCted by-OPBE, sOUght,to identify validate

and package up.to 8 effective.approaches.to compensatory education so
\

that schools in- other locales could duplicate the projt,tctaby working

directiy from the package -(Tallmadge,. October 104). SOme 200 projects:

were considered as.potentialcandidates'forpackaging. Initlal screening

'on three .criteria reduced this twmberto 136. -The three .criteria were

thatthe'program had to: emphasze reading and math benefits; be

oriented tóWarddisadvantaged children; and, be evaluatedmore than

once. Of the 136 surv7;Nots, ,:atailed descriptive. information could ba
_

obtainedCn only.103. P'ifty-four petceat oI these-were rejected due

to inadequate evidence of effectiveness as deterallned by an exceptionally

rigorous examination which included independent Analyses of project.raw

data and on-site visitations. Hence, six projects were selected and their

specific implementation reqUrements were packaged in what have come to

be called "Project InformatioL Packages" (pIP's) (five of these'six

zwe're Title I-funded). These.six packages are now being field tested

8 9
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to see iLresults in other sites can be produced'which are comparable

tO,thOse'of their original site.*

When the effectiveness data TOrthe above projects were beirg carefully.

validated (Tailmadge_ancLHarst-,-1-974T-some-heretbfere unrecognized

effects of the, practices of test manufacturers-were revealed.. Since

these effects are dramatic in nature and have profound implications

for the conduct.of all evaluations they will be dealt with in some

detaif

--, .
.

.

.

.Many test manufacturers.obtain their "nore data (namely,. data on how
tilt.

a nationally representative sample of students perform on the test).

.dnring'the Middle of the academic year, about February. For many pur-

poses-Including program evaluation, however, norms are desired snthat

one can gauge their studenti' standing relatiVe to other students at,

the beginning andoat the end of the school year:. To fulfill this need

the manufacturers usually creatt "synthetic" nofms by drawing asmoothed

curve through the average or median scores for consecutive grade levels.

. This curve is then assumed to.represent the growth throughout the

academic year for a.typical or average student. HowOier, students.

probably do not grow accordingto thit kind of.a Curve. They may.

orger a greatdeal over the snmmer and May'learn"more during some

periods of the year than others. Consequently, this smoothing pro-

ceddre introduces systematit biases which can product some of the

..following results depending upon the grade level involved: (a) project

students'can show.better than month for.month gains'yet never catch up

. -

.* For moreydetails on the nature of the frield test see the evaluation
projects described under.the-PaCkaging and Field Testing Program.

7 .

.
. .
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with their more advantaged peers; (b) project students are virtually

precluded froth showing month for month gains or better since the

.typital or averageLatudent-onIy-gfins two-thirds Of a month per. month.

In addition, some tes.-Aablishers break the nine month academic yeai up

into three equal segments. 'For example, staiting with. September 1st

as the-beginning of the ochool year,.three months Of growth would occur

between November 30th and December lseand.another three months of growth

would occur between February 28 and-March 1st. s A result of' these

\\kinds of synthetic norms, a-program that administers its pre-test late
,

in the'Fall and-then posi-tests early in the Spring will show more

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 considerabl7

more effective than the former. Finally, the Use of grade equivalent

scores, rather than standard Scores or Percentiles, was sh:±Tan-to

systematically distort the amount of growth even whL real norms were

, available for the time period .under consideration. As a result projects

can be judged effective and worthy of dissemination when they aren't

. and project participanta can be judged as catching up with their more

privileged counterparts when they aren't. Or alternatiNiely, on occasion:

effective projecto can be z.ejected as being ineffective. The antidote to

all this is to use only those tests which have real nOims appropriate for

the time interval under study and to base the evaluation on standard scores

_

and express the results in percentile ranks.* '.These results hve profound

.implications for the upgrading of State.and local Title I evaluation

practices discussed in subsequent paragraphs.

* For example, participating students moved fromtha 12th percentile on
the pre-test to the 33rd percentile on the post-test.

1
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