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PREFACE,

A The Compeansatory Education Study on which this report is based was requested
by COngress in the 1974 Elementary and Secondary Education Amendments. The 1974
Amendments emphasize the direct responsibility of the National Institute .of
Education (NIE) to the Congress. The study tfermn in February of 197" onlii‘ after

K

Congress had reviewed an official research plan submittecd by NIE; it was funded with

i

$15 million specially sct aside from the Title | program appropriation. Results of the /

i o

study will be reported directly to tbe President and to the Congress.
This direct responsibility to. Congress led NIZ to ensure that the study/’éduld j)e
planned and integrated within the Institute. A special staff was stoblished,to
conduct the study, and it was placed in NIE's Educational Equ“ity Croup That sto/ff
" has planned ard closely managed the 35 research prOJects thot make up the study and
is responsible for writing this and subsequent reports
The stoff\is organized into four feams--Student Development ' Detnonstrotions,
Administrative Studies, and Funds ‘Allocation.  Joy Frechtlmg manages Student
Development, with Peirce Hommond Marjorie Kulash, ond Janet Taylor. Ann Milne
manages Demonstrations, wit Gilbert Hoffmpn, Martin Chong, and William Hulten.
Donald Burnes rﬁonogee'Adttwinisttotive Studi’es, with Christopher Wheeler and Abdin
Noboa. Responsibilities'for Funds A'Iocot’fo are divided between Alison Wolf and
Charles Troob; they have recently been )ome by Joseph Wilkes. Morgot Nyltroy and
~ James Harvey manage major research prOJect across several areas of the study and
have hod special responsibilities |n the preparation of this report. Nyitray wrote
, Chopter H1 and Harvey served as report coordﬁ'tor Joyce Harris, Evangeline Ring,

Kotherme Blacknall. anc Loretto Barnes provnde clerical support for the staff.

The study's coatractors and their projects are identified in Appendix B. The
work of the contractors qnd of several other people outside NIE is reflected in this
report. Of, special importance are Edmund Gordon, the late Paul Lazarsfeld, James.

" Murray, James ‘‘anecko, Robert Silverstein, and Thomas Glennod. Chairman Owen
Peagler of the National Advisdty Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children

and the members and staff were generous with their time in advising on the execution

, 1
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_of fhe study, as were a greof number of educcm Bk ogencnes and associations at the .
_,:"”Federol State, and local levels. The sfoff of the U.S. Office of Education’s Division

/ for the Educcmon of the Disadvantaged has been unfollmgly open and heIpfuI
' throughout the sfudy | K )

\ 5] . | . Ny
. 5 € N
~

o

"~

Members of the NIE staff too nuymerous to mention have offered expert advice
on reseorch and helped select contractors. Spccial fhonks are due Harold Hodgkingon,

Emerson EIIloh‘ Harold ° Deloney, and Morsholl Smn‘h for their suggeshons ond
contributions to tie study and this report.

_‘__Poul Hill, Dlrecfor _
NIE Compensofory Educcmon Sfudy

Iris Rotberg, Associate Director

NIE Compensatory Education Study: >
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SUMMARY

The Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380), the major education
legislation considered jn the 93d Congress, instructed the National Institute of
‘Education (NIE) to conduct a study of compensatory education, including compen-
satory programs financed by States and those financed under authority of Title | of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). That title, the largest Federal
education effort, provided $2 billion in 1976. Most of these funds were used to
improve educational programs for low-achieving students in school disfric,fs serving

1

children from low-income families. °

Specifically, Section 821 instructed NIE. to conduct a study of compensatory

programs which would:

o Examine the fundamental purposes and effectiveness-of compen-

- satory education programs

o Analyze the. ways of identifying children in greatest need of
compensatory education
Ve

0 Consider alternative ways nf meeting these children's needs

o Consider the feasibility, costs, aAd consequences of alternative

means of distributing Federal compensatory education funds

NIE's research is intended to help Congress during its deliberations on the future -
of Title | of the Elementary and Secondary EdUgofidn Act. NIE is required to examine
compensatory education, in general, and to provide Congress- with specific recom-
mendations about the range of possible objectives, funding méfhods, administrative

techniques, and educational programs.

13
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FIRST INTERIM REPORT OBJECTIVES

This interim report is the first of three requested by Congi’éés. A second
interim report is due in September 1977, and the final report will be presented in
September 1978. This report has two objectives. The first is to p'?ovide Congress with
a complete descrlp'rlon of NIE's strategy in responding to the manc‘iofe. Therefore, the
report provides a compre’ﬁenswe account of what is belng studied ond who'r information

will be provided in the second interim and final reports.

The second objective is to present new dato from the Nlé National SQrveY of
Corhpenscl'rory Education, a.representative survey of Title | school districts. Because
there were no available national data on the current delivery of compensatory
education services when the study began, the Survey of Compensatory Education was
one of the first projects commissioned by NIE The survey was designed to provide
mformcmon on 'rhe nature of compensatory- services funded by Title | and State
compensatory education programs and on the characteristics of students recelvmg

these services. ; /
RESEARCH STRATEGY

The provisions of Section 821 can be seen as including two movjor requests from
. Congress. The first requires NIE to assess the current effectiveness of compensatory
education ‘programs in meeting their fundamental purposes, and the second charges
NIE with an examination of alternative methods by which the effectiveness of
compensatory progroms migh'r'be improved. This report describes how the Institute's
reseorch strategy combines these two requests. It also discusses (I) the fundamental
purpdses of corhpé?nsa'rory education programs and (2) the 'mor;ner in which the
Institute is assessing the effectiveness of current programs and the consequences of
possible changes. '

To identify the fundamental purposes of compensatory education, NIE studied
_ the provisions of Title | and its various amendments, accompanying H'puse and Senate
-'repof'rs, and Congressional debates. Those sources indic;:u'red that Title 't of” the .

Elementary and Secondary Education Act had three fundamental purposes:

14
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.0 To provide financial assistance to school dls'rrlc'rs in relation to their
numbers of low-income children and, within those school dls'rrlc'rs, to

schools with the greatest numbers of low-income students

o To fund special services for low-achieving children in the poorest
schools
§ ) To contribute to the cognitive, emotional, Sociol, or physical develop-

ment of participating students

e

-

NIE's strategy for assessing compensatory education progronﬁs begins with the
recognmon that the program has several purposes. It differs from the early national
evoluo'rlons of Title I, which considered only the third fundamental purpose--
""”-con'rrlbu'rlng to childrén's development--and often rendered judgments on the efficacy
of the program WI‘I’hOU‘I’ accounting for the diverse ways in which Local Education
Agenues‘(LEAs) had - implemented it. The research is designed to provude clear
information about what Title | is accomplishing toward achievement of each
fundamental purpose and to examine the feasibility and effects of alternative ways of

organizing Title I.

‘To: obtain these kinds of information the Institute is conducting research on alt
aspects of the program. Studies cover the processes by which Title | allocates funds,
delivers services, and heips s'rudén'rs, and also include research on the ways in which
Federal, State, and local administration c__ieltermines what the program will be in

practice. ) -

The overall study consists:of 35 research projects, organized into the four
areas of funds allocation, compensatory services, student development, and admin-
istration. The major research questions addressed in each area are summarized

below.

15
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- Funds Allocation

NIE's research examines the -effects of current nrocedures for distributing
icompensotory funds and assesses the impli‘co'rions of alternative allocation me;rhods.
The research on current procedures will indicate how actual allocation patterns
correSpond to Title I's fundamental purpose of providing additional money to low-
income districts and schools. It will also show how Title | grants affect both the
overall "distribution of educational expenditures among LEAs and the level of
educational spending within LE As. ‘

' The work on olternqt,i,\)e funds"‘olloco;rion procedures exizmines two issues that
w"ereﬂ prominent in the I971+_:_ Congressional debates: (1) possible changes in the
- definition of poverty to be used in the funding formula; and (2) a possible change from
poverty to achievement as the eligibility criterion for allocating Title | funds. As
part of the reseor,g:ﬁ on achievement criteria, NIE has implemehfed experimental
projects in 13 school districts which will serve as demonstrations of the effects of
changing from poverty to achievement criteria in the selection of eligible schools
within districts. NIE is also examining the feasibility of allocating funds to States

and districts based on achievement criteria.

Compensatory Services

. The National Survey of Compensatory Education, referred to earlier, is the
major data collection effort through which NIE is eXomining Title I's achievement of
its sgacond" purpose, i.e., to proviie special services to selected children. The first
;es’i]i'rs of the survey are summarized in Chapter Ill. Results are reported on (1) the
scope of compensatory education; (2) the range of services provided with the Title |
funds; (3) the characteristics of the students receiving compensatory services; and (4)

the characteristics of compensatory instruction.

i - . ~

Student Development
V4

s

" Research in this area dddresses the third of Title I's fundamental purposes,
i.e., to contribute to children's overall development. The research is designed to

provide information on one of the most crucial questions in the area of student

!
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developmenf that of identifying which characteristics of compensatory instructional
servxces are most Ilkely to increase pupils' reodlng and mathematics achievement.
The research also will examine the prevalence of these characteristics in current
compensotdry educafion programs and indicate how their adoption can bé’Tjrbmoted
by the way a Federal compensatory program is designed and administered. The
studies focus on four features of instructiocn which appear to be especially important
in determining children's learning; i.e., individual’zed instfuction, instructional
setting, time spent in instruction, and teacher training. The major resea ci.
examining the relationship ot these variables to student achievement is the
Instructional Dimensions Study which includes 12,000 Ist and 3d grade students in 440

classrooms.

Administration

Research in this area will provide information on the Federal, State, and |C.).‘CC||
administration of Title I. Although improving educational administration is not one of
the fundamental purposes of Title I, it is clearly a mojof factor in determining
whether the program serves 'rhe intended purposes. NIE's research has three major
objectives: (I) to describe the process by which odmmls'rro'rors transform the
provisions of the Title | statute and appropriations into educational services; (2) 'ro'
identify, to the extent. possible, the factors that affect the way in (which the Title |
program has been implemented; and (3) to determine whether -and in what ways
Congress mdy be able to influence local Title | services through efforts to modify
administrative practices. Specifically, research projects focus on Federal administra-
tion; State and local administration; Parental Advisory Council (PAC) involvement

with LEA decisionmaking; and administration in rural schools.

FINDINGS FROM THE NIE SURVEY OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

A national random somple of Title | school districts, which mclude some grades

in the range from klndergorten 'rhrough 8'rh grade, was selected for the NIE Survey.
Data were obtained from interviews conducted during the 1975-76 school year with

State and district administrators, school principals, regular classroom and égmpe\n'-

satory edugq&(tn teachers, and PAC chairpersons. The figures reported represent

17
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national estimates based on the data. from the sdmpled districts. Statements made
about the characteristics of "'compensatory education" students, teachers, or services
refer to Title I- and/or State-funded compensatory programs. Where the information
represents Title | only, it is so indicated. The remcunder of this summary presents

some of the survey 's principal findings.

The Scope of Compensatory Education

During the 1975-76 school year, Title | represented 3% of total national
expenditures for public elementary and secondary education; and State compensatory

" education programs, 1%. Of the Nation's school districts, 90% received Title | funds.

Corfpensatory programs - mvolve many public school students cmd teachers.

From the survey do'ro, it is estimated fho'r in T|+Ie | districts:

o) An average of 90% of the schools classified by LEAs as eligible

_ receive Title ! ‘undss

) "An average of 57% of the children classified by LEAs as eligible
participate in Title | progfoms.

o Approximately 5.9 million public school students in grades K-8

‘receive Title | or State-funded compensatory education services.

- This is 19.5% of all public schoot children enrolled in those grades.

o An estimated | 16,218 nonpublic_schobl students or approximately

5% of the total enrollment in nonpublic schools receive Title |-

funded compensatory serices..

o - Of all public elementary school teachers in I'.975-76, an estimated
111,087, or 9.5% of the total, were involved for some portion of

their time in providing compensatory education instruction.

18
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o ” According to data from district applications, Title | funds paid the
salaries of an estimated 8% of the elementary school teachers in

’

these districts. J

o) Title | funds paid the salaries of an estimated 54% of all teachers'

aides in Title | districts.

The Range of Services Provided With Title | Funds

The services provided with Title | funds are quite diverse and vary to some
extent with ‘the;“economic status of the school districts that receive. them. From

preliminary ondl);ses;g based on.Title | applications, it appears that:
. .l \\

-0 The national ovéroge share of the Title | budgef spent on
instructional services is 76%. However, when disfricf_s are .
classified by econnmic status (averag: family income), lower
income districts spend 20% less of their Title | budget than
wealthier districts on instructional services. i

|
o) The national average share of the Title ! _i_ﬁsfrucfidnol budget

spent on reading is 53%.

o) The national average .share of the Tirie i instructional budget

spent on mathematics is |9%.

o) The national average share of the Title | instructional budget

spent on language arts is 10%.

19
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o) -The budgeted national average Title | expenditure per pupil
. ' participating in the program is $347. For instructional services,

the budgeted national average Title | expenditure per participant

is $263.! |

. , s
Title | districts use these funds to finance a variety of instructional and
support services. Some instructional services are provided by 98% of the districts.
Some support services are offered by 59%, and a large percentage of Title | districts

fund more than one compensatory service. From the survey, it is estimated that:

o 69% of Title | districts use Title | funds for réoding.

o) 5% of these districts .L':se Title | funds for mo'rhemcrf.ics.
o) 38% use Title | funds to support preschool/kindergarten readiness
programs.
o) 30% provide instruction in language arts.
‘ o 28% provide resource ceh'rers,fond 21% support libraries.
) 20% provide medical and dental services.

The Characteristics of Students Receiving Services

Students in Title | districts appear to be concentrated in grades |-6, with
similar proportions in each of these grades; very few are in jurior or senior high school.
There is a significantly 'V higher concentration of minority group chiidren among
compensatory educaticn students than in total enrollment in Title | districts. It is

estimated that:
&

The amount actually spent per pupil may be somewhat less. Estimates of the
number of students receiving services based on teacher counts suggest that the
opplications may underestimate the number of students served. In further
analyses, the budget data will be corrected for any underestimates in the number
of participants. '

- 20 )
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o 54% of compensatory education s'ruden'rs are White, compared to

75% of total enrollment.

o 34% of compenscnory education students. are Block compared to

19% of total enroIImen'r.

) 10% of compensatory education students are Spanish surnamed,

compared to 5% of total enrollment.

Not all of the compensatory education services mentioned above are delivered
to all compensatory education students. It is estimated that the following proportion

of compensatory education students receive compensatory instruction in the subjects

listed below: B
o) 50% receive cornpensatory instruction in reading.
o) 44% receive compensatory instruction in méfhen;otics." g
o) 35% receive compensatory instruction in language arts.
o 14% receiYe compensatory instruction in social/cultural studies.
o) - 12% receive compensatory instl;uction in”'science.
o) 5% receive compensatory instruction in special educo'rion/leorniih\g,
disabilities:
o) 3% receive compensatory instruction in English as a second language.

The Characteristics of Compensatory Instruction

4 Many compensatory education students receive instruction in more than one
subject matter area; the average amount of time spent in compensatory instruction is

5% hours per week. This is an average of 25% of the total time available for learning.

21
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\

Remedial reading, mathematics, and language aris are the three subjects
most often provided to colmpensclfory edu_ccnion students.
survey it is estimated that:

The following
features characterize compensatory instruction in these subjects. Based on the

85% of the compensofdry education students in reading, 66% of

these in mathematics, and 63% of those in language arts programs
receive this instruction outside their regulur classrooms.

The average size of the class in which compensatory education
students receive compensatory instruction

is- 9 students for
reading and {4 students for language arts and mathematics.

3 hours per week for mathematics.

The amount of time spent+in compensatory education classes is
approximately 4 hours per week for reading and language arts, and

Further analyses of the data from the survey and interpretations of the
findings will be presented in the second interim report.

XX
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CHAPTER I. BACKGROUND AND RESEARCH STRATEGY

REQUEST FOR THE STUDY

The Education Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380), the major education
Iegislo'rio_nA of the 93d Congress, extended and changed the lementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, and extended other Federal educc.. n programs including the
Education of the Handicapped Act, and the Adult Education Ac'r, as ‘well as the

impact aid, Indian education, and emergency school aid programs.

The law also directed various Federal agencies to conduct studies und surveys
sc that Congress might have the benefit of more up-to-date and accurate information
during its future consideration of legislation to assist elementor. and secoridory
education. Among these directives is Section 821 of the Education Amendments,
which instructs the National Institute of Education (NIE) to conduct a study of
compensatory . education, including compensc.fory programs financed by States and
those funded under 'ou'rhori'ry of Title | of the Elémentory and Secondary Education
Act. In 1976, that title, the largest Federal education effort, provided $2 billion,
most of which was used to improve educational programs for low-achieving students

in school districts serving children from low=-income families.

Specifically, Section 821 instructs the Institute to conduct a study of
compensatory programs, which includes: . -

(N An examination of the fundamental purposes of such programs,

and the effectiveness of such programs in attaining such purposes;

' Public Law 93-380 also directed that: (I) the Assistant Secretary for
Education study the accuracy of the measure of poverty used in the Title |
formula; (2) the Secretaries of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), and
Commerce, study the feasibility of updating counts of low-income children
used in the formula; and (3) the Secretary of HEW report on the number of
low-income children who participate in Title | projects and the number who
do not, and the number of educationally disadvantaged children who
participate and the number who do not. In addition, the Office of Planning,
Budgeting, and Evaluation of the Office of Educatior (OE) is conducting a
study of the "sustaining.effects" of Title | programs--the degree to which
achievement gains resulting from Title | remain over time.
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(2) An analysis of means to identify accurately the children who have
the greatest need for such programs, in keeping with the

fundamental purposes thereof;

(3)  An analysis of the effectiveness of methods and procedures for
meeting the educational needs of children, including the use of
individualized written educational plans for children, and pro-

grams for training the teachers of children;

(4) An exploration of ~alternative methods, including the use of
procedures to assess educational disadvantage, for distributing
funds under such ‘programs  to S'ro'res, to State Educcl'rio'nz:ll
Agencies, and to Local Educational Agencies, in an equitable and
efficient manner, which will accurutely reflect current conditions
and insure that such funds reach the areas of greatest current

need and are effectively used for such areas;

(5) Not more than 20 experimeniai programs, which. shall be reason-
ably géogrophicolly representative, to be odrﬁinistered by the
Institute, in cases where the Institute determines that such
experimental programs are necessary te carry out the purposes of “
clauses (l) through (4), and the Commissioner of Education is
authorized, notwithstanding any provision of Title | of the
Elementary and Secondary Educatiocn Act of 1965, at the request
of the Institute, to approve the use of grants which educational
agencies are eligible to receive under such Title | (in cases where
the agency eligible for such grant agrees to.such use) in order to

carry out such experimental programs.

2: In addition, Section .50 of Public Law 93-380 states that:

"For any fiscal year not more than 20 local educational agencies selected for
the purpose of Section 821(a)(5) of the Education Amendments of 1974 may
elect, with the approval of the districtwide parent advisory council which is
required to be established under Section 141(a)(14) of this title, to allocate
funds received from payments under this title on the basis of a method or
combination of methods other than the method pravided under Section
[141(@)(1)(A). Any method selected pursuant to this section shall be so
designed and administered as to be free from racial or cultural
discrimination."
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(6) Findings and recommendations, including recommendations for
changes in such Titie | or for new Ieglslo'rlon, with respect to the

matters studied under clauses (1) through (5).

.
AL

B ‘\- .
Section 821 also directs the Presidentially appointed National Advisory Council
on the Education of Disadvantaged Children to advise the Institute on the design and

execution of the study,

~ Finally, the law requires NIE to submit an interim report to the President and
Congress not later than December 31, 1976, and to submit a final report by September
1977. Subsequently, the Educcmon Amendments of 1976, Public Law 94-482, omended
the requirements so that the report of September 1977 «ill be considered a second

interim documert to be followed by the final’report in September 974,

This volume is the first of the interim reports reques""réd':by angress.
; ‘ !

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

A short discussion of why Congress requested NIE to conduct this study may be

useful in understanding the research strategy.

Briefly, it obpeors that Members of Congress, specifically of the House
Committee on Education and Labor, requested the study because they: (1) required
information :on which to base decisions about- possible Ieglslcmve changes in Title |; and

(2) were dissatisfied with prior evaluations of Title I.

Several proposals for legislative changes were considered in the 93d Congress.
Each would have substantially changed the nature of the Title | program. For example,
Representative Albert Quie of Minnesota sponsored H.R. 5163, a bill which would have
required that Title | allocations to States, Local Educational Agencies, and schools be
based on the number of students ochievinggb‘o‘rly on tests in reading and mathematics. -
Thus the number of low=-achieving students, and not the nLmeer of low-income

students, would have determined Title | allotments.
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Another ‘legislative proposal, the Better Schools Act. of I973 (H.R. 5823),
introduced by Representative Alphonzo Bell, would have distributed F°derol aid to
education’ by means qf a special revenue shormg program.  This bill would have

consolidated several Federal programs designed to help. specific categor ies of students,

mcludmg Title | and the Education of the Hondlcopped Act, into one grant. Each S'ro're'_._ '

receiving a grant would have had greater discretion in determining how to spend the

funds thanis possible under *ne categorical approach.

Firally, although Congress decided ‘to continue iollocofing Title | funds on the
basis of numbers of .low-income children, the formula for couﬁff"rig such children-
appeared to need reconsideration. ~ Title | ollocohons until 1974 were bosed on the
numbers of children in families with annual incomes bzlow $2 000 ond in families
receiving more than $2,000 in assistance under AFDC (Aid for Families with
Dependent Children). A revision of the Title | formula seemed necessary hecause in
1973 the newly available 1970 Census data demonstrated a sharp decrease in the
numbers of children in families with incomes below $2,000 annually. In oddmon, the .

number of children from families receiving payments over $2,000 onnuolly ‘under

AFDC.had increased quite dramatically since ‘AFDC counts had been included in the

Title | formula, heavily influencing the patiern of Title I allocations. However, the -
authorizing committees_in both the Senate and the House of Representohves did no'r
+ have adequate lnformcmon on the Ilkely consequences of enacting alternative
formulas. The committees. were unable, for example, to project occuro'rely the

effec'rs of changing from a poverty- to an ochlevemen'r-bosed formula on the -
allocation of Tl'rle | funds.

Prior evaluations of compensatory: programs, and in particular of Title I, were -
another source of Congressnonol concern which led to the acceptance of Section- 821;
a key element of the Congressional dissatisfaction was ‘that most prior evoluo'rlons of
Title | based assessments of effectiveness only on the effects an student achievement
and not on 'rhe achievements of 'rhe program as a whole. The chorge to evaluate a
rational program is not satisfied by a study of the effec'rs/ of some of ns services.
The House Report on the Education Amendments of 1974 s'ro'red

. . . there are few evaluation fepor'rs which sho'w'( scientifically the

"success of Title | on a national level; but tho'r fcu!ure is not so much a A
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failure of the program as it is a failure to understand the nature of the
program. .. .Title | provides direct aid to local schoo! districts to use as
they see fit to improve 'rhé education of educationally deprived children.
Many school dis'rr'ic'rs, in exercising this local dec'isionmoki'ng, have felt
that it is more important to use substantial amounts of ?nonéy to meet
health and nutritional needs of their students thon:'ro concentrate soleiy
on remedial reading and mathematics. Therofore, to~ judge 'rhose
~. programs according to the sole criterion of- reodlng ochlevemen'r is an
" invalid evaluation of their effectiveness.

s

<

~.

These concerns about the need for lmproved da'ro ond more * comprehensnve

examination of the Title | program havé contributed to NIE's evaluation strategy,

-
A

THE REPORT

This is the, first of the required interim répor'rs to be submitted to Congress

Asince the NIE s’fudy begcln.3 The report hhs ‘been written to provide a complete
description. of the lns'n'ru'res strategy in response to Section 821 of the 1974
Education Amendments. As such, it is.intended to be.a clear and complete account ¢

what is being studied and what mformcmqn will be provided in the second interim ond
final repor'r*\. In oddmon, 'rhe repor'r presents some new data from the NIE Ncmonol
Survey of Compenscl'rory Educcmon, which examined services offered under Title | and
other compensatory education prograis. The results of most other studies will be

reported in September~1977; the temaindér will be reported upon in Sep'rerﬁbeF 1978.

RESEARCH STRATEGY
The provisions of Section 821 can be %onceived of as two major requesfs from

Congress.  The first requires NIE to assess the effectiveness of compensatory

<

An informal repor'r describing the major contracts awarded at the time was
submitted in August 1975. See Interim Report No. I: Compensatory
Education Study. Washington, D.C., Ncmonol Institute of Education, Augus'r
1975.
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education programs in meeting their fundamental purposes, and the second charges
NIE with® oh examination of olternotiye methods by whiéh the effectiveness of
compensatory programs might be improved. This chapter describes h(;W the
Institute's research strategy combined these two requests and discusses: (1) the i
fundamental purposes of compensatory education programs; and (2) the manner in
which the Institute proposes to assess fhe effectiveness of current programs and the

consequences of possible changes.

Fundamental Purposes

To examine the fundamental purposes of compensatory education programs, it
is necessary to distinguish the broad philosophical concerns that may have motivated
the program’s originators from the more concrete operational purposes that are buijlt

into the program.

-The originators of such compensatory. education programs as Title | may have
had . in mind some very general purposes, including helping to eliminate poverty;
contributing to the redistribution of wealth and opportunity; reforming education; and
symbolizing society's commitment to helping the disadvantaged. 4 Although it is
possible to sbeculqte about what the basic objectives might be, the debates, stotufes;

“and official legislative reports that established the pfogr,om contain a specific set of

. fundomentql’burposes,'which are discussed below.

’

, Compensatory education includes a.number of Federal and State programs in .

s addition to ESEA Title I. This study reviews them, and later reports will
have special sections devoted to State. compensatory educatio “programs. _
However, the relative size, and scope, and the long history of-Title | mark it _ \
as the most important of the compensatory educafion programs. In order to
ensure adequate depth and scope for the study, NIE chese to focus most -
attention on Title I. - ' o




Financial As;istonce.,.-—‘The Elementary and Secondary Education Ac;f of 1965

(Public Law 89-10) was formally entitled "an Act to strengthen and improve

educational quo’iitLond educational opportunities in the Nation's elementary and

secondary s’chools."5 It thus was a cornerstone of an emerging Federal interest in
equality of educotionol oppor'runi'ry.c Enactment of the ESEA was the culmination of -
decades of conflict concerning whether ';he Federal Government should provide aid to
elementary and secondary schools and whether students in private schools shoﬁld
benefit. The Act established the Federal-interest in elementary and secondary

education and clearly included private school students among its beneficiaries.

Section ‘10l of Title | of ESEA, entitled "Declaration of Policy," is a state-
ment of the program's funding objectives. Section 101 states:
o |
In recognition of the épeciol educational needs of children of low-income
families, and the impact that concentrations of low-income families have
on the ability of local educational ogené:ies to support adequate
educational programs, the Congress hereby declares it to be the policy of
the United States to provfde financial assistance. . .to local educational
agencies serving areas with concentrations of children from low-income

families.'. . .

The 1965 House report accompanying this legislation referred to the view of
the Committee on Education and Labor that "aid to the economically disadvantaged
child represents the basic approach to widespread educational imp"ovement in this
country." Title |, the largest of the ESEA programs, therefore, was intended to be
the principal Federal method for impraving educational quality and educational
opportunities fo.r children in school districts serving areas with large numbers of low-

income children. \

The House of Represeh'ro'rives' report occompcinying the 1974 Education
Amendments reiterated that "a principal motivation. . .was the desire to distribute

substantial Federal aid to school districts experienc'ing difficulty in funding-adequate-————

3 Emphasis added. ' .
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educational programs due to 'concentrations of low-income families'." The report
also spoke of a '"new national commitment to upgrading the education of the
poor. . . ." However, it should be noted that the mandate for this study is itself
evidence that Congress has considered reformulating its funding objectives to direct

funds to LEAs and schools on the basis of the numbers of low-achieving students.

From the Declaration of Policy and subsequent formal Congressional state- )
ments emerges the first fundamental purpose of Title | of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act: To p?fbvide financial assistance to school districts in

relation to their numbers of low-income children and within those districts to the

schools with the greatest numbers of low-income students. Were the provision of this
assistance the only',purpose of Ti';le l, evaluation would simply require an accounting
“—-of its effects on the distribution of funds: As the legislation makes clear, however,
districts receiving Title | assistance are obligated to spend it in cer'r.oin ways, and
'rhese requirements imply the existence of additional fundamental pAurppses for Title I.

,

Providing Educational Services.--The Declaration of Policy _qlso"s'ro'res that
local educational agencies are required to use Title'l‘funds "to expand and improve ’
their educational programs by various means. . .which con'rrib_(ﬂe particularly to
meeting the special educational needs of educationally deprived children." Although
the Congressional originators of Title | may have differed about the degree to which‘
school districts should be restricted in their use of funds, Congress clearly intended
that funds be used for programs 'rorge'red on children with special needs. The exact
nature of the services was left to the judgment of local educators.

Section 141 of Title I expands upon the generdl instruction cited in the
Declaration of Policy and makes school district eligibility for Title | grants
contingent upon assurances that funds would be used for programs: (1) designed to
meet the "specncll educcl'rlonol needs of children in 'school attendance areas having
- high concentrations" of low-income chlldren, and (2) of "sufficient size, scope, and
~ quality to give reasonable pron..se of substantial progress toward meeting’ those
needs." In addition, the same’ section requires assurance: that Title | funding
supplement rather than supplant non-FederoI funding available for Title | students,
and "to the extent practical, increase the IeveI of funds that would be made ovculoble

for the education of pupils participating" if Federal funds were not available.

3
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Based on the consistent and recurring intent of Congress from 1965 to 1974,

the second fundamental purpose of Title | is: To fund special services for low-

achieving children in the poorest schools.

Student Development.--Congress did not mandate the exact nature of the -

s'érvice's to be delivc;'ed under Ti'rle‘l, nor did ‘it precisely define educationally
disadvantaged children.6 However, it appears clear that Congress was concérned .
with the connection between po‘vér'ry and low achievement and hoped that the
provision of Title | services in areas with concentrations of poverty might help

improve the school performance of children in poor areas.

The 1965 House report accompanying ESEA spoke of the "close relationship
beﬂ'rween conditions of poverty. . .and poor academic performance." Moreover,
_members of the House Committee on Education and Labor commented in 1974 that
compared to the funds allocation purposes of Title |, "the educational results that are
achieved once this aid reaches school districts," are the "more important and more
frequently discussed facet of the program." Nevertheless, the Committee stressed
that Title | is not colely a prdgrom to enhonce basic skills in reading and

mathematics.

In the Senate, the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare commented upon
the same subject in discussing why the Committee rejected a proposal to concentrate
» 15% of Title | funds on reading and mathematics. The 1974 Senate report noted:

. « .local officials are charged with developing local solutions to meet
their specific needs. "Often the solutions involve remedial education
programs in the basic skills. But many local officials have found that

their children's educational progress also depends on provision of

6 The Education Amendments of 1974 amended Section 417 of Title | to require

. an :annual report from the Secretary of HEW on: (I) the number of low-

" income children who participate in Title'| projects and the number who do
not, and (2) the ‘number of edicationally disadvantaged children who
participate and the number who do not. Solely for the purpose of that report,
Congress defined educationally disadvantaged as "children who are achieving:
one or more years behind the achievement expected at the appropriate grade .
level for such children." T '
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~auxiliary services such as guidance and ceunseling programs or cultural
-enrichment.  Title | is not basically a social services prograr.;
however, such social services are necessary if education is to take

place.

_Perhaps the most useful, brief surﬁmory of the uses of Titie | funds found

occep'foble by Congress can be found m the same Senofe report. It said: "In N

appropriate circumstances, Title ! funds’ may even be used for auxiliary services, such

as food, medicai or dental services, and clothing, but the e;mphosis is on education."

Thus, the third fundamental purbose established in Congressiona; intent is: To
contribute to the cognitive, emotional, social, or physical development of participa-
ting students. These three fundamental purposes of Title | are consistent with one

another, but each is not equally important to all Members of Congress. Congressional

‘debates, and even the language of different parts of committee and conference
reports, suggest that Members of Congress differ over the relative |mportc|nce of the
respective purposes.  Although some Congressmnol statements . imply that the
purposes form a hierarchy in which Title | delivers.funds and services only to increase
children's academic achievement (thus making the third fundamental purpose the
most important), other statements make it clear that the allocation of funds and

delivery of services are important ends in themselves.
STRATEGY FOR ASSESSING COMPENSATORY EDUCAT'ION

The evaluation of Title | must start from the recognition that the program has
several purposes, and to focus exclusively on one improperly ignores the others. .
-Evaluation must also acknowledge that Titleul operates th’vl"ough the Federal system,
‘and that State and local governnﬁenfé determir{e what it will be in practice by ~
delivering the services their own students need. Although there is only one Federal
Title | -program, ie.,'only one basic framework of laws and policies, it operates
differently in every State, in Il& 000 school districts, ond in countless classrooms.
Thus, to understand and evaluate Title | it is necessary 'fo consider the ways in which
Federal policy interacts with the actions of States and |0CC|| educotlonol agencies tho'f. -

actually implement the program.

~
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The early national evaluations of Title | considered only the third fundamental
purpose--éontributing to children's development--and often rendered judgments on the
. efficacy of the program without accounting for the diverse ways in which LEAs had -
implemented it. Those evaluations overlooked some impbr'fon'f truths about Title I: it
has several objectives, and under it LEAs deliver a rdnge of services with a variety of
aims and, empﬁoses to a diverse set of beneficiaries. In contrast to earlier
evaluations, therefore, NIE's strategy is designed to () provide clear information
-about what Title | is occompllshlng toward achievement of each fundomentol purpose
and (2) examine the lmpllccmons of alternative ways of orgonlzmg the efforts of the

Federal, State, and local governments to achieve these purposes.

The first kind of infdrmofion reflects what the program has accomplished to
date and helps readers understond how the program operates so they can judge
whether the progrom's ochlevements are limited by intractable technical realities, by
political factors outside the control of the Federal Government, or by problems that
can be overcome through changes in resources or techmques. From 'fhe second kind
of information, Members of Congress can determlne which 'fypes of changes in
resources and techniques would be useful in improving the program.- Together, these
two kinds of information support judgments about the program's effectiveness and are
essential for decisions 'obou'f changing and improving compensatory educdtion in the

future.

To obtain this information, NIE is conducting a strategy of research intended
.-to produce a complete understanding of how the program operates. The related
investigations cover the processes by which Title I allocates funds, delivers services,
and helps students; they also include research on the ways in which Federal, State,

and local administrations determine what the program will be in actual practice.

The NIE research strategy for this study consists of 35 research projects
orgonlzed into the four areas of funds olloccmon, service dellvery, student develop-
ment, and administration. The tndnvnduol research projects are described i in Appendix
B. Chapters Il, HlI, IV, and V explain the major questions being addressed in each area
and the kind of information to be provided at the end of the study.
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CHAPTER Il. FUNDs ALLOCATION

This chapter describes research on the ways in which the existing system for _

allocating compensatory education funds serves Title I's first fundamental purpose--
providing money for districts and' schools serving low-income children. It also

describes research on possible alternative allocation methods which were prominent

in Congressuonol debates about Title | in 1974. Following a brief outline of the:

current funds allocation system, three principal reseorch areas are discussed.

o . A discussion of research on the funding po'r're;'ns created by the
' current allocation system. This discussion concerns the way in
which Title | funding is related to the demographic and.locational
characteristics of counties, LEAs, and schools. The research
also examines the ways iﬁ 'which Title |.grants affect both the
overall distribution of educational expenditures among LEAs and

- the level of educational spending within LEAs

o ‘A discussion of research on the effects of possible changes in the

definition of poverty on the allocation of Title | funds.

o) A discussion of research on the effects of changing the Title |
- eligibility criterion from poverty to achievement. The section
includes a report on the demonstration projects which NIE is
operating in 7I3 school districts under- the "éxperimen'rol pro-
grams" authority granted by Sections 82I and 150.
REVIEW OF CURRENT FUNDS ALLOCATION SYSTEM\\

N

. \ At presen'r, Title I funds are distributed using an® .allocation system WhICh

\

mvolves a number of calculations and types of data. The foIIowmg sec'rlon brlefly

\rewews the process through which funds are allocated to school dls'mc'rs, and then to

‘schools and students within these districts. In addition, a more de'rolled descrlp'rlon of
\
fhls process is presented in Appendix C. - \
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=



Procedures for Allocating Funds to School Districts ‘

Title 1, which in fiscal year 1977 will provide orer $2 billion for elementary
and secondor? education, provides for grants to LEAs and to SEAs. The Tl'fle has two
sections: Part A, funded at $2 05 billion in fiscal year 1977, which provndes ‘grants to
LEAs, to State agency educational programs, and to the Bureau of Indian Affairs; and
Part B, funded at $24.7 million, which provides grants to States with "high effort,"
and under which the States choose LEAs in which to fund special projects. (High- ‘\
effort States are those in which the ratio of non-Federal expenditures on education to
personal income is high.) '

NIE's research focuses upon the allocation of Part A gronts to LEAs. These
grants account for 83.1% of total Title | expendltures

An LEA's allocation under Part A is determined by formula. For eocpw school-
age child from a low-income fomily, the LEA is entitled to a Federal grant worth 40%
of the average per-pupil expendlture in-that State. An LEA‘s entitlement, therefore,
is computed by multiplying the number of formu!o-ellglble chlldren by the cost factor
\ of 40% of the State's average per-pupil expenditure. However, the baseline from
which the cost factor is estimated cannot exceed.120% and cannot fall below 80% of
the national average per-pupil .expenditure. Because the appropriations _fbr Title | fall
short of the level of authorization, LEAs do not receive full epﬁtlemen'fs of 40%, but

only about 16% of the State expenditure for each eligible child.

There are several cotegories' of eligible éhildren. For the sake of clarity,
eligible children were referred to earlier as school-age children from low-income

families. To be m_ore'precise,' those eligible for counting in determining LEA grants
include the following:

o Children oged 5 to 17, inclusive, from families below - the -

.Orshoncky poverty level (a set of .124 poverty lines, each

appropriate t6 a'different fomlly 'fype)' \\

— ~—

T . ‘ \

The federai poverty definition, named for its developer MoII|e Orshansky,
sets poveriy-level. incomes by estimating the costs of adequate diets for
different sizes and types of families, and the typical costs of other goods

and services. It was lncorporo'fed into the Title | formula in 1974. A more
complete discussion is found in Appendix C. ‘

. i1-2




o) Two-thirds of the children aged 5 to 17 from families receiving
. payments under AFDC which total mcre than the current poverty

level for a nonfarm fomlly of four

o Children aged 5 to 17 being supported in-foster homes with public -
funds or living in institutions for neglected or delinquent children,
which depend on the Local Education Agency for educational

services

The income «nd AFDC data required for the formula dre readily available for .
the entire Nation only to the county level. As a result, the U.S. Office of Education
applies the mandated formula only to this level, and it delegates to the States the
responsibility for allocating cdun'ry grants to '_LEAS, in cases where® LEAs are: not
coterminous with counties. These subcounty oIIocoffong; which affect mos'r‘bLEAs,
must be based on counts of low-income children, and States are required to use

.prqcedqres and data approved by the Commissioner of Education.

Procedures for Allocating Funds Within Scheol Districts

N,

LEAs have considerable con'r:ol over 'rhe Title | funds allotted to 'rhem.
Although their use of money is governed by a number of Federal and State regulations
and guidelines, these rules leave the. LEAs iotifdde‘ “concerning which schools and
pupils to select for Title | programs and how to distribute 'rhé ‘fedé‘rdlly -fur;de_d‘_.
resources among these schools ond..pup‘ils. " ‘

The regulations have two mojt')r' objectives: (1) to €nsure that Title | services
go to schools in the poorest areas and serve the lowest achieving students in them;
and (2) to ensure that services paid for with Title | funds are additional to tho;e that

all students in the district receive or would receive in the obsence of Title I.

In selec'rmg the recipients of Title | serwces, LEAs are expec'red to make

the following decisions:

o identify eligible schools from among the schools in the district by

using a poverty criterion
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o  Select target schools (that is, decide which of the eligible schools
will, in fact, receive Title | services) and distribute services X

among the schools

o identify eligible students in target sehobls by using an educational
achievement criterion '

o Target sfudents in greatest need of assistance

These decisions are discussed in greater detail in Appendix C.

EFFE_CTS OF CURRENT PROCEDURES FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS TO LEAs

The first part of the research on: funds allocation concerns the effects of the
Title | funding procedures described above on the actual allocations of compensatory
funds recelved by different Stotes, coun'nes, school districts, and schools. : This

research has two major objectivess

o To describe how Title | funds are divided among different
categories of school districts

o To describe the relationships between Title | and other educa-

tional expenditures

Distribution of Title | Funds Among Categories of States, Counties,
and School Dijstricts . '

The primary concern of this section is the degree to which Title | is now
fulfilling its first fundomen'foi purpose--to provlde financial. assistance to school
districts serving Iow-lncome students and, within these districts, to schools servmgk
“the largest numbers of children from low-income families. The research therefore
explores the relationship Eetween the incidence"of poverty in a school district and the
size of 'its Title | grant. It also investigates whether social and demographic

characteristics other than poverty are related to the sizes of grants.
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In addition te basic information Ton numbers of eligible children and the actual
size of Title | grants, NIE has assembled data that enable researchers to categorize
jurisdictions according to a number of indices, such as population snze, school
enrollmen1, rocnol/e'fhmc composition, family income, region, and urbon-rurol and

me'fropol|ton-nonmetropollton status.

These data can provide a full picture of the allocation pattern created by ﬂwe
current Title | system of formulas and procedures. For example, NIE will determine
what percentage of Title | funds goes to central city school districts. The Institute
also will compare these figure§ to the percentage of the Nation's school children
enrolled in these districts and to the percentage of all poor children who live in these
districts. Similar analyses will be performed for each of the other demographic

indicators.

[In addition to describing the overall distribution of Title | funds, the study will
examine the effects of the cost factor, the reduction procedure, and d|fferen'f :

definitions of eligible chiidren on this distribution.

These studies will be conducted using a computer simulation system and
several extensive data files which are being specially constructed. The Census
Bureau- has prepared retabulations of the 1970 Census by county dnhd by school
disirict.  The resulting files include counts of persons, families, «and childrén in
poverty, using a variety of poverty measures. For each coun'fy-on"d district, counts
are also available by ethnicity (numbers of White, Black, and Spanish-surname) and by -
location (e.g., central city, 'suburbon,'ond rural). These tapes will be merged with a
file based on the 1975-76 Title | allocations to each district. o

The computerized system to be used was originally constchfed for the
Congressional Research Service (CRS) and was. used by CRS to. calculate the
distributional effects of Title | funding formulas proposed for the 1974 ESEA
Amendments. It has been extended to perform a much wider range ot analyses and
“simulations and in addition to calculating the allocations resulting from various
formulos, it"can now perform comparisons of different proposclls and relate the.
‘allocation results to the demographlc characteristics of school districts. The CRS
will receive the improved system from NIE and cari use it to answer requests which go

. beyond the scope of the NIE Study.
- S 39
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~The elements of the Federal formu!c/for allocating Title | funds do not fully
contri)l distribution of such funds. As the summary of funding prbcedures has
' indicated, -States have some discretion irf allocating funds to the large number of
LEAs that are not perfectly coterm‘inOUf/wi'fh counties. For this reason, a study of
sthcounty olloco'non is being conducted/to provide information on the procedures and
data used by States for this purpose. ‘For those States-in-which subccunty: allocation
\_procedure., are 5|gn|f|cc|n'fly differ¢gnt from the T|1Ie | formula, the study can
o "opprommo'fe the differences betweeh the omoun{ of money recelved by various types
‘of LEAs under the current procegs and ‘the amount that would be received.if the
forrmula were applied dn’ecfly I will clso contrast the advantages crd olsodvontoges_
cof the f|PXIbI|If)' created by t#e current, m|xed Federal-State system that ol!ows‘
States to select data and updg/e counts. Fmolly, the study will assess the feosnblllty

-and desirability of several d|f4{erenf opprooches to subcounty allocation. - I

L
T

The study has alreagly rirovided mformcmon on the precedures and data’ psed byi:‘
States to allocate funds fo LEAs. The majority of States use formulas 1hot porallel
the one used by USOE fo allocate funds to counties. More than half: 'fhe remolmng
States use formulas 7ét attempt to overcorfe- the oge of the 1970 Census doto by
emphasizing total coynfs of AFDC children. -

in oddition,/’fhe study sh{)ws that, although more than fwo-’fhird_s,-’cr)f the States
l . ){
use Census data/ fewer thon‘/ half of those States use school district Census data

compiled by th USOE Ir)s'feod States use 'fhe|r own matching of school districts /

/

with Census afeas. Other proc'nces were- identified in severol Sfo'fes whlch affect the /
subcounty allocation prdcess, including such proc'nces os (I) reolloccmng "unused"/

funds, (2) dlstrlbutlng funds among counties, and (3) oltermg "fhe "hold-hormless" '

procedures mandated i m 'fhe Federal regulcmons S o .//. . ‘-‘//
s /,f, ‘ . . \ . .“}'; : : _ ///
Relatignships Between Title | and Other Federal and State Grant Programs e

o 2 '} /
A secon‘d’reseorch objective is fo understand the r}o’fle of Title | in the ,g/e,nerol _
system of p fllc school finance. As stated in Chopf'er I; Federal compé /so'for)" '

ducation fupds from the start have been lntended to Help de'fermlne how//educcmon

resourceszfe distributed among the Nation's chlldren and 'fo increase the level of

educationdl resources available to children ottendmg,fschools in Iow-mco;/ne’breos

/ / A




When assessing the impact of the current Ti"fle | allocation system, it therefore
is important to consider its effects on the overall distribution of educational
expenditures and on the level of resources being devoted to educoltion in district_s
receiving grants. Title I's grants to LEAs currently represent . around 3% of all
public expenditures on elementery and secondary education in the United States.
However, the money is nSSf evenly distributed, and Ti'{_lel ‘i1 @ more significant
impact in many districts than the 3% figure suggests. Work in this area addresses two

questions, discussed below.

Title | Effects on the Distributior of Educational Expenditures.--Title |

allocations can be related to both general patterns of Federal aid to educofion'ond to
school distgicts' overall levels of per-pupil expenditure. In the context of Federal
funding; it is important to examine to what extent: Title | and other Federal programs
are consistent in the ways they reallocate resources o_mdng distriéts. To understand
Title I's place in the overall system of school finance, it is necessary to compare
Title I's funding potterné with those established by State aid programs and Idcol-
resources. B
L.

As a part of Federal aid to education, Title | provides approximately 34% of
Federal funds and is the largest single Federal program. - The Federal Government
also provides substantial amounts of money for schools under the "impact aid"
provisions of School Assistance in Federally Affected Areas (SAFA) and through such
programs as. vocational education, 'which allow States greater discretion in allocating

funds to school districts.

Pilot studies of Federal funding patterns conducted with 1967 data suggest
that within States, the districts with lower incomes and lower per-pupil expenditures
tended to receive relatively more Federal aid (Berke and Kelly, 1971; Berke and
Kirst, 1972). However, this overall distribution was largely the result of Title |
allocations, which were greatef for cities and rural areas. The allocation of
discretionary funds showed a highly variable pattern, ona, in some States, favored the

wealthier districts.

More recent analyses of national data show that in the early 1970%, Title | -
funds continued to be concentrated in districts with low income and, in the South,

went to those districts which also had low tax bases (Ginsburg, 1975). In addition,

!
/
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Federal funds over which Stotes had more discretion were allocated in a wcly §|mllor

_10 Title I. Cities received conSIderobly more Federal money per pupil thon did
suburban and rural oreos, ‘and the latter also fared better ‘than the suburbs in
olloco'nons from a number of these progroms (Gmsburg, 1975). Flnolly, although some
SAFA payments went to wealthier areas, the bulk of payments under SAFA went to

low-income districts and districts with low tax bases.

Ovérall, Federal aid was heavily directed to districtsrwith median incomes in
the lower third of the national distribution. In urbanized States, ft'increosed 'fhbe
resources of cities relative to other areas, while in the South and West, rural districts
benefited. Finally, poorer States and districts also tended to receive ngoré Federal
aid, though this pattern was not totally 'corjsistenf (Berke, 1975).

N ) . \\

The Census Bureau and NCES have recently produced new data on districts'
fiscal resources, including funding from Federal and State sources, and actual
expendftures on .education. In colloborotion with HEW's Office of the Assistant
Secretory for Plonnlng and Evoluotlon, NIE will use the dc'fo to examine how far Title
I currently has affected the redistribution of educotlonol resources among different
types of districts, and how far it and other Federal aid compare with and alter the
funding patterns created at the State {_Ievell. The focus is on whether funds are -
redistributed .in favor of districts which can be considered poor in terms of their

median income, numbers of poor children, tax bases, or expenditures per pupil.

These analyses will provide information on the impdéf: of Federal aid as of
1975 and on the extent that patterns of Federal aid and the role of Titlei have
changed during the '1970's. Dat~ on trends in the overall distribution of State and
local funéis and their relationship to Title | allocation are less easily obtained. During
the 1960's, State aid apparently failed to have any substantial equalizing effect
(Berke and Kirst, I972), but since that period there have been major school finance
reform measures in a number of States, and patterns of State aid have altered
substantially. The analyses conducted as part of the compensatory education study as
well as detailed studies of school finance reform being conducted concurrently in a
separate N.|E~Unif will contribute to an increased understanding of trends in the
overall distribution of educational resources and of how for they appear to reinforce
or alter any redistributive impact of Title l ’ .

~.

LA
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iImpact of Title | Spending on Total Educational Spending by LEAs.--In

.establishing Title |, Congre-ss intended that there should be an increase in the real
level of educational spending in recipient districts. It did not intend that the funds

-'""'should serve merely as a form of tax relief, allowing LEAs to cut back on Tlocal
spendEng. Therefore, Title | regulations include a "mainténance of effb_l"f""-b}‘t'){\—/ﬂi“s-ion
whereby LEAs must maintain their previous levels of expenditure. '

Although these provisions make it impossibl_e for an LEA simply to replace
local funds with Title | money; a district receiving funds from an outside source may
raise less additional money from local sources than would otherwise have been the
case. During a period of inflotion, when additional local funds are needed simply to
maintain a given level of expenditure, Title | funds may be used 'fo replace nddmonol

local toxes that would otherW|se have to be rcused

N
-

In light of these possibilities, a study was |n|'f|c|'fed 'fo determine the degree to

.. which Title | has succeeded in ralsmg levels of educotlc 2! axpenditures. ‘Although
'fhe analyses are mcomplete/:f appears that Title | funds have been effec'nve in
raising expenditures on educo'non Approxnmotely two-thirds of Tltlel funds are
spent on truly oddmondl aducatiora! servicdes thot would no'f have been r rchosed in .
the absence of 'fhese funds. Compared to noncotegorscol “State grants programs,

. Title | funds hove been more effective in increasing total expendlfures, and far less

likely to be used to support tax relief.

Withfﬁ-District Allocation” = : ’

The distribution of Title'l resources within districts is the final'stage of the
Title | funds allccation process. The research will produce information about the
relationship between the eamounts of funds allocated to schools, ond their poverty
levels and other demographic characteristics. In that respect, the onolyses of within- -
district allocation will resemble those discussed obove for olloccmon to dlstrlcts

The potential importance of these analyses can be seen from a review of how
LEAs select schools and students for Title I. Preliminary results from the National
Survey of Compensatory Education indicate that school districts fully use the latitude

" given them by the Title | regulations to employ diverse measures as criteria for
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. R .
Accerding to the survey results, Title | districts are using a wide variety of

measures of poverty (e.g., Census counts and AFDC counts) in determining school

eligibility for Title |, and over 67% of districts use more than one source of

‘information for this purpose. Over 30% of districts use more. than one measure .

without combining them in a specific formula.

-1

.

The next step in the within-district allocation process is the cho.i‘ce".of schools

from among those eligible to receive Title | funds. The survey informd;flion, however,

indicates that districts frequently do not seporote the two processes. Of thé schools
which districts have defined as eligible, an average 90% actually receive funds.
Indeed, 8! 4% uf the Tltle | districts report serving all ellglble schools.

’ Once schools are selected, the population of students in need of compensotory

educcmon is identified. The survey shows that most dls'mc'fs use .a combination of

standardized achievement tests/o'\d ‘teacher judgment to de'fermme which students |

e

need compenscl'fory servnces As district 1e~.t|ng programs «are usually focused on one

-or two grades, and compensatory programs may be offered at other levels, it is not

surprising. that’ _teacher. judgment of students’ achievement is so frequen'fly used,”

along with the more formal ossessment -of educcmonal problems via test scores.

The final step in the wuthm-dlstrlc'f allocation process is the selection of

s'fuden'fs2 to receive services from among ' those judged to need compensatory .

educcmon. This choice is usually based oh standardized achievement tests in
combination with teacher judgments of students' educational problems. One common

- practice among districts which use standardized test scores is to serve only those

students who are at least | year below grade.level. The result of this process: is that

.an overoge 37% of the students in torge'f schools Judged by their LEAs 'fo be in need

of Title | services actuatly receive_them. _Only 18.5% of the Tnle L districts serve all

of the students whom they have judged in need in Title | target schools.

o

These resul'fs attest to the wide vor|ob|l|'fy in doto ‘and procedures-used-by——

drs'frlc'fs to select schools and students for Title | serv:ces. Further reports will

The characteristics of .students receiving services ore'desc'i:ibed in
Chapter lll.
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analyze how far such differences in allocation procedures create distinctive patterns
of funds allocation, and will also provide information on the characteristics of the

. schools selected under different procedures.

ALTERNATIVE MEASURES OF POVERTY

Dissatisfaction with 'rhe“éxis'ring pattern of funds allocation was a major
reason for the 1974 changes in the Title | formula. The most important of these
changes was the adoption of the currsnt "Orshansky" method of identifying poor

families from Census figures.

Previously, a singlé-fomily income of $2,000 ayear had been used to define
poor families for program purposes, and the children living in such families were

. counted in order to determine the size of Title | grants. By adopting the Orshansky

index, which distinguishes different types and sizes of family, and is re"éjdldflii:""'

updo'red Congress both refined the definition of poverty in use and brought about

substantial shifts in the pattern of funds allocation.

The adequacy of counts ~bo§ed on the Orshansky poverty index continues to be
ques'rioned For this reason, the Education Amendments of 1974 mandated three
studies related to a pover'ry-bosed atlocatien formulo One is a study of methods of
updating poverty counts, curren'rly being conducted by the Secretaries of Commerce
and Health, Education, and Welfare. A second closely related study is the Survey of
Income and Education, which will ‘produce—aceurate counts of children in poverty in
1975 for each State. The third is a study of Measures of Poverty, supervised by the
Assistant Secretary of Educcl'rionl The report (HEW, f976)“fror’n'<'rhis-s'rudy was
submitted in April 1976. NIE's reseorch will draw on all three studies and supplemen'r‘
their fmdmgs ' - ’ :

Updating Poverty Counts S 7 o

In determining how. many: poor children live in a State or county, Federal
administrators are forced to rely heavily on ou'r-of-do're infoi’motion. Family income
do'ro for States and counties are available nationally only from the decennial Census.

Thls means that although the Orshonsky index itself can be updated, the coun'rs of
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chlldren in poor families, as deflned by that index, are updoted only very rarely. At
present, "the numbers used refer to children who were poor at the time of the 1970
Census, and these data may be as much as |3 years old when the new Census counts '
are available. This problem will persist until the 5- -year Censuses, planned for the
- 1980's, are taken. Between Censuses, population movements or changes in the
econon)y may leave one area with many more poor children than Title | eligibility

counts suggest, and another with many fewer.

By contrast, AFDC counts are collected annually on the basis of an updated
eligibility figure, and States may use more current data for subcoun'fy allocation.,
Nonetheless, the Census count of pbor children largely determines any district's
allocation; hence, reliance on outdated figures may have a substantial impact on the
distribution of funds. The Updcmng Study is examining ways of es'nmcmng changes in
areas' low-income population over time, using data from sources other than the

Census, including the Survey of Income and Education.

Defihition of Poverty.--The definition of poverty determines the method for

counting poor people in the country or in a particular-jurisdiction. For progrofns in
which beneficiaries' rights to service depend on their poverty status, the definition of
"poverty clearly determines who will be served. The Title | program uses counts of -
pocr people in LEAs to allocate funds, but it does not identify individual beneficiaries -

according to their poverly status.

‘ Most of the discussion of how boverty should be defined for Federal program
purposes origihotes in the concern that truly needy individuals may lose services
because the existing measures do not recognlze them as poor. The poverty status of
students does not determine their selection to receive Title | services. But a change
in poverty measures can materially offec'f Title |, if |'f increases the counts of poor
people in some LEAs relative to thdse in others. In that case, the definition of
poverty can affect the funds ovculoble to different LEAs. If a particular poverty
measure changes the distribution of Title | funds, then that measure's dlstrlbu'nono!

consequences are of great importance to Title |.

Studies are underway on a number of olternotlves for meosurlng pover'fy.
These derive from the work of the Poverty Studies Task Force, WhICh conducted the

1-12
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congressionally mandated study, of Measures of Poverty, and also from recent work by
Orshansky. NIE's analysis will identify a limited number of measures that would have

different distributional consequences if adopted for Title I.

The NIE study will first examine a set of.‘vorio'fions in the Orshansky poverty
matrix which have the effect of shifting the current poverty definition up and down.
Like the current matrix, each of these new definitions provides_d set of 124 "cutoffs"
or poverty lines for different family types. Second, it will examine several variants
+ of the Orshansky definition; although they use the same general standard of poverty,
these variants reduce the number of family categories and employ:\differenff_doto and
methods for updating the poverty income level: Two measures, based on more recent
definitions of, and data about, the cost of adequate diets will be studied. Finally, the
analysis will include two definitions that differ substantially from the current
~ definition: one uses a single cutoff for all families, and one uses the Ofshohsky'

cutoffs but applies them to "pretransfer" income (income exclbding transfer payments
like AFDC and public assistance). .
In selecting these measures, NIE has adopted the assumption made by the

Poverty Study Task Force that poverty definitions can be incorporated into the Title |

funding systehw only if comparable data are available for all jurisdictions potentially
able to receive funds. For this reason, the Task Force co.ncluded'tho'f Census data
must remain the source of counts of poor children. Other data soyrces could be used
to adjust and update Census. data, but no other source coul.d produce the basic counts

needed for funds allocation.

This means that at present the poverty definition is limited for formwla
purposes to one based on the money income of families. Such changes in the poverty
definition. as the inclusion of "inkind" income (e.g., food stamps, Medicaid) are not
p055|ble with Census-based doto, and the olternoflve definitions: of poverty being -

studied are all based on, Census income ccl'fegorles.

Analyses of Alternative Poverty Measures.--The purpose: of the work on -

alternative poverty measures is to determine the degree to which they have
differential effects on the allocation of Title | funds. NIE's work builds directly on

the results of the mandated poverty studies. It will analyze the effecrs of_‘severdl
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proposed poverty definitions on the allocations of funds to States, counties, and LEAs.
Those analyses will extend to the county and district levels the analysis that was
performed at the Staie level for.the "Measures of Poverty" study. Thus, they will
provide detailed information on the types of LEAs that would gdin or lose under
different definitions of poverty. In odaition, they can ihcorporo're possible changes in
weighting and reduction procedures, hold-harmless, and cost fqg:'rors. The Interim
Report of September 1977 will discuss several such analyses, and the entire
simulation model employed in the research will be available to ‘the Congressional
Research Service so that they can conduct further analyses at the request of

Congress.
ALLOCATION OF FUNDS BASED ON-ACHIEVEMENT SCORES

Of the changes cU/rfren'rIy proposed for the allocation of Federal compensatory
education funds, a shift from pcverty measures to achievement scores is potentially
" the most for-feoching, Prior to the passage of the Education Amendments of 1974,
there was intensive discussion of the desirability and consequences of allocating funds
to States, districts, and schools on the basis of their numbers of low-achieving
students. Although no such procedure was adopted, the Congressional mandate for
this study instructs the Ins'ri'rg're to explore alternative methods for allocating
conipensatory education funds. |

The remainder of this chapier exdmines the issues involved in such a change
and outlines the pertinent research, including the experimental programs underway in
I3 school districts. However, the choice between allocaticn using achievement scores
and allocation using poverty counts cannot be made on the busis of research resulis
alone. It depends ultimately on a poli'ric'ol qhoice about the rhuracteristics of places
and persons who are to benefit fromn funds the program provices. NIE's research can
illuminate the practical consequences of .a change in mathod« »f funds allocation, but

it cannot determine which method is "uest” in a philosophical or-an ethical sense.

To advocates of achievement-based funding, the appropriate way to distribute
education funds is on the basis of children's educational performance. Since the
ultimate aim of compensatory education is, they argue, to increase children's

achievement, the best formula for distributing funds must be one which targets
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money directly to the children whose academic performance is low. Supporters of
achievement-based funding regard poverty measures_as proxies for low achievement;
hence they orgue that these measures do not efficiently identify low-achieving
children. They favor using numbers of low-achieving children to distribute Title |

furds, instead of numbers of children in poverty.

This view contrasts with the opinions of others who favor the use of a poverty
criterion. They do not see poverty measures solely as proxies for a measure of low
achievement, nor do they believe that using poverty as the Title | eligibility;criterion
must be justified in terms of its ability to identify the States, districts, or schools
which contain most low-achieving pupils. Some advocates of a poverty-based '
allocation formula believe that the rajor role of a compensatory education program
is to channel additional resources into areas where children are poor. ‘Others believe
that the purpose of compensatory education programs is to help low achievers, but-

*hey argue that the low-achieving pupils in poor areas must be given priority.

Though the philosophical differences between these two. points of vi;:w are
clear, the practical consequences of the choice between poverty and achievement
may be less dramatic. A change in eligibility criteria will make a difference in Tit'2 |
only if it produces a different distribution of funds. Although the individual level
correlation between poverty and achievement is far from perfect, the correlation
between the numbers of poor and low-achieving children. in a State, LEA, or.school
. could be high, even if the individuo‘l level correlation were low. A school, district, or
State could hove high numbers of poor and of low-achieving students, even if very few
students were bo'fh poor and low achieving. At the present time, the degree of
overlap between counts of poor and of Iow-ochlevmg students at the levels of States,

districts, and schools is not known.

The purpose of NIE's research on achievement scores is to explore the
practical consequences of the choice between poverty and achievement as criteria for
allocating Title | funds. One part of the research focuses on the degree to which a
change to an achievement criterfon would, in fact, affect the distribution of Title |

funds among States and LEAs. Another part of the research concerns the availability
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of the kinds of data needed to support an achievement-based fur.ding sys'fem.3 A
third part of the research explcres the effects of adopting the achievement criterion
on the operation of Title | within school districts--on the identification of students to

be served and the services received by students.

Because the technical problems of allocation of funds to States and districts
are diiferent from those of within-district allocation, the research on achievement-
based funding is divided into two parfs: (1) allocation to States and school dISfI’ICfS,:_.

and (2) allocation within school dlstrlcts e

Allocation to Siates and Districts

NIE's work in this area comprises three efforts: (1) obtaining comparable .
achievement data for as many States ond. their constituent school di§tricts as
possible, for estimating the distribution of low-achieving pupils among States and:
districts; (2) estimating the patterns of funds allocation which would result from a °
change to achievement-based funding; (3) assessing the costs ond'féosibili'fy of several
strategies for obtaining .data to’ permit a change to achievement-based funding to
States and school districts. All three efforts are now underway and will produce

results in time for the September 1977 report.

Under the first effort, all States were surveyed and all potentially usable data
colle::ted.  Both .State aggregate and district-by-dis'f'ricf"ochievemenf data were -
obtaired where ovoiloble Because the Stotes and districts use a variety ‘of
achieve rnent tests--and odmmlster them to d|fferen'f samples of pupns at different
times in the academic yeor--’fhe data flle., obtained from the States generolly are not
comnarable with one another. The wvarious files have now been adjusted using the
Ancirar Tos? tablec (procedures for equafing results of different tests) and similar

tecy sique ow .cped especially for this study.

3 s
“ The ovai!obfir‘~=- of data raises different problems for allccation to States
and districts iy those for within=district allocation. - Nearly all school
'ist: jcts CO”(._' suine achievement data and could use it now for their
i.sernal alloce .ion of Title | funds. However, different school districts often
collect diverse rinds of achievement data, with the result that the State is
ble to obta:n cemplete and comparable data across districts; neither do
~ 1 States collect sufficient State aggregate achievement data to provide the

. dzral Governm-:nt wnh comparable data across States.
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_ Though-some of the State and district ochlevemen'f score files may prove
|mp055|ble to equate with others, it appears that statewide. achievement data should
" be available for more thon half the Stotes, and dlsfrlct-by-dlstrlc'f data for about one=
third of the States. The equcmng process and the resul'nng files of State and district

ochlevement data will be complete.in early l977

The second effort will depend on the computer simulation system described

- above. The statewide and district-by-district achievement files will be merged with
the poverty data, previously discussed under "Alternative Measures of Poverty." The
simulation model can then compare patterns of Title | eligibility and funding under
achievement-based funding with the results of several poverty-based Title | funding

systems, including the one now in force.
Under 'fhe;third‘ effort, five clternatives are bein.g examined:

o A national norm or criterion- referenced testing program that
would provide completely standard student achievement data for
every school district

0 A simpler national testing program which would produce national
and statewide achievement: figures (possibly from a very short
"screeniﬁg"._tes'f or other device reducring the test burden on
students and teachers) with sub-State allocations relying on ..

separate (e.g., State-run) testing programs-

o) A national data buse obtained B)f»_u.kcpllecfing, equating, and

standardizing diverse State testing programs

o Combinations of the above, which may use one data.base for funds
| allocationz arnong States and-others for sub-State allocations
) The use of poverty or other Census-based data to allocate funds
among States,.and the use of the respective States' achievement
testing programs to allocate funds to their constituent school
districts |
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These alternatives are be|ng evaluated occordlng\to their cost, accuracy,
freedom from bias, and public acceptability, by a ncmoncﬂ ponel of exper'fs in

the field of ochlevement tes'nng ) T

" Intra-District Allocation . T

"The question of alternatives to current |n'fro-d|s'mc'f allocation procedures is
addressed by the Deémunstration Studies. The mandate offered an opportunlty to
study changes in intra-district allocation in action. The wordnng and history of
Sections 821 (a) (5) and 150 indicate that Congress intended these studies to be
"working models" of types of allocation changes which had been proposed during .
deliberations on the Education Amendments of 1974. Through these demons'rro'nons
being conducted by 13 school districts across the country, NIE will gather information
of practical use to Congress in considering changes in tihe process of intra-district
funds allocation.  The research will provide information about the effects of new

ways of allocating Title | funds on the k|nds of schools and students served" under

-alternative allocation strategies, the numbers of ‘st s_served, the _instructional
services they receive, the programs and ‘delivery systems dev by school

districts, the extra costs (or efficiencies) associated WI'fh different olloccmon

potterns, and community support for the Tltle | program.

In designing the study to-respond to these concerns, NIE focused on two mojor

policy options. Specifically, districts were asked to consider changes in:

o School eligibility criteria--districts were dsked to elect either -
alternative poverty criteria for school ellglblllty, ©or..a cnterlon

bosed on achievement rather than poven‘y. - R

T

o Concentration--districts were asked to consider serving more or

fewer schools, and more-or fewer students within schools.

To observe the effects of those chonges, NIE designed a 3-year study in the
demonstration districts. !'Under ~the design, districts continued to—aperate Title |
programs using. standard olloccmon procedures in the 1975-76 school year, while
plonnlng the specnflc details of the changes they would make. During that year pre-

change data on all outcome measures were colie:- *ed, against which effects of the

II-I8‘
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demonistrations would be measured. During school years 1976-77 and 1977-78, 'rh_e
demenstration districts are operating under the new allocation’procedures, and data

on the same nieasures are being collected.

Research lIssues.--The major objec'nve of the demonstration s'rudy is 'ro

examine the impact of the districts' changed allocation policies on a number of

outcome measures. The primary research questions are as follows:

o What effects do chdnges in Title | allocation policy have on' the
organization and administration of compensatory programs and
the irstructional services delivered wi'rhi_n the demonstration

~ districts?

o What effects do changes in Title | allocation policy have on the
instructional and support services experienced by students of

. . different types within the demonstration districts?

o What effects do changes in Title i‘ollocofion policy have on the
. composi'rion (preservice achievement level, economic  status,
\ethmcny, etc.) of the schools and s'ruden'rs served by Tl'rle | within

the dem stration districts?

o ~ What effect does achie ent-based allocation have on teaching

and testing practices within the Sthagls? Is there any evidence of

negative incentives created by a school's reness tha$ success

in raising students' achievement levels could _décreﬁe\t e school's
funding.in following years? '

~—

—
o - What are the administrative costs and/or savings associated with

changes in Title | allocation policy? What costs are nonrecurring,

such as costs associated with planning; and what - costs are

recurring, such‘as costs associated with testing?

o What is the reaction of the community (especially par'en?s),'ro
‘changes in Title | allocgtion policy within the demonstration
districts? . . . i
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o) Who'f effects gé changes in ollocétion policy have on thé
achievement- pf selected students within 'fhe demonstration
districts? (Thls outcome variable )MII be explored for a subsample
of district dependmg upoin the ovolloblllfy of adequate doto for
such an 7Z/Iy5|s ). ’ . ..

The data benrm n the overoll opercmon of Title | programs in each district
are collected by/self-odmlnlstered questionnaire from principals of all schools and
from a scmpleﬁ of teachers and mstru_ctnonol spegialists, and by m'fervne\/.ys with a
sample of porénts and members of the Parent Advisory Council (PAC). /lh addition,
data are collected from documents and from informal _interviews/With district
odmlnlstrcﬁors Lo : - ’ e

‘./‘- , . // )

A sample of opproximately 4,000 students was selécted so -that their

fhomeroom teachers and mstructlonol specialists could describe the lnstruc'nonol and

suppor'f services recelved by these s'fuden'fs4 ‘The homeroom teachers and -

mstruc'nonol specnolls'fs of . these,somple chiidren report in detail on their instruc-

__j'flonol proc'nces with these children in both regular and compensatory instruction. In
' addition, on two different days during the year, each sample student's educotlonol

' experlences are. descrlbed by the teacher at IO-mlnute intervals for the entire day--

the subjecr\bglng taught, group snze, location, the status of the instructor (teocher,“

aide, peer, etc. ), and- whether the instruction is regular or compensatory.

DisfriC‘t—SéTé"Cﬁﬁn.T'Fo—invi‘fe—*schW—disfﬁcfs o make changes in their
allocation procedures, NIE sent an RFP (request for proposals) to all. States and

territories, asking that they request proposals for change from their vdist-riicts and
forward up to two to NIE. The RFP explained that LEAs selected for the

demonstration projects'could receive waivers from some of the existing requirements

. : e
This ,,'fuden'f sample is:drawn randomly each year from’ oll 3d and 4th grade
classrooms (one Title | and one non-Title | student per class, where possnble)
in sample schools. Schools are sampled in up to four school types in each
district, based on the prescnce or absence of Title | programs in. the baseline
(I975-76) and |mplemenfcmon (1976-77 and I977-78) years.
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for initial district aliccation of Title | funds, primlclr'ily those dealing with school
eligibility and conceniration. The RFP also offered some financial support for
administrative and nlonmng cos's but established that the size of participating ~

districts' Title | granis would net be affected.

Districts were m'feres'fed in participation in the demonsfrcmon study because |'f\

gave them an opportunity to implement new funds allocation procedures 'he optlons" \
offered in the RFP were also of interest to a number of districts * 1t '« - ¢ -cently
undergone desegregation. Many of thesé demonstration districts ¢ (- as others

~ that opplled and were not selected) iisted desegregcmon as their reason for wnshlng to
portucnpote, referrlng to perceived difficulties in reconcnllng Title | regulations with
their desegregcmon plans or orders. The current regulations operate on the premise
-that poor students are unevenly distributed qcrosé the district, and establish a
procedure for finding and serving schools with high concertrations. of low-income
children. [If minority students are more likely than nonminorities to be: poor, higher
numbers of minority students wnII be found in concentroted poverty ‘areas, and thus in
the schools in those areas. However, under desegregation these students will be more
évenly dispersed across the district schools, and thus deprived of services as the
schools they attend become "nonpoor " In recent years Title | has of'}-empted to take
this ln'fo account by procedurés such as no-wide-variance and’ school eligibility by
school enrollment rather thar by -attendance area (descrubed in  Appendix C).
However, it is clear that many of the demonstration study applicants find even these
regulcmons restrictive, and as part of thelr proposals devised opprooches of their own

for finding and serving needy students.

States and territories forwarded more"f‘hon 20 district proposals to NIE, and
NIE selected |6 for the planning year (1975-76). At the end of that year NIE selected
13 districts (three districts had withdrawn from the study) to implement the planned
changes during 1976-77. The 13 districts are: " - A

Adams County, ; Mesa,

Colorado : o Arizona

> The three districts thot withdrew are Freeport, New York; Oklahoma City, -

Oklahoma; and Wichita, Kansas. ) o : e
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Alunﬁ Rock, R o Newporty

California Rhode !sland ... . - S
'Bﬁe»rrkeley County, Racine,
- West Virginia , : Wisconsin

Boston, ’ ————5anta-Fe,.
Massachusetts- ‘New Mexico

Char lottrn/Mecklenburg, ' Winston-Sé_Iem/Forsyth, 1
North Carolina North Carolina ‘;_
Harrison County, ' Yonkers,

West Virginia A v iNew York

Houston,

Texas

~ Due to the selection proCéss and to the elective nature of distriét
participation, this sample of districts is neither random nor notionollly rep'resento‘tive.
However, a comparison of the demogrophic characteristics of the |3 districts.with '
those sampled. for the National Survey of Compensotory Education revealed few

differences. ' : o _ ' -

The most popular alternative allocatisn précedure selected by'the demohétro-
tion dlstrlcfs was allocation by achievement measures rather than by poverty, ar.:
most dlstncts elected to serve more schools ond/or more students than previously.
The major reason offered was a desire to serve Iqw-qchlevmg_ students directly
regardless of rheir attendance area or -the school in which they are enroiled; The
nature of the changes in oIIocotlon--the mdependent variables--being s+ud|ed in the
13 dlstrlcts is described in some deteil below.

S Funds A Joccmon Chonges --The major changes elected by the <demonstrc|t|on |

dlstrlcts are changes in ellglblll'fy and changes in distribution of resources. Eligibility

' (.rlteno determine which schools ond which students may be served. Distribution




how resources will be allocated among them.

decisions determlne how many, and which, schbgls and students will be served ond

ithin the demonstration districts,
deC|5|ons about eligibility and distribution of resources were not made independently

of one another; thus the demonstration-related delib rate changes made in some

aspects of the intra-district allocation process have necessary consequences for other

aspects. . \

School eligibility: The ‘major ehonge being demonstrated. in these districts is a '

change in criteria for school ellglblllty " During 1975-76, under. stendard Title '

regulcmons, all of the demorstration districts used poverty criteria to quollfy schools.

- During :776-77, 11 of the I3 districts have changes' to achievement criteria in some

form (two districts continve to use poverty criteria exclusively). -The districts are

using four procedures for detefmining eligibility. )
(1) Serving low-achieving children regardless of schools attended

Seven districts are serving all; 'Iow-cchievihg children (variously
defined by dlfferen'f dlstrlcts) regardless’ of ‘the school they
attend. Therefore, the school is essen'ﬂolly bypossed in deter-
mining eligibility, and all schools within a given grade span are
'eligible for, and- receive, ;services. Title | services are not
removed ‘from any schools« in the served grode span, but some
schools are receiving redUced services compored with 1975-76.
- Other schools are recelylng services for the first time. Districts

using this approach are:
Adams Couhfy, Colorado (elementary grades 1-3)

Alum Rock, Coliforni_o (elementary and middle schools)

A_HClI’I’ISOﬂ County, West Vlrglnlo (eIemen'fory schools)

4

Mesa, Arizona (eIementory,,jy;ﬁox;highl, high schools)

"
e
—
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Newport, Rhode Island (elementary schools)
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Berkeley County, West Vir‘gin'ié"'(ér!é“nﬁr—ﬁai‘y‘s‘choéiS)’;“"'

—_——

Yonkers, New York (elementary schools)

Student _eligibility: During 1975-76 the demonstration districts, like other

dilstric'fs in the country, used achievement criteria to qualify students as eligible to
receive Title | services, and generally gave priori'fy 'fo”'fhe IéWééf'ochieviﬁg eligible -
children. This year 10 of the districts continue to follow the same general procedure;
the remaining 3 districts are using new student eligibility procedures. In_Alum Rock
and Yonkers, all students in certain Title | schools, rather than ‘only the lowest
achieving students, are eligible to receive services. These districts are interested in
"de,’feirmining‘ whether low=achieving chiltdren ‘cah be served adequdfély by programs
which individualize instruction for all students in‘ the class rd’fﬁé’F:Tﬁ'cTﬁ“l')“)f“;Sr*O’vidin‘g"‘o“'—-i"-
gles out only the lowest achie ving children. The third
dnstrlct, Newpor'f, has redeflned "educational need" to include an estimate of the
student's Ieormng poten'flol Students with the hlghes'f d|screponcy between potential
and achievement (and with achievement below the SO'fh percenflle) receive. services
first.

Distribution of resources to schools: The eligibility changes described above

have: resulted in changes in per-school expenditures. All districts are serving more
schools in 1976-77 than were served in 1975-765 this is particularly true in 'fhe szven
districts which are provndmg services in_all schools within given grade spons Table ;
11-1 presents the increase in percen'foge of total elemen'forz schools served in each of
the districts. (The overall change may be more or less for districts continuing to

serve other grades.)-

The increase |n number of schools served generolly_rESUHs in decreased per-
school expendlfures However, this decrease is not constant across all schools-within

most districts. Becouse'in~.\l975-76 many of -thése districts allocated resources to

Some disfricts have-lessened the impact of mcreosed numbers of schools
served in one grade span by remo\vmemces-ftom schools in other grade

spans--e.g., from middle and secondary schools. —_—

©11-25 | _ o
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TABLE II-|

TOTAL NUMBER OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARYySCHOOLS, NUMBER SERVED IN 1975-76 AND 197¢-11,
* AND PERCENTAGE INCREASE RESULTING FROM POLICY CHANGES INITIATED BY

13 LEAs PARTICIPATING IN NIE ESEA TITLE | DEMONSTRATION

= ~—{ EAs Grouped by

School Eligibility - 1975-T6 \ 1976-T7 Change |
Policy Option - Number Number Increase In
| Total Number. Served by ~ Total Number  Served by Percentage of
Policy Option LEA Elementaries  Title | Elementaries _Titlel Schools Served
~ Serving all | |
elementaries: -‘ : : \
Adams County 16 3 16 |6 - 8
Alum Rock 19 9 |8 18 5
. Harrison County 10 5 Kl 30 | 7
‘ Mesa A 4 25 25 b
Newport 7.3 9 9 61
= Santa Fe 16 I 16 6 3l
& Racine 33 L. CXikd 29 b
— Ranking by
achieverment: o . |
Charlotte 13 9 ' 13 5T : I
Winston-Salem. 37 13 31 24 0
Ranking by
achievement _
plus poverty: | ) |
;. Boston -7 65 |0 14 I
Houston 169 % 169 3 : 5
~ Ranking by |
poverty: | ‘ |
Berkeley County 13 10 |4 ] 2

Yonkers 3l 9 B 9

5 1y o

*Changes in total number of eIe'menfury schools should be noted. These are due to school closings or openings: .
*0f the 33 eligible schools, 4 are being served with State compensatory monies rather than Title | monies,

| but in-a maner similar to Title |, In addition, current plans call for serving all sclools in the district with |
fEliC Title | monies in 197677 when State funds are not availdble, | : T

IToxt Provided by ERI



schools based on the number or percentage of low-income children in each school,
resources per low-achieving student were apparently unequal across schools. This
year, in keeping with their desire to serve Iow-ochieving students directly, 12 of the
I3 districts are éllocofing resources to schools based on numberé of low-achieving
students in each school. The accuracy of this distribution varies by district,l but has
the general effect of equalizing resources per low-achieving student across schools
within the district. (

. i . \
Distribution of resources to students: In some districts, the increase in number

of schools served is matched by an increase in the number of students receiving
services, so thiat approximately the same number of students per school will be
served. This has the effect of essentially maintaining the previous achievement level
cutoff for students entering the program, but results in lower per-pupil expenditures.
Other districts have decided not to decrcase the per-punil expendituré substantially,
but rather to serve fewer pupils per” school.  This has some interesting logical
consequences. Since most districts are attempting to serve the lowest achieving
children first, serving fewer children per school may have the effect of lowering the
average pre-service achievement level of the students served. By the-same logic, if
there is a strong correlation between low ochievémen'f and poverty, the students
served may be poorer than those previously served. Whether these effects occqr'wili
depend vpon the correlation of poverty and achievement, the distribution of low-
achieving students across the -district, and the ability of the district to identify the'

lowest achieving students.

Table 1!-2. describes the probable changes’ in numbel;S of public elementary
students served in each of the demonstration disﬁ'icts. It should be noted that
numbers served in 1975-76 are based .on end-of-year figures of actual students served
as given by district administrators, while numbers tc be served in- 1976-77 are
projected estimates give_n oy the same administrators. _ACfUdI changes in numbers

served in 1976-77 will not be known until the end of this school year.

One other poirit should be made here. The final per-pupil expenditure in each
of these districts is as much a function of the size of the Title | grant to the district
as it is of district decisions about allocation within the district. As has been noted,

"the grant size to the district is not affected by participation in the demonstration
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© TABLE I

CHANGES IN AVERAGE NUMBERS OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL STUDENTS SERVED &
SCHOOLS RESULTING FROM THE POLICY CHANGES INITIATED BY I3 LEAs

| / ~ PARTICIPATING IN THE NIE ESEA TITLE | DEMONSTRATION
1975-76 i 1976-T1 Change I
LEAs Grouped by | - . Average ‘ Average  Average
School EligibiTity Number ~ Number ~ Number ~  Number ~ Number  Number  Number
Policy Option Elementary Elementary Students  Elementary Elementary Students  Students
| - Students ~ Schoels  Served Students ~ Schools  Served  Served

Policy Option ~~ LEA  Served  Served by School  Served Served by School” by School

Serving all
elementaries: | ~
Adams County 174 5 34,80 591 [4 369 sl
AlomRock -~ 3,51 -~ 9 - 397.88 5,006 18 218.11 -119.71
Harrison County 1,129 25 45,16 2,128 3 10,93 .71
Mesa 2,49 14 178,14 l,532¢ 25 6.8 - -115.8
Newport 175 3 83 WS g 49,44 - +8.89
= Santa Fe 135 Il 66.82 |,285 16 8031 413
N Racine 500 14 35.71 ,290 k) 44,83 +3.12
Ranking by .
achievement: , - S )
Charlotte 6,440x wooBne o emm s 1T 11,65
Winston-Salem 1,927 13 148,23 3,310 A . 13192 ° -0.3
Ranking by
achievement
~ plus poverty: | o | e | -
Boston 10,030 g6 - 15348 9,378 L' 126,73 -26.75
~ Houston 19,518 N 361,44 23,191 63 368,21 +0.11
Ranking by |
poverty: /\ . o L -
- Berkeley County 630| 10 ~ 63,00 [,210 I 110,00 +47.00
Yonkers l 32) ) 218,00 4,044 A UK +171.33

*Duplicated cdunt,




study; that gron\f\'éi“z‘e\continues to be based on poverty criteria. However, these 13
districts begin with varying amounts’ of\resources to distribute; their .grants are not
equally proportional to the number of poor sfudenfs inthe. d.strlcf This is cpparently

. the result of variability in allocation io these districts created by the™ formula used to

allocate funds te the county level (differing importance of AFDC, differing Sfcne cost™

iactors), by formulas used by States to allocate to the sybcounty level, and by other

sources of State discretion such as reallocation of unexpended Title | funds.

Thus, these dlsfrlu‘s “may make ‘similar concentrqtion decnsuonS--moy, for
example, decide to serve the same proportion of their low-achieving children--and yet

may wind up with widely differing per-served-pupil @xpenditgres. .

In summary, the demonstration districts have elgcted changes in eligibility

criteria and in resource distribution which wil{ have éffects on a wide variety of

outcome measures. Analyzing these measures will allow description of the probabie -

effecfs of alternative mtro—dlsfrlcf allecation procedures. The resulfs of these

.

analyses will be presqnfed in subsequenf reports.
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CHAPTER IIl. EFFECTS ON SERVICES
T~ | /.

. . : /

— /

Fhls chapter has three main' ob;echves. first, to describe how NIE forrnulated
its research on compensofory services; second 1o describe the method odopfed--
survey of public school districts--to implement fhns reseorch ond third, to présent in
con51deroble detail fhe descriptive mformcmon now available from that survey about

the curreat operation of compensatory programs by local public school districis.

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERVICES
~
- One of the basic purposes of compensdtory education is to provide improved
services to children with special educational rneeds. Under Tlfle I, the Federal
Government does not deliver services directly; it does so through the actions of LEAs.
Individual LEAs assume a major responsibility for the quality of Title | services, and

it is apparent that Title | cannot help children unless it provndea special services
reascnably related to their needs.

In exomlnlng the services provided wn‘h compenscn‘ory funds, several questions
must be considered.. ' ' ' L7

o What kinds of services  do school districts provide with compensatory, -
~ education funds?

o Who are the actual recipients and how are they selected?
0 What are the characteristics of the instructional sery'r’éés [.rovided?

o Are the services sufficient to have ‘a reasonable chance of /
accomplishing their goals? R

-

-

Services Provided With Compensatory Educ‘éﬁion Funds

_,//

The first queshon relofes to what services local school districts provnc}e/ with

compensatory educcmon funds. Reliable information has not been ovollob/le in this

67
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area because school dlstrlcts trodltlonolly have no} been occustom°d to orgonlznng'

financial reports in terms of specific educational services. Nevertheless, districts

make lntrporton'f decnslons about how to distribute compensotory funds among

differ/eht programs, -including programs intended to improve reading and math
och}é\‘/emenf, enhance cultural awareness, and improve students' health.

Inforr;wqtfon on the uses of compensatory funds in 'fhese oreos is essential to an

/ understonding'of what Title | is in practice, and useful to poiicymokers"in%erested ina

; comporlson of Title | fundlng for instructional and nonlnstruc'nono! services. In

/ oddmon, it isimportant to examine how a district's distribution of funds is related to

cther coaaracteristics such as its size, location, and relative economi¢ s_'fofus.

Recipien"ts of Compensatory Education Services ‘ '/

The second ques'non relates to. the specnflc recnplen'fs of compensotory
ion services and to how they are selected.” Evaluators need to know the
criteria currently being used to select schools ond é’fudents for compensatory services
and to understand how 'fhese selection procedures vary with other chprocterlstlcs of
the school districts. The distributional consequences of these procedures in terms of
the numbers ond characteristics of the schools and students served with compensatory '

. [ 4
_ resources can 'fhen be assessed. ’ '

Title | was™intended to provide extra resources to schools servino oreos with
high concentrations of poor chindr‘en and to low-or:hieving‘ children within these
schools. Thus, it is important -'f/o"/know the extent to which these schools and students
are, in fact, being served. NIE's research was designed to onsWer these questions, and
wnII also provide lnforrno'flon on the slze, grude level and rocml/eihnlc composition

of the student populotlon/served _ R

~ )
‘!{_‘4

In oddmon, 'fhe rezeerch wili indicate the extent to which nonpublic school
students recuive Tltle I services. Title | +unds have always been intended to reach. -
eligible pusils An non;_ub"c as vx)el' as public schoois;’ however, in- proc'nce it lS‘ ,
dlfflcult for /publlc school districts to deliver compensatory services to nonpublic /
school chlloren. Disiricts may be eager to minimizeithe amount of funds leovmg the,

.pUbllC s/ys'fem, they moy o!so hove problems ldenflfyung Tlﬂe l-ehgl')le students m/

,~

@
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I

p\fivc}e schools and organizing special programs for them.. Hence, the research will

determine the number of districts serving nonpublic school‘/s"ruc;eﬁts and the kinds of

.. services provided to these children.

The Characteristics of Instructional Services

A third question relates to the characteristics of instructional services

provided to compensatory education students.  Information on this - question is

important because the location of compensatory instruction and the techniques used
in delivering this instruction may enhance or impede the delivery_of these sgrviées to’
the target children.

" Location.--Title | has always ;'equ'ired that a district's funds be used for épeciol
programs for Title | students. One v&oy to establish these p_l;ogrorﬁs is to provide the
compensatory instruction outside the regular classroom. While school districts are

not required to operate such pullout programs, this.practice may make. it simpler.to

“ensure that Title | children are, in fact, receiving special services.

The implementation of pullout progrorr;s for compensatory education students
is likely to have practical consequences that may or may not be desircuble".I On the
one hand, providing the comper_\sd'rory instruction in a separate classroofn may make
it easier to tailor the instruction to the problems of low-achieving S'rudgn'rs and allow
more time for the 'reocher to attend'to the needs of individual students. It may allow
the use of teachers who specialize in a particular subject to g|ve the instruction. In
addition, class sizes moy be smaller in the special classrooms.

On the other hand, since the schodldoy consis'r; of a fixed number of hours, the:
requirement for serving only target children, combinéd with the need to provide
extra services, presumably creates a dilemma for local administrators. The use of .

pullout programs could increase the likelihood that compensatory education students

! Chapter IV discusses the available research on the educational co‘nsequcnces of .

ability grouping.
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would miss some portion of their regular instruction. It could also lead schools to
track Title | students for their regular as well as their supplemental instruction in
order to facilitate scheduling. !n addition, some earlier cempensatory education
survey data (Glass, 1970) indicate that this pructlce could promote de facto

segregation in Title | schools.

It is important, therefore, to describe the current prevalence of pullout

programs. |t is also useful'f‘fo know whether the pullout practice is related to the type
4 or intensity of compensatory instruction; whether cér'foin groups of students are more
likely to receive services outside the regular classroom; and whether this proqjice

affects scheduling and the regular instruction these students receive,

A related issue is the extent to'wh_ich regular-and compenso-to-ry ihstrQCtion are
coordinated. Presdr;ﬁobly, compensatory instruction should complement, rather than
conflict with, regular course work. Prolviding compensatory instruction in a separate
classroom may make coordination more diffiéult. Thus, the research will. indicate the.
extent to which coordination actually takes place, the most  mmon methods of
coordination, and whether y amount of coordination is related to 'fhe type of -
compensatory instruction o/r] ts location.

Instructional Techniques.--Information on ins*ructional techniques s

significant for two reasons. First, the use of certain techniques such as instruction in
small groups, tutoring, or proétices associated with individualized instruction may
help to ensure that attention is focuéed on the needs of the individual student
receiving compensatory educcmon and that the instruction is appropriate to those '
needs. Second, previous reseorch has identified some program chorocterlstlcs 'fhcn‘
appear to be related to gains in student clchlevemen'f.2 Thus, it |s important to
indicate howlprevole_nt these characteristics are in current compensatory programs
and to determine whether other variables, such as the amount of resources available,
affect a district's choice of invstruc_tio.nol.techniques.

2 This research is described in —hapter IV.
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Sufficiency of Compensatory Services g

The fourth ques'rlon is whe'rhe? ‘the sérvices are sufficient to have a reosonoble

chance of occompllshlng their goals. Title | has various provisions that attempt to

limit the ways that school districts use Title | funds. .These "concentration"

provisions include the re'quire'—:*nen'r that Title | funds be used for progromé» of "

sufficient size, scope, and quality so as to give reasonable promise of substantial

- progress toward meeting the needs of educationally deprived children."

One assumption behind these requirements is that a certain minimurn amount

of money per school or per student is necessary 'ro.'develop a coherent program.

Spreading the Title | funds to all eligible schools and students presumably would make

this impossible. Many previous studies'on concentration attempted to measure

directly 'rher-relo'rionship"'be'r'We'e,n-pér-pupil_-‘ expenditure and achievement, without

'roking. into account the kinds of services the dollars buy. ‘Since money mav be spent

on many things, it is not surprising that these studies were unable to demonstrate that
higher per-pupil expenditures resulted in ~<:|chievemen'r'gc|ins.3 “NIE therefore
foi’mulo'redv its research in terms of the amount of compensatory resources and

services currently available in Title | districts.

The sufficiency of services _being delivered may bg assessed in several ways.
First, it is possible to measure the duration and intensity of the compensatory
instruction by examining the amount of time spent in such instruction and the average
size of compensotory education classes. (It |s also useful to know whether Ieng'rh of
time and class size are related to other ospec'rs of service delivery, including the type
of instructional staff and the location of instruction.) Second, NIE will compare the
staff resources in Title | and non-Title | schools and indicate whether there are

differences in the number and type of instructional staff available. Third, the

3 For example, an AIR study (Tallmadge, 1973) on concentration which used
California State Department of Education data about Title | project expenditures
and the reading and math achievement of Title | participants asked whether there
was a "critical mass" of compensatory education expenditures necessary for

achievement gains. _The results on the relationship between expenditures and’

achievemer.. were inconclusive, partly because the runge of concentration on which
the analysis was based was relatively narrow, and also because the study did not
analyze tl.e characteristics of the compensatory services the childr 2n received.
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research will determine (1) the distribution of Title | per-pupil-expenditures; (2) the
relationship between Title | and regular expenditures per pupil; and (3) the ratio of
"eligible" to "served" schools and students in Title | districts. These data will make it
possible to éxomine whether increased concentration of funds means lower pupil/staff
ratios, higher salaried stoff more ms'fruc'flonol 'nme, or a greater variety of services

delivered.

The Compensatory Education Study is also examining the concentration issue
from other perspectives. For example, mony of the Demonstration Districts

(discussed in Chapter 1) chose to reduce concentration--that is, to _serve more schools

and/or students. The research on those districts will provide information on how a
decrease in concentration affects the nature and quantity of services received by
individual students. The Instructional Dimensions Study, described in Chapter 1V, is
~examining the. costs of different instructional techniques and their relotlonshlp to

achievement outcomes.

DESCRIBING COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERVICES

The first part of this discussion reviews data available when JN‘IE began the
study, and the reasons they did not provide an adequate description of compensatory
services. The second part describes the design of the survey NIE'sponsored to provide

this information.

The Lack of Information on Compenéotory Services

Given the multiple purposes of the original Title | Ieg.isloﬁ'on‘ and Congressional
intent that Title | services be examined and evaluated, it was surprising and
disappointing to discover that accurate descriptions of compensatory education
services, which could answer some of the questions posed above, were not available.
When the NIE Compensatory Education Study was initiated, there were no current,
nationally representative data on the participants, the services offered to them, or
the costs associated with compersatory education projects and progra'ns. In the past
there were two basic sources of national information about Title | participants and
services: the State annual reports required in the ESEA statute, and a series of

annual surveys intended as Title ! evaluations. The Title 1 Iégislotion included a
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requiremer;; for a three-tiered’ reporting éyéfefn Each local school district was to
ssemble data on its Tltle | programs and submit a report to its State department of
=ducation. The SEAs in turn were to compile the information’ into a statewide repor'f
which the U.S. Office of Education would use to ptepore; a report to Congress on the
national picture. There are, however, serious pfoblerﬁs in using State reports to
describe Title | nationally.

An early review of these State reports (Worgo, 1972) revealed that the

modequocy of the information contained in the annual reports precluded their being

used as sources of "nationally representative” data on participants and services.’

" Reporting formats varied so much among States that, for example, in reporting the
characteristics of the pop_ulo'fion served by compensatory funds, only |4 States
provided data uniform enough to be aggregated. Even a national estimate of the
number of participants is difficult to obtain from these reports because some States
counted students each time they received a particular service--thu; inflating the
estimated total of participants, since some students receive multiple services. Cost
information also was not sufficiently standardized to permit aggregation because the
reports frequently did not indicate whether the information was based on’ actual
expenditures, planned expendltures, or oIIoccl'nons 4 Finally, the nature of services
delivered is described in these reports only in 'fhe most general terms--reodmg versus

mothemoths instruction, for example; no report is made of the instructional

techniques used or the location of the instructional programs. A more recent study

(Gamel, 1975), which reviewed State reports through 1975, found little improvement in
the quality of information they provided. Therefore, the State reports could not be
used as the basis for NIE'S research on cdmpensotory services delivered by school
districts. '

The other source of descriptive -informotion on Title | services is a series of
evaluation. studies implemented separately from, and necessitated in part by the
problems in, the State reports. These studies, which vary considerobly'in the extent
to which they ‘purport to provide a national description ofvTitIe I services, include
assessments by independgri'f groups; ec-!y national evaluations; and some more

recent, narrowly focused evaluation studies.

4 In fact, in any one year up to ' one-third of the Stotes did not report cost
mformcmon at all.
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Assessments by Indeper{aent QGroups.—One of‘the earliest evaluations of Title |
was Title | of ESEA: Is It Helping Poor Children? (Martin, 1969), written by the

Children's Defense Fu_ndl and the National Association for the Advancement of

Colored People. " It had considerable impact on the formulation of regulations for
Title | service delivery. Unlike many of the larger scale evaluations of Title |
conducted by the Office of Education, the study was designed not to measure
achievement score outcomes but to describe the services delivered to Title | children.
The report was highly 'crit_icdl of the Title | program as it existed in its first 4 years.
The authors found that the funds were not reaching the majority of eligible children, °
that services were not éoncentrofed on the children most i}1 need, that funds were
spent on equipment and moteriois rather than on educational services, and that
parents were not sufficiently involved in the programs in which their children
participated. Largely as a result of this study, regulations on how Title | funds could
be spent were strengtheﬁed in an attempt to ensure that compensatory funds reached
the intended target group and that they were truly supplehentory. It should be noted
that while this study made some attempt to look at school districts in different parts
of the country, it was not a nationally represen'fcmve sample. Instead, it involved
mformol visits to 28 school districts, many of which came to the .attention of the
NAACP because of complaints about their use of Title | funds. How far the study
results were indeed representative of services delivered in the Nation's opproxnmotely
16,000 Title | school districts is not known.

Early National Evaluations.--For ‘a national picture of éompensotory education

services prior to I9l76, one must tum to the Compensatory Education Surveys funded

by the Office of Education. The national surveys, conducted annually from 1968 to

1971, were developed to identify the impact on student achievement of all Title |

services; documenting the characteristics of services per se was not an objective.
Two problems arose as a consequence of this focus on measuring the relationship
between Title | and student achievement at the national level. ' First, in order to
provide summory measures of the effects of Title I on achievement, te variability |n
dellvery of services had to be ignored. Second, the request fo. achievement data
confronted the reluctance or inability of school dlstrlcfs to provide it. Usable
achievement data Were obtained for less than IO/% of/{ﬁe sample. Re:quse of 15 lack

of achievement data, the surveys were vtewed as failures by the sponsorz. As a
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résul"r, the analysis of the first survey was not reported until 1970, the 1969 survey
analysis was never released, the 1970 results consist of 1,200 tables which were never

interpreted, and the 1971 data were never analyzed at <:|II.S

In 1969, the Belmont program, a joint Federal/State reporting, manogement,
and evaluation system, was established. In_addition to the national surveys described
above, which were incorporated into Selmont, the system also included the
Consolidated Prec-am Irformation Report (CPIR), intended to provide national data
on a series of Federal education programs, including Title I. To reduce the burden on
school districts, this form collects only minimal information on participants, services,
and expenditures for' any one program. These data have similar probI;zms to data
included in State reports. The most recent information published by the National v

; Center for Educational Statis..cs (NCES), which now operates Belmont, is for the

1972-73 school year.

Focused Evaluations.—-Because these eorlyveffor'rs failed to provide national

data on the effects of Title | services on student achievement, recent studies have
taken a more selective approach. From the point of viyw of measuring the effrcts of
.. twnsatery  education on students, it is undoubtedly appropriate to collect
iz tion only on programs intended to have an impact on cehievement outcomes,
5wt this oractice limits the usefulness of the findings of these studies as u description
™7 ihe jeneral characteristics of Title | services, since not all the programs are
instrstonal. A cuse in point is the recently completed study of Title I reading
breurc ., conducted by the Educotional Testing Service (OE, 1976). The data,
~oile red in 1973-74, reflec: Title | reading services only; since other services were
-1 surveyed, the study <.d ~ot nroduce a representative description of the national
uer of Title | funds. Tha oniv other recent study (Generai Accounting Office, 1975)
ofso focuses on reading prograr-.; it makes ' ~laicn fhat its findings are typical of o}l
Title | programs, or even ot ull reading programs, as only I5 school districts were
studied. | “ '

3 While the information in the analysis of the 1969 survey could not provide a current
description of compensatory services, where information cornparctiz to that which

NIE collected exists, an attempt will be made to compare the results and to
delineate trends. ‘
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Desiun of the NIE National Survey of Compensatery Education

One of the first projects commissioned by the NIE Compensatory Education
srudy wcius a national survey, which collected information on Title | and State
compensatory education services delivered by school districts. The survey was
designed to describe the sérvices delivered under the rubric -of compensatory
educofioh, what the reéipiems of these services are like and how 'fhéy are selected,
and how the services are planned, delivered, and evaluated by the school d|s'fr|c'fs

recelvmg compenscn'fory education funds.

One of the important aspects of the survey desig‘ﬁ is tﬁe sampling strategy that
was emnloyed. The population to be sampled was defined as all operating public
schoo! districts in the con'nnen'fol United States which received Title | funds, and
whici: had at least one grade |n the range K-8. The population was defined as Title |
disi=i-ts rather than Title | schools because it was important to be. able to
chevecterize the key local policymaking unit (school districts) to which the Title |
funds are directed. " The districts were stratified on the three dimensions of
enrollment size, regional location, and receipt of State compensatory education
‘unding. Three enrollment or size categories were established with cutting points at
the 33.3 and 66.6 percentiles of number of students: Category l--lowest third,
enrollment less than 4,359; Cotegory 2--middle third, enrollment from 4,359 through
17,628; and Category 3--highest 'fhlrd enroliment above 17,628. For regional location,
four categories based on Census Bureau definitions we:= used: Northeast, South,
North Central, and 'West. The two categories under State compensatory education

funding for the district were (l) presence of Stote'compensotory education funds and

'(-2)—obsence-of“Sfofe—compensofory“funds. ' . T T T T s e e e

These three stratifiers were selected so that the research could examine
whether the characteristics of compensatory services in Title | districts vary
according to the district's enrollment, its location, or its receipt of State
compensatory education funds. Because a number of States also fund their own State
compensatory programs, the third dimension allows the study to describe the services

provided with these funds.6 More importantly, the study can. examine whether, in

Stuies with such programs include California, Connecticut, Georglo, Hawaii,
Moaryland, Michigan, New' York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texcls,
Utah, Washington, and Wlsconsm
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Title I districts, Title | and State compensatory education funds are used for separate

programs or are pooled to provide a single set of compensatory services. -

The sample selection” strategy was designed to ensure ability to make
estimates from the data on both a per-district and a per-pupil basis. Tﬁe sample was
thus selected to ensure approximately equal reliob'iylity for both types of es'fimcul'fes.,7
One hundred'sch_ool districts Were selected on this basis, after wh_ich individuals to be
interviewed within those districts were selected.” Within districts, the most important

decision was-the strategy for sampling teachers.

Teoéhers in compensatory education schools were selected in two wclys.- ‘Fhirs'f,
lists were compiled of all teachers who had responsibility for taking attendance and
who had at least one compensatory education student in the classroom. This
procedure helped provide accurate estirnates of the number and characteristics of
compensatory education students. Because the survey was desigried to provide
information on State programs as well as oh Title 1, these students included those
receiving services funded by Title | and/or by State compgnsﬁfory education funds.- A
sample of these homeroom teachers was then selected. In this wa'y, duplicate
counting of pupils was avoided, because no two teachers in the homeroom sample
could repor"f on the same pupil when asked about the number of compensatory

education students.

Second, lists were compiled of all teachers who provide Title |- and/or State-
funded compensatory instruction. The teachers providing this special instruction may _

or.may not also have been homeroom teachers. The sample of these teachers permits

 accurate description of the characteristics of the instructional services delivered to

~ compensatory education students.

Two other features of the survey should be noted, since both also differentiate
the NIE Survey from the earlier national surveys. First, because NIE was interested

in information on services as actually implemented and not just intentions or plans,

In technical terms, the probabilities of selection of districts for the sample were
chosen as a compromise between the extremes of equal probability and
probabilities proportional to size. A more complete technical description of the
sampling procedures will be attached as an appendix to the second interim report.

\ -
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- and because it is unlikely that any one individual could provide in-depth information
on all aspects of compensatory eduéotion services, the information was collected
from a number.of different persons within each of the sample districts: district
administrators, principals, and Parent Advisory Council chairpersons, as' well as

* teachers—-over 5,000 individuals in all. While some public records and documents on
cohpensotory education services and participants were collected, most of the data
‘were gcfhsered through face-to~face interviews ranging in duration from 30 minutes to
2% hours.

Second, to supplement the basic survey, a series of case studsies in 18 of the
sample districts will provide more detailed descriptive information on the supportive
services provided and on how students are selected to receive these services.. The
‘ sase studies will also explore districts' rationales for using compensatory funds in this

way, and the extent to which the provision of such services has'declined.
PRELIMINARY SURVEY FINDINGS

At this point in the course of the NIE Study, preliminary findings from the
survey can be presented. This information consists primarily of desériptive national
estimates of some compensatory education services delivered by Title | districts, and
as such does not completely reflect the diversity of services within individual

districts.

The fo1|owmg\survey data were collected cbrlng the 1975-76 school year.
Unless otherwise |nd|cc|'fed the f‘\Ures\repre&nf national estimates based on those

~ data. In addition, as a consequence of the survey design, sfatements made about

compensatory education students, tedchers, and services reflect the © orac.tw
of programs supported both by Title | and/or State compensatory education funds.
Data which reflect only Title | are identified. Further analysis of the survey data 'gvill

The cooperation which the interviewers received from all these people deserves
recognition here. The completion rate for interviews was 99.4%. [t is only due to
the continuing: cooperohon of the 100 sample districts, which were promised that
their porhupohon in the survey would not be revealed, that the NIE Compensotory
Education Study is” able to prowde the mformcmon on compenscl'fory services
con'fcuned here.
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allow a determination of the extent to which Titlé_l districts that also receive State
compensotor?“fvnds\ei'rhér establish separate programs of yse the Federal and State

. . ’ \\ . . « e .
funds for a joint compensoforWsmgle Qroup of recipients dnd services.

~

Scope of €ompensatory Education \’\\'\—\\-\_ R

. . ) . . e T
Compensmc(y education involves most of theé Nation's public school districts

and many of its students and teachers, but constitutes anly a small percentage of .
national expéndiwres for education. In 1975-7¢, educational expenditures in the
United States for public elementary and secondary edutgtion were appreximately
$6l.4 billion, of which $5.3 billion were supplied by Federa| funds (NCES, 1975).
that year, Title | appropriations amounted to $1.8 billion, of which $1.6 billion went to
support the operation of programs for the eduéofiof\olly ‘disadvantaged by Local
~ Educational Agencies.9 Title I thus constituted 3% of the national expenditure for
public elementary and secondary education but represented 34% of Federal
expenditure. The total of State compensatory edutdtion appropriations for the 16
States with such programs was approximately $0-6 billjon in I97S—-76.Io Thus,
combined Title | and State compensatory education @xpendityres generally arnounted
to $2.4 billion, or 4% of total national expenditures, for public elementary and

secondary education.

Public school enrollment in grades K-8 was apbroximately 30.5 million in 1975-
76 (NCES, 1976). From the survey of compensatory @ducation, it is estimatad that in
the 1975-76 school year, approxnmciely 5.9 million Public school students in Title |

dls'rnc'rs recelved compensatory educcmon sel’Vlces, m(‘ludmg bo'rh Tuﬂe | and State

——

9 Of the 15,453 school districts in the continental United States serving some
elemen'rory (K-8) grades in 1975-76, Title | fundS were distributed to I3 877, or
90% of these districts (information from NIE Suyrvey somplmg frame).

19 Bosed on information collec.ed by NIE on Stdte compensatory educcmon
programs.
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compensatory education program pcur'n'cipcun'fs.II ~ Of the public school childrer )
enrolled in grades K-8, 19.5% are compensatory education students, a large proportion

of these students.

© =7 Title | was intended to serve students in nonpublic schools as weli as public
school children. The latest available estimate of total nonpublic school enfollment |n

grades K-8 is 3.9 million students (NCES, 1974). The Survey of Compensatory
Education collected information on the number of nonpublic school children receiving

Title | services. From this information, it is estimated thotll'l6,2l8 nonpublic school

- " students are served by Title I. With e adjustment for decline of total non'public
ollment between 1971 and 1975, an estimated '5% of the siu_cie‘nts in the Nation's

" nonpublic en'fdry schools are in Title | compensatory eduéation programs.

Compensatory educati n\c@ involves a gredt many individuals teaéhing in the
‘public schools. There are mprpxim?f‘ely\l.ﬂ million public elementary. (K-8) school
" teachers in this country (NCES, 1976). During 1975-76 school year, an estimated

111,087 or 9.5% of the total were involved for some po\rh' of their time in providing

compensatory education instruction. Of these teachers, 71% were. engaged full time
in ‘compensatory instruction. Most of these teachers were also paid with %ng funds.
Using information in Title | applications from the districts, an estimated- 8% of-all
elernentor? school teachers in Title | districts were paid with Title | funds.'2 The ™.
proportion of nonprofessional staff supported by Title | is much higher. Many local
school districts use Title | funds to hire teachers' aides. Of all teachers' aides in

Title | distr}icts, an estimated 53.9% of these aides are paid from Title | funds.|3

Characteristics of Combénﬁoidfy Education

This section presents some information rased on the survey data about the

specific characteristics of compensatory education services and recipients.

a This is the best estimate basad on the sample. The standard error of the éstimate
is 595,000. This means that the actual number falls within a range of 595,000
above or below. our estimate. All standard errors for the data-in this report are
for estimates at the 95% confidence level. Later reports will include estimates of
the number of compensatory education students in grades 9-12.

12 5tandard error = 0.92%.
3 S.tondord error = 8.64%. 80
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Title ! Expenditures.-fTﬁe following dis~ussion is based on data obtained from

locat "Title | oppllconpr{s submitted by the school districts in the somple. The
appiications descube district plans for using Title | funds. It is important to point out
that the dollar’ amounts and numbers of par: :izants reported in those oppllccmons are
prepar d/b/efore districts know the exact amount of their Title | allocations for the

- xt ‘year, and thus they represent best estimates based on previous years. The

-

as more ¢ curate’ counts of participants from compensatory homeroom tcochers.
Preliminary analysis of do'ro from the teacher sample indicates that 'rhe snze of the
student population served may be underrepor'red on the oppllco'rlons, thus the
following information should be vnewed as suggestive of relohonshlps only The fiscal
data will be analyzed rfnore thoroughiy and will .be corret'red both for any
underestimates of numbers of participants and for cost dlfferences across districts in

salaries and resources. These analyses wiil be mcludegj,m the September 1977 report.

.’/"

In exploring these preliminary q__q_'rq,"".one question of interest was the
relationship between various chorocjr_,er-i'é;r;ics of a district and the size of its Title |
budget. To examine this relofion'sﬁip, a regression analysis on the amount of Title |
do!lars was performed. The best predictors of the size of a disfricfr's Title ! budget
were the number of EHildren in the district from .families below the poverty Igvel in
the 1970 Census and the district's non- Federal expenditures per pupil. These two

,_,-avorlcb!es account for approximately 90% of the variance in the size of a district's
Title | budget. This suggests that the largest amounts of Title | funds go to districts
with large nurnbers of poor children and high non-Federcl expenditures, and the

~_ smallest amounts to dls'mcfs wn'rh smoll numbnrs of poor children and low non-

Fﬁderol expendnures. ) U

N
<
..
~.

As dégt:ribed in Chapter 1l, the current process for the allocation of Title 1
funds involves the opphcohon of a formula to county-level s'ro'ns'ncs by the Office of
Education. In mosi S'ro?es,\"hese ceunty allocations must then be reallccated to
school districts. Tk regressnon\unqu\s.s indicates that ‘he formulq for district

allocation derived from the survey data i\s‘"quile similar to the Federal formula used
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.fb_r Title | allocations to counties by the Office of Educotion.m Counts of eligible

chiidren, based on AFDC data, and counts of neglected and delinquent children were
nof included in the regression analysis. However, the results of this qnolyswis suggest

that they do not have a large independent eftect on the overall distribution of Title |

“funds 16 districts. 15

&

Title | expenditures per pu;.)ilcwc;_re also calculated, using ﬂt\e data from ihe
opblicotions. On this basis, the budgeted national avercge Title | ekpenditure per
pupil participating in the program was $347 for I975-76.I6 Title | exé]enditures,
however, vary widely with the economic status of the school district. Tables Ii-l and
[11-2 show how Title | expenditures. per pupil and the raiio of Title | to non-Federal
expenditures per pupii. vary with two different measures of the ecocnomic status of
school districts: Table HI-l uses "average per-pupil expenditures from non-Federal .
funds" (cne index of the wealth of the school district itself), while Table I11-2 uses |

"average family income" (a measure of the wealth of the residents of the district).

It-is clear from the tables that by either measure of district poverty, the
poorer districts spend less on Title | services per participant. It should also be noted

that the data further indicate that the poorer districts are attempting to seivg a

“larger proportion of all students with Title | funds faind that the number of participants

s positively correlated with the number of poor children in these districts. In Iooking
at ‘the ratio of Tiﬂe | to non-Federal expeqﬂitures in. Tables I1l-1 and 111-2, it is
particularly ironic that the guuideline that Ti(lé‘ I expenditures equal opproximotelyu
one-half the average per-pupil expenditure from non-Fe+_ ral funds is met onl); in the
poorest districts. This is primarily because thése districts initially have very low non-

Federal per-pupil expenditures. Chapter !l centains further discussion of research

’

1
“

14 Appenc  C discusses the Federdl formula in more derail. Thot formula can be

expressed as Title | dollars = .16 (number of children in poverty plus AFDC
children plus neglected/delinquent) (State average per-pupil expenditures from
non-Federal funds). '

The second inrerim report will provide more detailed analyses of sU\b_‘county
allocation procedures, tased on research described in Chapter Il i

Standard error = $40. Estimates of the amount actually spent pe- pup.. may be
. somewhat less when the application data are corrected -for pessible
underestimates in projected numbers of participants.

!II-IS
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TABLE - I

TITLE | EXPENDITURES OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS.
CLASSIFIED BY NON-FEDERAL PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES

' . § Ratio of District
Average District Tiiie | ‘Per Pupil

Per Pupil Average Title | Expenditure to
Expenditure from Expendifure Per  ‘Expenditures from
Non-Federal Funds* Participant Non-Federal Funds -
Under $715 $290. 44 .5047
$ 716-51,042 . 313.75 . 3455
$1,043-51,368 £90.54 .4323

~ $1,369- $2 156, 480.¢> L2109

‘.'*The cu'mng points for these cotegorles were estobllshed
by the d.strlbutlon .

4

TABLE 111-2

TITLE | EXPENDITURES IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS
CLASSIFIED BY AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME

* Ratio of Title | Per
Average Family Average Title | Pupil Expenditure to

Income Within Expenditure Per  Expenditures from

the District* Portlcnpont Non-Federal Funds
Less ‘than $6,749 530’5.75 L4762 '
26,749-5'9,765‘ 365.71 - L4456 .
9,766-512,780 -~ 357.98 .3281

More than $12,780 399.06 <2649

*The evtting points for ffhése categories wefe established
by the distribution.

=
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being conducted on the relationship between district. economic status and the
distribution of Title | funds.

Uses of Title | Funds.--The survey collected information on whether districts

use Title | funds to provide instructional or supportive services for public school
children.r, In geieral, almost all Title | districts use some of these funds for
compensatory instruction. Approximately 98% of the districts use some Title | fuﬁds
for insﬁ'ucﬁonol services, while approximately 59% use some Title | funds for

supportive\services. From the experditure data, it is es'nmcn‘ed thqt 'fhe national

18

of 76% of the total Title | budget.'° The amount und proportion of Title | funds used

-average Title | per-pupil expendlture for instructional services is $263, or an overoge" '

for instructional rather than supportive services, however, also vary with the

economic status of the district (see Table IlI-3). The poorest districts spend fewer

Title | dollars per participant for instructien, and proportionately they spend about

20% less of their total budget for instruction than the wealthiest districts.

TABLE III-3 : 7

TITLE | EXPENDITURES ON INSTRUCTION IN DISTRICTS
CLASSIFIED BY AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME

Average Percent Avéroge Title |

Average Family of Title | Budget Instructional
Income Within Spent on Expenditure Per
District Instruction "Participant

~ Less than $6,749 69.6 $212.91

- $6,749-5 9,765 82.8 303.03
59,766-512,780 89.2 319.58

More than $_I2 780 9l.1 363.74

One explanation for this pattern vmay, be that whiie wealthier school districts

~have sufficient local funds to provide such services as medical care and counseling to

17 Supportive services refers to the expendlture of funds for any services which do
not involve direct instruction of the participants.

8 Standard error = $25. As wnth total Title | per-pupll expendltures, this estimate

may be rev1sed when the data are corrected for possible underestimates in

projected numbers of port|c1ponts.
84
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students, the poorer districts do not; hence. they turn to Title | funds to supply such

services to the neediest students. This ques'non will bé explored in more depth in
further analyses of the survey data. . '

Far fewer Title | districts offer either compensatory instructional or
supportive services to nonpub"llic school students. Only 17.1% of the Nation's Title |
districts provide ohy instructional services to nonpublic schﬁér?tﬁ/d/e’ﬁﬁ, and even )

‘ fewer.dis'fric'fs, 7.7%, offer supportive services to these students. Nonpublic school |
enrollment is highly coﬁcentr.oted in certain areas. Over 50% of all nonpublic schco’l"
students are in urban areas (NCES, 1974). To see whether this concen'fro,n'o'n'wos
reflected in the dofo,' the relotionship between district size (number of/s’r(j;jents,‘ and

percentage of districts providing Title | services to nonpubllc school students was !
examined (see Toble [11-4).

TABLE IlI-4 . .

SERVICES PROVIDED BY TITLE | DISTRICTS N
TO NCNPUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN s . /
. ""\‘ s
' . '\ //
Percent Providing - ' R L \__\
 District Size Instructlonol Percent Providing -~ \
7/ (No. of Students) Services Support Services - A
: A
, | am
Less than 4,359 1.4 _ ' 3.7 . \
4,359-17,628 46.0 - 27.1 //'
Above 17,628 76.1 61.0 /

As Table III—lt mdncotes, the relatlonshlp to size is strlklng The Iorger school
districts, which tend 'fo be located in urban ar eos, are much more likely to prov:de ‘
compensatory educcmon services to nonpubll\c school studentst thon are either medium
or small school districts. Thls is true for the provmop/gf both instructional and
supportive services. This relotlonshlp ‘may be due to a,dombinati~n of factors. There

- are certainly more nonpublic students in the Iorger Adistricts, and' many small districts
may have no nonpublic students. It is also possdﬂ/e that urban \npubhc systems are
more active in applying for Title | progrom/s A more detaiied description of how
Title | serves the nonpubllc sector will be provnded ln\oter repor'fs




The ger/éen'roge of districts that are using at least some Title | funds to support -
specific /k/i'nds 6f compensatory instructional and support services was also
de'rer[jniﬁed. For the survey, compensatory services were divided into three general
cqjééories: support services that do not involve direct instruction of chilcren, and

two sets of instructional services. The first of these (Group A) consists of those areas

" where it was difficult to develop a meaningful set of standardized questions about

instructional practices and thus where only general in'formq'rion about the incidence
of such services was collected. . These were preschool/kindergarten readiness .
activities, instructional programs for dropouts, Follo&v-Through pr-ogroms, industrial
arts or home economics instruction, music or art instruction, instructior: in health or
nutritior, and general enrichment without a subject area focus. The second set of
instructional services consists of those subjects about which we asked specific
standardized questions c'on.cerning the characteristics of instruction. Group B
included: remedial reoding, mathematics, science, social/cultural studies; English as
a  second language, special education/learning disabilities, and language

arts/communications skills.

Tables I1I-5 and I1I-6 give the percentage of districts using Title 1. funds for
each instructional and support service. These tables present a detailed national
picture of the uses of Title | funds.

The support services most frequently funded are those most-directly related to

districts are using Title | funds to- provide medical, transportation, and even food
services. The specific instructional services that Title | districts are most likely to
offer are remedial reading, mathematics, language arts, and preschool/kindergarten

readiness programs.

It should bae noted here that remedial reading 1-ond language arts are separate
types of programs. Language arts instruction as offered by districts is a br_ood' |
;;rogrom of instruction in communication skills, covering such topics as grommorv and
such skills as spelling, writing, and speaking. Because language arts instrucfion does
freq.u.en'rly include a reading component, the percentages of districts offering
remédiol ‘reading or language arts instruction can be combined to obtain a clearer

picture of the general emphasis on Ionguoge‘obility in compensatory instruction.
36
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instruction--resource centers and libraries. However, a substantial ‘percentage of



TABLE I1I-5

VARIOUS SUPPORT SERVICES

FUNDED WHOLLY OR IN
PART BY TITLE |

economics

Science

87
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Percent of Percent of
Title | Tirle |
Districts : Districts
Type of Providing Type of Providing
Service Service Service Service
‘Resource centers  28.5 Social work 2.2
Libraries 2i.3 Counseling 9.5
Medical/dental - 19.6 Community 9.4
Psychiatric and. 18.8 services
diagnostic Student body 7.9
Transportation - 14.6 activities ,
Food 14,2 Clothing 5.5
Speach and 13.8
hearingy therapy
TABLE ll1-6
INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
FUNDED WHOLLY OR IN
PART BY TITLE |
Percent of  Percent of
Title | Title |
, Districts Districts
Instructional Offering Instructional Offering
Group A Services Group B Services
. Preschool/kindergarten 38. | Remedial reading 69.1
* readiness activities Mathematics 45.0
General enrichment 8.5 Language arts/ 29.7
Follow-Through 6.9 communication skills
Music and/or art 3.8 - English as a second 10.2
Special instructional 1.9 ~ language
program for dropouts Special education/ 7.8
Health/nutrition 1.3 learning disabilities -
Industrial arts/home 1.0 Social/cultural studies 1.8

1.2



" About 95% of all Title | districts offer reading and/or language arts as part of their
/ ' compenscl'ror); education oc'rivi'ries.|9 A fact which further emphasizes the focus on
language abilities in Title | is that while 39% of the districts offer reading but not

ma*h~matics only 11% offer mathematics, but not reading.

It is also important to know how many Titie | dis'rric'rs offer more than one of
these instr.. *ional or support services, | and to de'rérnﬁine the most frequent
combing;rions © tmem;. for example, how many of the districts using Title | funds for
one support servicse. - :ch as counseling, also use some Title | funds for other support
services such a: it~ 2. Table |lI-7 presents some prcliminary information on the
extent to which d'swic | nuave iimited the number of different compensotory services

they support wi:~ ¥it: i aas

TABLE ili-7

TYPE AND NMUMBER OF CE SERVICES
| FUMDED WHOLLY OR ‘N
PART BY TITLE !

Percent of 7. le | Districts Offering Services

(by ‘number provided)

Tupe of ' More
Service 0 I 2 or 3 than 3
Support . . ' '

Services* = 4 12 34 13
Instructional

Group A¥* 50 39 7 I
Instructional '

Group B*** 2 44 51 2

*|acludes medical, courseling, food, libraries, etc.
**|nclude . precc ¢ ‘I/kmdergorten, FoIIow 'rhroug‘\

. general enrichient

**%Includes reading, mci:, Ionguoge cr'rs, ESL, etc.

19 Most of these dIS‘I’I’IC‘I’b f.ond 2ther a remedlol reading or a Ionguoge arts program,

but not bo'rh Only 8% of the districts offer both types of servnces.
88 -/ -—
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One final point should be made with respect to the uses of Title | funds. When
queried about the goals of Title | activities in "rheir school districts, an overwhelming
major .ty (82.5%) of all district administrators mentioned first the «ffort to improve
the ability of compensatory education students to learn hasic skilis, and to bring their

achievement {evel up to that of their peers.

Compensatory Education Students.--The Title | regulations specify a cornplex

p-ocess by which districts are to select schools and students within these schools as
recipients ‘of compensatory education services. This process, as wall as certain
information collected by the survey on school and student selection criteriq, is
discussed in Chapter Il.  Here 1. will only be noted wgain that the average )
participation rare for schools cldssificd by districts as eligible for Title | is quite
high--90% nationaully. With respect to st:dents, an average of 57% of those children
determined by disiricts to need compensatory services actvaily participate. The
;ange of participation rates for these "needy” chiidren, however, varies from less than

-~

5% *o more than 100% across districts.20 '
" In selecting eliyible students, most districts use some combination of
andureze  achievemen: tcst scores and teacner judgment as criteria for
determining whe will receive the compensatsry services. To understand the final
results of that process, a general picture of the age and racial/ethnic composition of
the co:-pensatory educati.r. student populatior in comparison to that of the total

sch-:al pc. iation is presented. -

Figure "l-I déscribes the distribution of total enrollment by grade for the
Notir've,?'l as well as the cistributic - of compensatory education s'rudén'rs (those
receiving Title |- or State-func2d co.npensatory services) by grade for k.indergclr'ren
through 8th grade. Nationally, total enrollment is fairly evenly distributed across
gfodes i through 5. A slightly smaller proporticti of students are in kindergarten
through grade 3, where the current ~ecline in the school-ogepopulotion is reflected.

The pattern for compens.tory education 'students is somewhat different. Similar

20 Some districts s¢ rve more students than are found to "need" the services.

21 The most recent availai:le national totals are for 1973-74. -
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I:] Percent of CE students*

Percent of total enrollment**
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' *1975-1976 NIE Survey data.

**1973-1974 total enrollment from Digest of ~ducational Statistics: 7974, Edition, NCES. -
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proportions of compenscicry students are in each grade from | to 6, with significantly
‘cwer percentages in grades 7 and 8. Very few of these students are in junior high

+chool.

Table 111-8 presents the racial and ethnic distribution of total enrollment in
Titie | districts, of students in homerooms within these districts which have at least
one compensatory education student, and of compensatory education students in these
districts. | |

As Table 11I-8 clearly ifndicates, there is a siénificon_'rly higher concentration of
mindri'ry group ch'ildren in classrooms which contain onc or more compensatory
education students than in these districts as a whole. The proportion of minorities is
higher still among the group actually receiving compensatory services.  The
proportion of Black and Spanish-surnamed students is approximately twice as high
among compensatory education students as among all enrolled students, while the
proportion of Whites is one-fourth less. It might be noted that the racial and ethnic
composition of the compensatory education siudent population remains relatively
constant ocréss grades, although there is a small further decrease in the percentage
of compensatory education students who are White and a comparable small increase
in the percentage who are Black in grades 6-8.  While n=t reported in Table I11-8, the
pattern for children from homes in which English is not the primary language is quite

similar to that of other. minority children: 3.4%22

of all students in compensatory
‘eauca*ion homerooms are from non-English~speaking families, while 6.&%23 of the

cc ripensctory educa”ion students are from such homes.

The proportion of compensatory education students is higher in compensatory
education homerooms than in total enrollment. Whiie compensatory education
students comprise 19.5% of general enrollmenf, they average 35.9% of the enrollment
in these homerooms.24 This proportion does not vary significantly by grade. It should
also be pointed out that 9.5% of the homerooms are composed entirely of

compensatory education students. An additional 5% have between 76% and 100%

22 Standard error = 0.69%.
23

24

1.23%.

" Standard error
Standard error = 2.14%. 9 ‘l
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TABLE 1l1i-8

RACIAL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION

. Yercent ‘
Asian/
- Spanish American  Pacific
Category White Black  Surname Indian Islander
CTotal . 74.8  19.5 4.8 0.3 0.5
enrollment,
in Title |
Districts

All students 68.7  23.7 6.2 0.6 - 0.6
in CE :
homerooms o

CE students 54.0  34.5 9.8 0.8 ° 0.8

Percen’ ~ indard Error

Total  4.83  4.17 2 0.11  0.09
enrollment
in Title |
Districts )

All students 4.29  4.08 1.55 G.15 0.25
in CE .
homerooms ;

CE students 5.82 5.84 2.19 0.40 0.20

\
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compensatory educcmon students. ThlS may be an |nd|ccmon that the 'rendelzu.y to
group compensatory education s'ruden'rs for their reguuor schooling ‘is relcmvely low,
although these figures do not reflect the percentage of compensatory educcmon

students in the 100% compensatery education homeroums. :
|

o . 4

Instructional Servic_fzi.--This section describes in more detail the ins'rrukc'rionol

services that compensatory education students receive, including the subj\gcf of

instruction and its duration. Table 111-9 indicates the percentage of compengotory '

education students receiving compensatory instruction in each of the main subject
areas (Group B) in grades K-8. _ \

TABLE 111-9 ST

COMPENSATORY INSTRUCTION RECEIVED BY e
] CE STUDENTS
{
Percent ‘ _
of all CE Standard
Subject Students* Error
Remedial reading ) 50.41 2.80
Mathematics 44,44 4.28
Language. arts/communication skills 35.92 2.00
Reading and language crts 8i.47 2.49
with a reading component '
Language arts without 5.68 1.10
a reading component _ '
Social/cultural studies 13.74 2.83
Science 12.19 2.57
Special educo.lon/leormng
disabilities 5.31 0.83
‘English as a second longuoge 2.86 0.62

*Percentages do not add to 100 because some CE students
receive CE instruction in more than one subject. :

\

.

As Table llI-9 indicates, the compensatory instruction most compensatory
.y .

education students are likely to receive is remedial reading. Indeed, if one‘includes
those students receiving compensatory -instruction in Idnguoge arts programs with a
reading coﬁqponen'r, as well as - remedial reading, over 80% of the compensatory
education students in the country receive such inistruction. No other single subject is

taught to « majority of compensatory education students. \

93
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Students who receive compensatory education spend a significant proportion of
their time in compensatory instruction. The survéy collected information about the
total amount of time available to all students for Ieclrning,25 as well as about the
amount of time students spend in compensatory education instruction in one or more
subjects. From this information, it is estimated that compensatory education
students spend an average of more than 5% hours per week in compensatory education
instruction. This measure takes account of participation by compensatory education
students in more than one of the main compenisatory instructional areas. The
significance of the amount of time these students spend in compensotdfy instructional
: oc'rivi_'riés is clearer when stated as a percentage of total time available for learning.
Table " 1ll-I0 provides this information by grade for all compensatory education

students.

TABLE 1lI-10

AVAILABLE INSTRUCTIONAL TIME DEVOTED TO CE
: BY CE STUDENTS :

S Percent of Toial
T Available Instructional
Grcﬁé\s_:\“ Time

T ?;L';‘;\:tlts\‘ 28
21.50 —~
22.23 -
21.82
25.05
23.27
20.8!
16.02
16.20

NN EWN~—X

25 Districts were asked the number of_minu'res in a schoolday minus recesses and

lunch. ' . /

Q
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Approximately 20% of all public school students in grades K-8 are spending

20% to 25% of their total time available for learning in conﬂpensotory education

_instruction. Table IlI-10 also indicates that there are some interesting vanations by

grade in the duration of compensatory instruction. The percentage of\time in
. \
compensatory instructional activities is highest in 4th ‘grade, lowest at the

kindergarten and junior high school levels.

Characteristics _of Instructional Staff.--The survey data also provide a

descripti?n of -the teachers who cre providing compensatory education instruction.
This section ‘:-;Srovides information on their racial and ethnic backgrounds, their
education and - experlence, and their role ln compensatory educc'rlon oc'nvn'nes.26
Table llI-11 indicates the rocml and e'rhmc composmon of this group. This

dlSTI’lbUTlOn parallels quite closely that of - total enrollment in Tl'rle | districts but is

“much Iess representative of the racial and ethnic composition of the compenso'rory_

education students, which includes more mmorme< and fewer Whites.

TAB_E 1lI-11

. RACIAL/ETHNIC ' DISTRIBUTION
OF CE TEACHERS

s

Ethnic Group - Percént
White :  76.8
Black . . 19.6
Spanish-surnamed 1.7
American Indian ' ' 0.1

- 0.5

Asian.or Pacific Islander . .

The majority of those teachers providing compensatory instruction have some
advanced academic 'rrcnmng beyond the B.A., and a consnderoble _percentage have at
least ‘an M.A. Table I11-12 reports informction on educcl'nonol boc.kground as well as

cer'rlflca*lon for these teachers.

26 Unfor'runo'rely, there are no up-to-date nationally oggregmed do'ro or these

choro"'rerls'ncs for teachers generolly
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TABLE [lI-12

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND CEPTIFI(;ATION Ty
OF CE TEACHERS /

Education Percent Certification Percent /
- /
Less than B.A. 2.8 Temporary ¢ 15.8 ‘/"
B.A. ‘ 29.2 Renewable .25.1 !
B.A. plus courses 36.5 Permanent 58.1 ‘
M.A. or more 30.5 Other 8.4 /
None 1.2 /

!

The pattern of teqching experience of these compensatory education téochefs
provides some indication that many have not specialized in teaching, a porticu
-'squect On the average they have taught the subject in which they are provn
'compensotory instruction for only 2 years, yet their average ‘time in teachin
years. Employmenf in the por'nculor dISTI’ICf averaged 7 years; and in

school, 4 years.

to the subject in {

Table 1lI-13 indicates the distribution of teachers accordin
which they provide compensoforx instruction. For the moi%sfructionol argas

(Group B), the distribution of teachers closeiy paralleis fhat of compensatory
education students receiving different types of instruction o’l'.'fhough the percentages
are lower. It may be that aides are pi-ovidiri"g some of e compensatory instruction.-
The question of thc use of cud\_s will be examined in ore detail in further onolyses of
the survey data. This is an lmportunf questlon, porhculorly since opproxnmotely 50%

of all teochers mdes in Title | dlstrlcts are paid with Title | funds:

~ Of all compensatory education teachers, 37.8% provide compeasatory ins*ruc-
tion in two or more subject areas: 17% teach in two areas; |3. 2% in three or four
areas; and 7% in five or more différent squects It might also bexnoted thot of those
teaching two areas, the most frequent combination is reading and mathemahcs. Thls' o
further supperts the inference that many of these teachers have not spacmhzed in
teaching a particular subject. Whether they hove received” spec:ol academictraining
in. teaching the subject cannot be answered from these data alone, although the large

percentage of cornpensatory education ‘tecchers with' M.A.s- might indicate special

IIII-3O




TABLE [11-13
COMPENSATORY SUBJECTS TAUGHT BY CE TEACHERS

_ Percent Standard
Subject CE Teachers*  Error
TInstructional Group A:

Preschool /kindergarten 16.96 2.13
readiness activities

Special instructional program 0.65 0.44
for dropouts

Follow-Through program 9.32 2.16

Industrial arts/home economics 0.23 0.10

Music/art E : 4.94 1.35

Health and/or nutrition 5.27 1.47
instruction

- General enrichment 14.31 2.46

Instructional Group B:

Remedial reading 43.82 2.60

Mathematics ‘ 31.87 3.88

Science : : 3.70 .14

Social/cultural studies.. -.. ; 5.91 1.37

English as a second language 2.76 0.77

Special education/learning 8.76 2.39
disabilities - )

Language arts/communication 30.32 4.06
skills

Other 3.24 0.65

*liércentoges de not sum to 100 because CE teachers may
teach more than one subject.

97
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training. The second interim report will present .informa'rion on the nulmbcr of
compensatory education tcachers who receive shecial training for compensatcry
instruction, the percentage of districts providing in-service training, <n ] the way it is
provided. ‘

The percentage of compensatory education teachers teaching in each grade is
reported in Figure III-2.. This distribution parallels that for compensatory education
students fairly closely: most are teaching in grades | through 6, with much smalier

percentages in kindergarten and grades 7 and 8.

‘Compensatory Instruction in Reading, Language Arts, and Mathen:atics

Thqﬁi three rost frequent subjects for con.&pensatory instruction are remediol
reading, language crts, and mathematics. This section presents a more in-depth

description of the n-ture of each of these three services.27

Remedial Readigg.-;Remedial reading is offered by 69.7% of Title | districts.

Based on data in Title | applications, the share of the Title | instructional budget
allocated to remedial reading instruction averag\es 53'.3%28 nationally. In terms of
- the total Title | budget, 40.3%29 is allocated to compe.n.sa'rory instruction in reading.
In offering compensatory instruction in remedial reading, Title | districts have
chosen to focus primarily on grqades [-6. Table IlI-14 gives the percentage of Title |.
districts that offer cbmpensqfory instruction in reading in grades K-12. As the table
indicates, compensatory reading is essentially an elementary school program; fewer

than 10% of all Title | districts offer compersatory reading in grades 9-12.

2i The survey data provide similar information on the characteristics of compen-
satory instruction in science, social/cultural studies, English as a second language,
and special education/learning disabilities. This information will be available in
subsequent reports. :
28 St ‘ -

andard error = 7.47%.

25 Standard 'errér = 6.83%.
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] 44.0

40

1392

35

} 32.8
— 37.4

—131.7

20

-

] 146

15

] 13.4

10

IIIIIIIIllllIIHIIJ)’IIIIIIIIIIIIITHIIIIIIIIIIIT_I—I

o [

- | 12.1

Grade

N

FIGURE 111-2. PERCENT OF CE TEACHERS GIVING CE INSTRUCTION IN GRADES K-8
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TABLE 1lI-14

TiTLE | DISTRICTS OFFERING COMPENSATORY
INSTRUCTION IN REMEDIAL READING

Grade ‘ Percent

K 7.1
| 47.9
2 61.5
3 i 65.0
4 ‘' 59.8
5 60.8
6 47.9
7 24.0
: 8 1926
\ 9 7.0
10 0.7
[ / 3.1
2 - 0.7

Compensatory reading instruction is received by 50.4% of all compensatory
education students in Title | districts. Figure [lI-3 graphs the percentage of these
students in each grade K-8 who are receiving compensatory instruction in reading.

The percento_ges of compensatory education students receiving reading in

grades K-3 are not sibnificontly higher than those for grades 4-6. Approximately 3%

- of the compensatory; students in grode'6 receive remedial reading. Because language
! ‘ C

arts instruction fre vently has a reading -component, the combined percentage of
compensatory educoltion students receiving reading or language arts with reading by
grade could be calculated in order to see if this altered the grade distribution. The

distribution does remain essentially the same.

One of the important issues in the delivery of compensatory instruction has
been the question of whether to provide this special instruction within the students'
regular classrooms or in different ‘classrooms or 'ev.en in another school or-special
Ieornfng center. The survey. findings make it quite clear that most compensatory
education students receive' compensatory reodliﬁg instruction in pullout programs.
Only I4.7%30 of the compensatory reading students get this in4s'fruc'fion in their

regular classrooms.

Standard error = 2.2%. 1 00
111-34
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Farticularly given the large number of compénsotory education s'ruden'rs_wiho
leave their regular classrooms to receive compensatory instruction in reading, it is
important to ask what kind of instruction these students may miss as a result of
'speFmdi__ng time in special compensatory instruction. The fact that Title | is, of course,
supposed to provide supplemental instruction may presént difficulties to program
administrators, especially since the survey data indicate that less than 0.1% of. the

districts offer compensatory reading instruction outside of regular school hours.

According to their teachers, approximately 40% of the compensatory reading
students were not missing instruction in any subject. It may be, however, that the
question about what sutjects these _students missed was ambiguous and thus
misinterpreted by some of the teachers. Inferences about what, in fact, takes place
in the classrooms while those students are receiving compensatory instruction canrot
be made from these data and, therefore, the results reported in this area must be
viewed with some caution. The specific results are presented in Table I11-I5.

Although the percentage of students missing various subjects moy' b
underrepresented in this table, nevertheless the results do suggest that compensatory,
instruction in reading does not necessarily replace a student's regular reading \
ins'rrucl'rion. According to those teachers who named a subject, compensatory reading \\
students may be just as likely.to miss a vqrie'ry of other subjects, particularly science \

\

and social studies.

- Table 1lI-16 reports the percentage o!f compensatory reading participants

receiving this compensatory instruction from various types of instrucfors. Approx-

~

" imately three-fourths of the students in compensatory reading programs receive',oi,
31

least some of this instruction from teachers who specialize in teaching reodi_\‘r)g.

X

it
P

31 Most compensatory reod'ing" teachers themselves currently specialize in 4eaching

remedial reading, although the data do not permit a determination of vihether
they were trained as reading specialists. Of those teaching compensatory reading,
57.7% (standasd error = 8.6%) are devoted full time to providing compensatory
reading instruction. '
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TABLE I11-15

KINDS OF INSTRUCTION MISSED BY CE STUDENTS DURING
PARTICIPATION IN CE READING PROGRAMS

. Percent of Standard
Subject ' Participants Error

Reading . 1.4 1.6
Language arts/communication 10.5 .6
skills -

. Mathematics 5.9 1.0
*. Social studies 15.9 2.0
Science 13.9 1.9
Music 5.8 l.1
Art 6.8 1.2
Industrial art/home economics 2.6 0.6
Physical education 4.7 0.9
Study time 15.8 2.0
Other 9.7 2.3
No subjects missed 42.8 3.2

TABLE Ill-16

©

TYPES OF TEACHERS FROM WHICH CE STUDENTS
RECEIVE COMPENSATORY INSTRUCTION
IN READING

Percent of CE »
‘Reading Students Standard

Type of Teacher Taught#* Error
Reguldr classroom teacher . 52, 9 4.4
Subject area specialist 74,8 3.3
Teacher's aide 49.4 5.7 ..
Parents 5.9 .4
Students 12.5 ‘ 2.6
OtHer o 7.0 .2

K
¢

*Sums to more than 100 because many students receive this

instruction in situations where more than one |nd|V|duc1I is involved
in providing the compensatory reading.
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The percemoges in the 'l‘foble sum to more than |00 because many students receive
ﬂ‘@s instruction in situations where more than one individual is involved in teaching
compensatory reading. The most frequent combinations of staff providing this .
instruction will be calculated ln further analyses of the data. One question of
particular importance is the extent to which teochers oldes octuolly provide the

instruction to compensatory education students.

The nature of the reading instruction received by'compensotory education
students can be reported in several ways. First, the amount of time spent in remedial
reading instruction is described. Second, the individuq!,oﬁéﬁtion ‘these students -
receive is discussed in terms of average class size-and the instructional 'fevchniquesv

their teachers report. : /

For each student receiving compensatory reodlng, the overoge amount of time
32
If the

amount of time in remgdlol reading is comblned,wnh the amount of time in language

in such instruction is approximately 3 hours and 47 minutes per week.

arts instruction with a reading component, the national average is approximately
4 hours per week per porticipont.33 It should be noted that this is a smaller. amount
of time than is spent in compensatory instruction overall. "This is a reflection of

34

participation in several types of cbmpensotory instruction.

Variations by grade level in the length of the compensatory reading instruction
received by participants were also examined, and this in’formotion is presented below
in two ways: by minutes per week and by percentd%e of total time available for

learning.

I

|

22 227 minutes (standard error = 8.18 minutes). | \ ' ' ‘ o

\

33 238 minutes (standard error = 9.76 minutes).
N b : ,

34 Unfortunately, there are no national data ovoiloble\gn'the average amount of -
instructional time regular students spend in reading mstructlon with which to
compare this information. Two of the other studies commissioned by NIE (the
Demonstration Research and the Instructional Dimensiops Study), although noto
nationally representative, will collect information on amaunt of time in regular
reading instruction which may be used to further interpret these figures.
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Both Figures III-‘li/ond [11-5 present-the information for participants intemedial
reading and for those por‘iciponts combined with students participating in language
arts instruction with a reading component. As Figure IlI-4 ind'iccl'fes, there are some
significant grode level variations in the absolute amount of time spent in
compensotory reading instruction. This amount is highest in Ist grade, with grade-by-
grade shifts through 5th grade and sllgh'fly smaller amounts of time in grades 5-8.
The pattern for reading combined with language arts reading is somewhat diffel:en'f.

There is less variability between grades | and 7, and the largest amount of time is in
8th grade.

Figure IlI-5 expresses duration of instructioi as the percentage of total time

available for’,leorning, thus tokiﬁg into account variations in the length of time

avaiiable for all instruction by grade. The students included in the base to calculate
these percentages include only those receiving compensatory reading instruction. The
percentages of available time devoted to compensatory instruction reported earlier

(see Table 111-10) referred to all compensatory education students.

First, it should be noted that the percentage of time spent in compensatory
reading instruction is less than 20% in any grade. The range for reading is from {5.5%
of available time in Ist grade to 12.5% in 8th grade. For both reading and reo'ding
combined with language arts programs with a reading component, the largest
percentage of available time speﬁt in this instruction is in Ist grade. In comparing
Figures Ill-4 and [li-5, the reader shoUId note that as a percentage of avoiloblé time,

instead of an absolute amount, the duration of compensatory lnstructlon in reading .

.and language arts reading is lowest in 8th grade.

The extent to which compensatory education students are receiving individual
attention in remedlcll reading instruction can also be assessed in terms of class size

and types of instructional techniques used.

Figure Il1-6 reports that the average class size for compensotor}' instruction in
remedial reading ranges from 7 to |2 studeiits across grades K-8. These are small
average class sizes. As the graph indicates, there is very little variation in class size

between kindergarter: and 6th grade; the average class is significantly larger in grades:

7 and .8. Table Ill-17 reports the percentage of compensatory reading teachers
105
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teaching classes of various sizes by grade. This provides a clearer picture of the

distribution of classes and the degree of variability both within and across grades.

TABLE I11-17

CLASS SIZE IN COMPENSATORY
READING PROGRAMS

Percent of Teachers with Classes of:

Percent of Total
1-5 6-10 11-20 More than Compensatory
Grade Pupils Pupils Pupils 20 Pupils Reading Teachers*

b4e.

K 5 38.7 2.7 2.1 4.4
| 45.9 35.9 13.0 5.2 35.8
2 42.5 36.6 15.8 5.1 48.4
3 40.9 38.0. 16.0 5.0 50.1
4 35.3 379 22.9 4.0 52.5
5 39.4 34.6 23.6 2.4 43.7
6 41.3 33.1 . 23.3 2.4 38.7
7 '23.3 16.2 56.0 4.5 16.5
8 29.5 9.7 54.8 6.1 12.3

~

*Sums to more than 100 because teachers may provide
instruction in more than one grade.

As can be seen from the toble, very few compensatory reading feochers in any
grade provide this instruction in classes with over 20 students, and a considerable
percentage teach classes with | to 5 students. Up until grade 7, fewer than onF-
fourth are teaching in classes of more than 10, students, while in grades 7 and 8 more
than ihalf are teaching in classes with between Il and 20 students.

The Congressional directive for {he NIE Compensatory Education Study
includes the charge that the Institute analyze ". . .the effectiveness of methods and
procedures for meeting the educational needs o.f children, including the use of
individual written educational plans for children." Individualized instruction has not

~ been par'nculorly well defined as a concept; however, it is bosucolly concerned with

ways In whict™eache Ay pay attention to the differential abilities and learning

problems of indiv uol ildren. As part of the attempt to meet this charge, the
109
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national survey was designed so as to allow an estimate from compensatory education
teachers' responses of the incidence of a number of dimensions of individualized

ins'fruc'fion.35

Table 111-18 reports the survey results for compensatory reading instruction in
terms of the percentage of compensatory reading teachers using various techniques of
individualization. Basically, the items |n the table reflect four dimensions of
individualization also studied in the Instructiorial Dimensions Study. These are (a) the
existence of alternative learning paths and sequencing for individual children--items |
and 2; (b) the use of individual or small group pacing--item 3; (c) the ossignménf of
specific learning objectives or activities to individuol éhildren--item 4; and (d) the use

of dizgngstic and prescriptive activities--items 5, 6, and 7.

It is clear from the results that several of these dimensions were defined in
such genefol terms that many teachers could report that they individualize their
instruction. There are, however, some interesting variations, and some features of
individualization were less likely to be used than others. Noie, in particular, that
sequencing and pacing for individual children are reported in widespread use, vhile
the other dimensions indicate much less individualization of compensatory reading
instruction. Less than 40% of the compensatory reading teachers establish specific
performance objectives, and even those who do often also report that they set these
objectives for the wiwle closg, as well as for individual children. With respect to the
use of diagnostic and prescriptive activities (items 5, 6, and 7), it should be noted that
while a number of teachers rep[

J
placement, many more report using standardized achievement test scores which

rt the yse of individualized skill inventories for initial

reflect a student's performance in relation to others as opposed to measuring
individual abilities. In addition, in assessing progress during the school year, most do
not use the tests which are most appropriate for individualized instruction, i.e.,
criterion- or objective-referenced tests. '

] —

35

question of the relative effectiveness in raising student achievement of various
dimensions of individualization.
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TABLE 111-18

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDU"ALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE READING PROGRAMS
/

Percent of
o CE Teachers
Instructional ' Employing
Characteristic E Characteristic

I. Level of difficulty of instructional materials:

All approximately same level 20.9
Vary in level of difficulty =~ - 78.4

2. Sequence in which skills are taught:*

All students receive in same order 25.0
Students receive in different sequence 63.0

3. How tasks are assigned:*

To whole class ~ . I. 7.0
To small groups 32.0
To individual students 38.0

4, Use of performance objectives:
Specific performance objectives used  38.5

: Of those using specific objectives,
goals are set for:

Each child 90.4%
Subgroups 64.9%
Whole class 73.1%
Flexible definition of objectives 61.0

5. Meosures used -by teachers to assess performonce
level at beginning of instruction:

Standardized achievement test scores 77.1
Standardized diagnostic test scores 45.7
Criterion or objective referenced tests 19.4
Student's age . 14.8
Teacher judgment 72.7
Individualized skill inventory 47.6
Other methods 13

*These questions were asked only of teachers with more than
three students, sc the percentages do not add to 100.
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TABLE 111-18 (cont'd)

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE READING PROGRAMS

Percent of -
CE Teachers
Instructional .- Employing
Characteristic -~ - ' "Characteristic
6. Measures used to assess students
progress during the year:
Review of homework/workbook 7.1
Criterion or objective referenced = 24.8
tests
Students oral participation in class 31.9
Student self-evaluation 5.0
Other methods 20.6
7. Frequency with which student progress
- is systematically recorded:
5 or more times a week 23.1
-4 times a week - 46.0
-3 times a month . 21.6
Less than |-3 times a month : 8.8

Overall, the findings on the nature of compensatory reading instruction are
mixed. The percentage of instructional time is fairly high, and the classes in which
students receive this instruction are relatively small, a factor which may make close
attention to individual children's needs edsier. However, only some aspects of
individualized instruction appear to be in widespread use. More informdtion will be
provided in later reports on the grouping procedures used and on the variability in the

characteristics of this instruction.

- Language Arts.—-The remainder of this chapter describes compensoffo‘t'\

instruction given in language arts and in.mathematics. Information is reported on the | ":""\.;*\,

same aspects of these two instructional areas as for remedial reading. At the end of

the chapter, Table 111-27 summarizes some of this information for all three subjects.
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'As noted previously, compensatory language arts instruction is usually selected
as an alternative to remedial reading by Title | districts; only 8% of these districts
use Title | funds for both. Language arts instruction, as the term is used here, always
includes other communications skills besides reading. Apprommotely 30% of the
Title | dlstrlcts use Title | funds to support a compensatory progrom in language arts.
Accordlng to gppl.cotlon data, the national average share of the Title | instructional

budget allocated to language arts instruction is i0,4%.36

In offering compensatory
Icnguoge'orts instructicn, these districts have chosen %o focus on.gradss K-6; fewer
than 10% of Title | districts provide compensatory instruction in language arts in
grodes 7-12.

Compensatory education instruction in ianguage arts is received by approx-
imately 35% of all corpensatory education students. = Figure 1lI-7 presents the
percentage of compensatory education students receiving such instruction by grade
for grades K-8. As the g1 aph \)ery clearly shows, the percentages are much lower in
the higher grades. The percentage of compensatory education students participating
in language arts programs is highest in kindergarten. About 61.8% of compensatory
' educoﬁon students in kindergarten are receiving compensatory Ionguoge arts
ms'frucﬂon, while the percentoge of students from other grades porhmpotlng ranges
from 42% to less than 15%. It moy be that much of the compensatory language arts
instruction in kindergarten is a form of reading readiness as opposed to more formal
\\ir{ft:cﬁon in communications skills.

. .
6{'\t\he compensatory education students in language arts programs, 30,.5%37
receive this \i\:Ompensotory instruction in their regular classrocms, while the remaining
two-thirds receive it somewhere else. Pullout programs are not quite as prevalent in

language arts compensatory instruction as in remedial reading. This may be partly

6 This is an average of 7.9% of the total Title | budget.

7 Standard error = 5.1%.

~
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40

due to the general focus on language arts rather than reodihg in the‘e?orly elementary 4
grodes Students are |ess likely to move about the school building to receive regular
instruction in the early grades, ‘and this fact may comphcote the scheduling of pullou'f'
programs for students receiving compensatory language arts instruction in these
grades. " The relationship between the pullout practice and grade levels will be

examined in future analyses of the data.

Table I1I-19 presents information on the subjects that students miss in br"der to -

‘receive compensatory instruction in language arts, according to their teachers. The

pattern of responses is quite similar to that for remedial reading.

Table [111-20 reports mformcmon on the types of instructional staff from whom
these students receive compensatory mstruc'non in language arts. 38_ In contrast to
remedial reodlng students, opprommotely 76%. of those in.compensatory language arts
receive at least some of this instruction from a regular classroom teacher. This
porollels information from the survey on the role of compensatory Ionguclge arss
teachers, as only 38.2%37 devote all their time to teaching compensatory language

arts.

The following discussion presents data on the nature of compensatory language
arts instruction in terms of the amount of "ﬁme,‘ class sizes, and degree of
individualized instruction. Generally, ‘the length of time spent i~ « ympensatory
language arts classes is similar to that for remedial reading. Ti- ..iione: average is
approximately 4 hours a week per porticipant.ac Fugures 1-8 und '+"-9 present the
grade level variations in compensatory language arts ins!ruc'ﬂon in minutes per week -

and in percentage of total time available for learning.

38

The percentages sum to more than 100 because more than one type of individual
may provide ‘he instruction. The most frequent combinations will be presented in
later reports.

39 Standard error = 9.34%.

249 mi'nu'fe.s (standard error =-17.93 minutes).
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TABLE I11-19

KINDS OF INSTRUCTION MISSED BY CE STUDENTS DURING
PARTICIPATION IN COMPENSATORY LANGUAGE ARTS/
COMMUNICATION SKILLS PROGRAMS

Subject Percent of - Standard
Participants - Error
Reading . 5.6 .2
Language arts/communication 10.0 2.4
skills

Mathematics 7.1 .5
Social studies 8.4 1.6
Science 1.8 2.2
Music 9.1 2.0
Art 9.5 1.9
Industrial art/home economics 5.6 .3
"Physical education 3.9 0.9
Study time 12.1 2.1
Other 7.1 .4
No subjects missed 54.9 3.7

/

/
TABLE 111-20

TYPES OF TEACHERS FROM WHICH CE STUDENTS
. RECEIVE COMPENSATORY
INSTRUCTION IN LANGUAGE ARTS/COMMUNICATION SKILLS

Percent of CE

Language Arts Standard

Type of Teacher Students Taught* Error
Reguiar classroom teacher 76.6 4.8
Subject area specialist 46.8 4.4
Teacher's aide 66.7 3.2
Parents’ 12.9 3.1
Students 22.4 4.7
Other 9.7 1.6

*Sums to more than 100 because more than one type of
individual may provide the instruction.
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FIGURE 111-9. PERCENT OF INSTRUCTIONAL TIME DEVOTED TO COMPENSATORY
LANGUAGE ARTS INSTRUCTION
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o It should be noted that although the proportion of compensatory education-

“students receiving compensatory instruction in language arts is larger in kindergarten

than in any other grade, the amount of instruction is low--approximately | hour per

week.

Another indicator of attention to individual students' needs is the average size
of the classes in which compensatory education students receive their compensatory
language arts instruction. Figure IlI-10 presents the average class size by grade for

this instruction.

The average size of these classes ranges from 10 to 20 students across grades
K-8.. The only significant variation is in the middle grades _(3-5), which have an
average class size almost twice as large as in either grades K-2 or grades 6-8.
Table II_I-ZI‘ shows the diéfribution.of compensatory language arts teachers according

to the size of the cldsses they teach in each grade.

e

TABLE -11I-21

CLASS SIZE IN COMPENSATORY
LANGUAGE- ARTS PROGRAMS

— Percent of Teachers with Classes of:

_ . . _Percent of Total
-5 . 6-10 [1-20 . More than CE Language
Grade Pupils  Pupils. --~Pipils 20 Pupils  Arts Teachers*

K- 27.1 34.2 20.1 18.5 18.4

| 34.3 3.4 27.3 7.1 32.5

2 32.3 29.3 29.7 8.6 32.6

3 31.1 28.9 27.5 12.4 38.8 =
4 37.4 26.6 26.2 9.8 33.3

5 30.4 27.9 29.6 1.8 25.3

6 29.7 30.8 33.5 6.0. 24.4

7 28.6 1.7 49.1 14.6 12.2

8" 5.1 37.7 13.5 1.6

33.7 I5.

*Sums to more than 100 because teachers may provide
instruction in more than one grade. -
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e Up until 6th grade, more than half of the compensatory language arts teachers
are providing this instruction in classes of from | to 10 students. . In general, the
distribution indicates that there is considerable variation in class size, porticuld-rvi)-' in
certain grades, for compensatory language -arts fﬁstruction. These classes are also
somewhat larger than compensatory remedial reading classes. It may be that classes
are smaller for compensatory reading because of the gfe_oter prevalence of pullout
programs in that subject. The relotfonship between class size and the pullout practice
will be examined in further analyses of the survey data. Table 111-22 presents the
percentages of compensatory language arts teachers who report using various
individudlized practices in providing this instruction. The pcm‘ern of individualization
reflected in Table 111-22 does not differ significantly from that for compensa’tory
reading instruction reported in Table 1ii-18. In summary, compensatory iastruction in .
longuoge arts is characterized by fairly substantial closs time, relcmvety Iorge

closses, and-only some individualization of instruction.

Mathematics.--Compensatory instruction in mathematics is supported by
Title | funds in 45% of Title | districfs These districts usually offer compens:tory
" mathematics in grodes 1-6. No'nonolly, the average share of th : Tltle | mstruc'nonol

budget allocated to compensatory mothemoﬂcs is 19.4%. 41

Compensatory moth;emotics instruction is received by .opproxi'mo'fely 44% of
the .compensatory- education students. Figure IlI-11 indicates fhe percentage of
compensatory education students in each grade who receive it. As the graph
indicates, higher percentages of compensatory education students are receiving
compensatory mathematics in the upper élementory grades (4<6). There is a much

higher percentage in grade 4 than in grade 3, and lower percentages in grades 7 and 8.

Of the students receiving compensatory’ mathematics, 37.4%42 receive this
instruction in their regular classrooms, as op-po_sed to being "pUllc_e_d out" for special
instruction in a separate setting. This is a relatively high proportion in "mainstream"

N

[

4l Standard error = 2.69%. This is an average ‘of 14 7% (stondord error = 2.24%) of
the total Title | budget.

42 Stondord_error = 5.7%..
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TABLE 111-22

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING IND!VIDUALIZATION

OF INSTRUCTION IN CE LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAMS*

Instructional
Characteristic. -

Percent of
CE Teachers
Employing .
Characteristic

I. Level of difficulty of. ms'fruc'nonol
materials: : -

All opproxlmotely same level
Vary in level.of dlfflcul’ry

. Sequence in which skills are taught:
-All students receive in same order
Students receive in different -

sequence :

. How tasks are assigned:

To whole class
To small groups )
To individual students o

Use of performance objéctives:

Specific’-performonce objectives used .

. \

Of those using specmc objec'nves,_
goals are set fors:-:

- Each child 83.7%
" Subgroups - 71.2%
Whole class

69.2%
_Flexible definition of objectives
Measures used by teachers to assess

performance level at beginining of
mstruc'non.

s,

Stondardlzed ochlevement tesi _
scores

Standardized dlognos'nc test scores

Criterion or objec'nve referenced
tests . L

:' . ) . ~Students age 7

A ' ~ ~ Teacher judgment. -
» Individualized skill’ inventory

- Other methods

~

*Those ianguuge arts/commumcohon SkI"S programs tha'r mclude a
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TABLE 111-22 (cont'd)

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAMS

Percent of

CE Teachers
" Instructional Employing
Characteristic Characteristic

6. Measures used to assess students
.progress during the year:

Review of homework/workbook 2.5
Criterion or objective referenced 25.0
tests .
Students oral participation in class 42.9
Student self-evaluation 2.9
Other methods 4.5

7. Frequency with which student progress
systematically ‘recorded:

pe——_

5 or more times a week 22.0
[-4 times a week : 52.3
-3 times| a month 19.7
Less than/ -3 times a month 5.8

/;
e
programs, compared o compensatory reading, although the maqj

able IlI-Z23 reports the

rity of these students

receive compensatory mathematics in a separate setting.
percentage of students who miss regular instruction in différent subjects in order to
receive compensatory instruction in mathematics. The percentages, based on
teacher responses, are verynsimilor to those for compensatory reading and language

arts participants.

Of the compensatory education students réceiving mathematics, 73% receive
at least some of this instruction.from a regular classroom teacher, as Table Il1-24
indicates. Forty-eight percent of these students receive some of their cémpensatory
mathematics instruction from a teocﬁer specializing in teaching compensatory
‘mathematics. In .contrast to cémpensatory reading teachers, only 39.2%43 of}

compensatory mathematics teachers devote full time to such instruction.

43 Stor"\dorci error = 8.91%. 1 23
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TABLE 111-23

KINDS OF INSTRUCTION MISSED BY CE STUDENTS DURING
PARTICIPATION IN. COMPENSATORY MATHEMATICS.

PROGRAMS
T Percent of Standard
Subject Purticipants Error
Reading \ 3.0... 0.8
Language arts/communication 6.6 .2
skills
Mathematics 9.0 .9
Social studies 10.0 .6
Science - 10.6 1.7
Music . - 1.3 .4
Art 7.3 .5
Industrial art/home economics 4.6 1.0
Physical education 4.1 0.9
Study time 10.2 - 2.0
Other 6.0 2.0
No sut:jects missed 54. 1 3.1
TABLE Ili-24

TYPES OF“’TEACHERS FROM WHICH CE STUDENTS
RECEIVE COMPENSATORY .
INSTRUCTION IN MATHEMATICS

Percent of CE

Mathematics Standard
Students Taught* Error
T

Regular classroom teacher 73.6 - 5.2
Subject area specialist - 48.7 6.0
Teacher's aide : 62.0 6.
Parents = 1.3 2.3
Students ' 23.3 3.6
Other 7.8 1.2

*Sums to more than 100 because more than one type of
individual may provide the instruction.

»}1'25.
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Finally, some data on amount of time, class sizes, and individualization of
compensatory mathematics. instruction can be reported. On the .average, students
parficipating_ in compensatory mathematics programs are receiving approximately
3 hours per week of such -instruction.lm This is less time than is spent by participants
in compensatdry reading and language arts instruction. Figures I11-12 and 1lI-13 graph
the minutes per week and the percentage of'total time available for learning spent in
compensotor)\' mathematics in grades K-8. As both figures indicate, the amount of
time in compensatory mathematics appears to be highest in grade 4. There is also a
significantly greater percentage ‘ of compensatory education students receiving

mathematics in grade 4 than in grdde 3. Instruction in mathematics usually changes

between 3d and 4th grades from simpler skills to more complex computational skills-

such as the concept of multiplication. Noticeable skill deficiencies in mathematics

may thus appear more clearly for individual students in the transition from 3d to .

4th-grade. If so, this may be reflected in the larger percentage of students receiving
compensatory mathematics and the larger amount of time spent in such instruction in
grade 4, _ : . - i '

| BN

TABLE 111-25

CLASS SIZE IN CE MATHEMATICS
PROGRAMS :

Percent of Teachers with Classes of: N
' Percent of Total
: _ Compensatory
1-5 6-10  11-20 More. than Mathematics
Grade Pupils’ Pupils Pupils 20 Pupils Teachers*

K 15.7 35.9 22.7 25.7 13.6
I 33.2 26.4 30.0 10.4 28.0
2 31.7 22.8 31.6 13.9 36.4
3 - 33.0 20.7 30.7 15.6 38.3
4 25.6 32.8 3.4 10.2 42.8
5 5.8 30.4 32.0 7.8 41.4
6 27.1 32.3 33.8 6.9 31.8
7 .33.8 153 - - 47.4 3.4 15.2
8 48.1 33 11.2

164 34.2

*Sums to more than 100 because teachers may provide
instruction in more thdn one grade.

° “.

e 198 minutes ‘(staridard error = 6.15 minutes).
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~ Figure IlI-14 presents information on the dveroge class size for compensatory
mathematics instruction by grode. These averages vary only slightly from grade to
grade. Table [l1-25, which reports the percentage of compensatory mothemo'ncs
teachers giving compensatory mothemotlcs mstructlon in classes of various sizes for
each grade, indicates more clear ly some of the vorloblll'fy qmong grodes. Generally,

there are more teuche:s with larger classes in grades |-3 than in grades 4-8,

Table I11-26 reports the percentage of compensatory mothem'ofrics teachers -
using various aspects of individualized instruction in their teaching of compensatory
mathematics. The pattern of responses is very similar to that for compensotory

reading and language arts teo(.hp/.

In summary, compensatory mothemotlcs instruction is characterized by
comparatively small amounts of time, Iorger class 5|zes, and some individualization of

instruction.

Table 111-27 summorlzes some ospec'fs of compensotory reodlng, Ionguoge arts,

and mathematics mstruc'non presented in this chapter.

The report to Cohgress due in “September 1977 will present information from
'the NIE national survey on several areas not available for this rel’ort.v These include
(1) the characteristics of local school dlstrlc'f evaluation procedures for compensotory
education, (2) the characteristics of support services funded by Title I, 3) Title |
districts' planning and |mplemen'fc|'f|on procedures for compensatory prdgrams,
including the role played by Parent Advnsory Councils, and (4) the characteristics of
compensatory services delivered through the use of State compensatory education .
funds. A more complete picture of the variability in ‘the characteristics of service
delivery will also be provided to supplement the notio,nc':lleverdges presented:qbove,

with analyses of the relationships among many of these characteristics.

Lal
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) TABLE 111-26

/ DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
: : OF INSTRUCTION IN CE MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

Percent of
. CE Teachers
Instructional Employing
Characteristic . Characteristic
l. Level of difficulty of mstructlonol
materials:
All approximately same level 21.7
Vary in level of difficulty 75.8
e
2, Sequence in which skills are tought *
All students receive in same order 31.0

Studer:s receive in different sequence 57.0 -

3. How tasks are ossugned ¥

To whole closs ' 17.0
To small groups . A '29.0 -
To individual students 43.0

4. Use éf performoncé objectives:
Specific performance objectives' used 44.0

Of those using specific objectives,
goals are set for:

Each child 83.8%
Subgroups . 59.4%
Whole class 70.0%
.Flexible definition of objectives 55.9

5. Measures used by teachers to assess
performance level at beginning of

lnstructlon
Stondordlzed achievement test scores 63.9
Standardized diagnostic test 35.1
/ scores » '
Criterion or objective referenced. 24.5
=7 tests
/ Student's age Il
' Teacher judgment 68.1
- Individualized skill inventory 36.4
Other methods 1.6

!

[

*These questions were asked only of teochers with more
thon three sfudents, so the percentages do not add to IOO.
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TABLE 111-26 (cont'd)

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE: MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

Percent of
CE Teachers
Instructional o Employing
Characteristic Characteristic
6. Measures used to assess students
' progress during the year:
Review of homework/workbook 15.0
Criterion or objective referenced 31.9
‘tests” 4
‘Students oral participatio 32.0
in class -
Student self-evaluation 4.3
Other methods . i 16.6

7. Frequency with which student progress
is systematically recorded:

5 or more times a week 25.0

I-4 times a week * ‘ 45.1

-3 times @ month -~ - " 23.3

Less than 1-3 times a month . 6.5
) 132
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TABLE 111-27

SELECTED INFORMATION ABOUT COMPENSATORY
INSTRUCTION IN REMEDIAL READING, .
LANGUAGE ARTS, AND MATHEMATICS

Subject Matter:

Remedial Language

Characteristic " Reading Arts Math

Percent of Title | districts 69.7 - 2297 45.0
offering : .

Percent of Title | 53.3 10.4 - 19.4
instructional budget _ .

Percent of CE students 50.4 35.0 : - 44.4
being taught

Percent of CE students 85.3 65.5 62.6
receiving in "pullout" ’
programs .

Minutes/week/students being 227.47 249.39 198.01
taught T '

Average class size ° : 14 14

Percent of CE students 4.8 46.8 48.7
receiving instruction from ‘ :
a teacher specializing in
the subject _

Percent of CE teachers in area 57.7 38.2 . 39.2
who are full-*Yime CE teachers '
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o
CHAPTER IV, EFFECTS OF SERVICES ON CHILDREN = R

ey

‘ Chapter IV addresses the third of Title I's fundqméntol purposes: to contrrilﬁ)u‘te

to children's overall development., /At present NIEns”‘gundmg a ﬁui?!)er_of sfudif‘.e§ to .
increase understanding of how to design and.implement .ser\?_iges,_ thgﬁ'{.'promote'. - e
childfen"s developmient. This chapter:explains the research stro’regy,e‘dxs{:usses the
specific program features examined, ond, Sufnmorizes the reseorc'hve=ffor%f‘§‘,‘ ;ﬁgsolfs )
from the NIE studies are not included in "fh_is report because the research is's.fi.lbl' in -
progress. ‘ ) ‘ ’ o '

Despite the fact that development cf children has been the main preoccupation = ..
of Title | evaluations to date, ‘only limited data are qvailable ‘o'n' the effects of Title | *~
serviée_s. on"children. ‘Earlier evaluations of Ti"tlé I have shown that the topi,éﬁ‘is 2
complex, that national evaluations are difficult to do --VWeI!,_ dnd that usefcl
“information can be gathered only when ‘studies are properly focused.! National * -

. evaluations typically have ottemptea to p_rdv‘ide sumnfary. é?ol‘uqfions of the overall ‘ :
effects of Title | on "vstudenr development. Rather ‘than dfterriptiﬁg a s'u'rnm'ar.v‘y" S
eS/qIQotion of this type, NIE's studies focus on significant features that can ‘be
controlled by, and are .of interest to, educators and policymakers. The studies fbcu$~
on the reloﬁonship b'e"fwe_en imbortont characteristics of instrucfibnol prbb‘?amsond

children's academic perfofmonce.z They - examine - the - prevalence of thes“e]

' NIE's approach owes much t&°earlier evaluators and builds on their experience. The
history of Title | evaluation-has been a slow process of learning how to live with the
redlities of the program.. Evaluators have learned through experience that the
diversity of program operations in_different school districts rules out "black box"
methods of research, which focus on inputs and outputs without consideration of
what the program is in practice. They also have learned ‘that the data routinely

-supplied by LEAs are not of uniformly high quality and cannot support the kind of
rigorous analysis required in national evaluations, That history has guided NIE's -
thinking about what questions to ask and what research procedures to avoid,’ -

This strategy ‘supérficially resembles what has been cdlled. the exemplary program- * " *
-evaluation strategy, in which analyses were made of specially selected, effective
programs to determin€ whether fedtures could be found in.common,. . It differs, -
however, in the criteria used for selecting programs--program- characteristics
rather than outcomes--and in overall research design and data collection methods. .-~

hY
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characteristics in compensatory education programs, and how the adoption of the
most effective of these can be promoted by the design and administration of a

Federal compensatory program. This strategy was chosen for a number of reasons.

First, Title | funds a variety of different instructional and support s ‘ces.
Earlier national evaluations were structured as if Title | fuhded very similar services
to children across districts, which could be dssessed using a single outcorne rﬁeosure--
student ochievemenf.3 However, the ossumptioh collides with an important truth
about Title I: it does not provide one service, but "mony. For example, Title | funds
breakfast programs for students.’ This QSe of Title | funds might, in the long r'un,
enhance achievement. Nevertheless, immediate gains in cchievement through such
'expeﬁditures are unlikely, and the use of achievement tests to rheosure the shott-

term impact of such programs s inopproprioté.

Second, the art of measurement is not uniformly well advanced in all areas of
student development. Although Title | is intended to improve not only achievement
but also the emotional and social growth of porficipoting s"fuden'fs.,ﬁ there are no
generally accepted and broadly applicable definitions of such g_rb"W-th, ona measures of
outcomes in these areas are correspondingly unsotischtory.q ~Generally accepted
measures for assessing outcomes currently are available only in the area of cognitive
development, and even in that area some important abilities suchf}ds"mcreotivity and
independent thinking cannot adequately be measured. - Achievement outcomes,
particularly in reading and mathematics, Kemoid\{he énly area in which satisfactory

measures are available for formal research, and NIE's work on student development

We recognize that past evaluations conducted by school districts frequently

included a wider variety of outcome measures. However, as noted above,

attempts to use these evaluations to build a national picture of the effects

of Title | on children have not been successful. :
4 Additional oufco>'ne measures fhofg have been considered include tests of
attitude toward sthooling and instruction, self-image, locus of control, and
thinking style; and auxiliary nontest indicators such as class attendance
rates “and”incidénce of school vandalism. A number of problems exist in
using these mieasures.as criteria for evaluating the effects of selected
instructional services. NIE will, however, explore the usefulness of some in
its research.
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therefore focuses on achievement outcomes. ' This approach is valid so long as it
. remains clear that the research reflects neither the full range of services intended to.

help children develop nor all the possible impacts of services on' children.

Finolly, although programs designed to increase achievement in reading and
matheématics are the instructional services most frequently dellvered 'fo _Title |
children, these programs vary considerably, and evaluations designed fo. . assess their
average effect on ochlevement can be.misleading. School districts use a variety of
instructional methods, some of which may be more effective than others. The
application of a summary measure across different types of reading and mathematics
programs is likely to mask this variation in effectiveness. Such an evaluation,
therefore, may show no significant increase in overall ochlevement even if particular’
programs or parts of programs are producing dramatically superior results. To
conclude from such data that Title | has failed to increase dchievement--d frequent
conclusion of summary evaluations conducted in the post--serlously “nderestimates
the ability of properly conceived and implemented serx;nces to raise student
achievement. Further, the summary data offer little information for educators and

policymakers who are looking for ways to provide more effective instruction.

On the basis of these considerations, NIE concluded that the most useful type
of study would be one specnflcolly desngned to examine the relationship between
achievement on the one hand, and variations in program features on the other. This
approach makes it possible to examine the extent to which compensotory\funds are
being used for the kinds of instructional progrohws which have proven to be successful.
The results can also provide 'Cohgress with information about whether Title |
program requirements promote the adoption of effective instructional approaches,

and provide educators with additional help in planning compensatory programs.

NIE designed several research projects to.provide increased information about
the relationship between selected program characteristics and achievement. The
research includes the Instructional Diménsions Study, an in-depth examination of the
effecfiveness\vof individualized instruction; small-scale syntheses and analyses to
summarize data on individualized instruction and other factors thought to influence

achievement;-and several plans for developing innovative programs.
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In subsequent reports, data from these studies will be used to define
instructional practi.es that hold promise for increasing student learning. The data ’
being gathered will also be used to interpret information on current compensatory
proctlces/from other parts of the NIE study--specifically, from the National Survey of
CompenSotory Education, and from the studies addressing the impact of administra-

. tive practices, regulations, and guidelines on the implemehtation of Title | (see
Chapters |l and V).

ISSUES
. !
In selecting the instructional program characteristics that the studies will
examine, a number of sources.were consulted. In addition to the directives contained
in section 821, reviews of previous evaluations and research were important, as were

conferences -with teachers, program specialists, and polfcymokers.

Through this process, the following program features were icipi. far
- further exploration:

o Individualized instruction

o Instructional sgtﬂng :
TTsemees——p~  Amount of instructional time

o Teacher training

Individualized Instruction -

The major focus of NIE's research is individualized instruction. The prnncnpol s
concern is whether progroms using individualized instructional techniques are more
effective than traditional instructional approaches; and, if so, what makes the
individualized approach more effective. This emphasis was chosen because of the
attention individualization has received from educators and because of the interest in

individualization shown by Congress in its 1974 consideration of Title I. In addition,
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evidence from past research §uggests that successful compensatory reading and
mathematics programs use individualized techniques. However, the results of these
studies are not entirely consistent, and mdnvnduollzed programs are noi uniformly

reported to be effective.

A major problém in interpreﬁng the research results is the variety of ways in

which the term individualized instruction has been used. Programs labeled

individualized include tedch'ing arrangements, such as tutoring and independent study;
certain instructional techniques, such as individual diagnosis and pacing; and
classroom arrangements which permit, but do not guarantee, these methods, such as

small class size or open classrooms.

/

Another problem is that researf:h on individualization has provided far more in
the way of descriptive thar evoluotivé data. That is, although there is no shertage of
literature about individualized progrloms, most of it is focused on describing the
nature of the programs, how to develop them, or whether teochers, odmlmstrotors,
students, and parents feel satisfied wn'fh them.

,-.  Findings on the effectiveness of individualized programs come from ‘two-kirds
of studies: evaluation of educational progroms and research on teacher effec'nveness
However, these findings are not corclusnve Support for the effectiveness of
|nd|v1duollzo'non was found in early evoluotlons of successful compensatory education
programs. A review of exemplary .projects conducted by Wargo et al. (1971, 1972)
found the following features, many of which describe individualized programs, to be
characteristic of successful Title | projects: (1) academic objectives clearly stated;
(2) individual or small group instruction; (3) directly relevant instruction; (4) high
treatment intensity; (5) active parent involvement; and (6) teacher training related to
program methods. Similarly, a revijew of compensatory program evoluaﬁbns by the
U.S. Office of Education (NSPRA Report, 1973) reports that successful projects often
included (1) clear written objectives; (2) attention to individual needs, including
mdlwduol dlClgnOSlS and prescript on, ™ flexlble grouping to permit frequent

individual attention; ond (44) structured sequential instruction.
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" More recent evaluations of individualized programs (Coles et al., 1976; Schoen,
- 1976 q, b; Miller, 1976 q, b) yieid mixed results. Only Miller finds the results from
program evaluations encouraging. In these studies, howevef, individualized instruc-
tion is defined in various wd.ys',‘ and.it is difficult to determine whether the programs’
being evaluated are sufficiently similar to be placed under the single Ilabel
individualized.

In examining why individualized instruction may or may not work, some of the
most relevant findings come not from evaluations of individualized programs per se, -
but from studies aimed primarily at identifving effective teacher behavior. These
provide considerable information on the methods of instruction that are related to
increased achievement in the early elementory grades. Research on reading and
~ mathematics instruction by MacDonald (1976), Soar (1973), Stallings and Kaskowitz
(1975), and Brophy and Evertson (1974) suggests that the following characteristics are
associated with effective instruction: (I-) instruction structured by. the teacher,
proceeding in small steps through the material; (2) frequent questions by the teacher
directly related to the factual content of the material, and positive feedback; (3)
supervision of students' study; and (4) time spent on direct instruction.’ Rosenshine
(1975) suggests that these characteristics define what migh'r be called "direct
‘instruction." They also characterize well-implemented, mduvuduohzed curricula
“which employ a structured approach to teaching. It should be noted, however, that in
these studies neither the variety of materials nor student-grouping practices are
related to achievement. The effectiveness of these program features—features that'
essentially support but do not guarantee indi'viduoIizotién--seems to vory"considerobly_

as a function of the overall context of instruction.

Taken as a whole,i.the findings are difficult to interpret. The many ways in
which the term individualizéd has been: used adds immeasurably to the confusign in
the area. It is clear that NIE's st dies must definé carefully what is meant by
individualized instructiori and must be designed to examine whether the particular
program characteristics seiected are ossocloted with success. NIE's major research
effort, the Instructional Dimensions Study, assesses whether individualized programs
with carefully specified - features provide. special advantages for compensatory
education. Findings from this s'rudy, along with synthesis. and secondor;' analysis

work, will help provide Congress with'cleor'er information about characteristics
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associated with program success. The object is not to provide a model or a
curriculum believed to be the most effective; rather it is to elucidate the features of

individdolizotion which contribute to making various instructional programs

" successful.

Instructional Se'f'fing.. ‘

NIE's studies will also examine the impact of instructional setting on program
gffectiveness. They will assess the influence of different settings, particularly
mainstream versus pullout instruction, on both student achievement and student

- attitude toward school. Compensatory services can be delivered to students in a wide
variety of instructional settings: in the regular classroom, in a separate Iqborotory or
classroom, or even in a separate building. However, data from 'fhél‘ nationally
representative survey of Title |'school districts indicate that reliance on the pulldut'
pkoctiéé is extremely high and that pullout instruction is the predominant means for
delivering supplementary services to compensatory students. In mathematics,
language arts, and reading, 60% to 75% of students are. given' compensatory
instrucfion outside the regular classroom. |

The Title | regulations do not require that schools deliver pullout instruction;
however, they do require that Title | children receive an identifiable program. School
districts often find it easiest to meet these requirements by implementing separate
pullout progrcms rather than by providing extra services to Title ! students within the
regular classroom.

The effects of this practice on students are a subject of much debate. Local
Title | personnel are divided on whether the practice is advantageous and should
continue to be relied upon so heavily. Because of the interest of Title | personnel in
this area, NIE included an examination of the odvontoges and dlsodvontoges of the

alternative settings as a major research question in its studles.

At present, the arguments are based far more on logic and practical
experience than on research or on evaluation data. 'Proponents of pullout instruction
feel that the educational needs of low-achieving students ccn be met more

effgctivély_when a separate compensatory program is provided.-qlt is argued that
142
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teachers find it difficult to focus on the special needs of low achievers when students
with a wide range of achievement levels are present in the classroom. In the/pullout
situation, instruction and materials can more readily be matched to the skills and

needs of compensatory education students. ¢

"

]

Proponents of mcuns'freomlng (that is, providing extra instruction in the regular
clossroom) argue that pullout practices have some serious disadvantages. In Chapter -
I, it was noted that early studies suggest thot the pullout opprooch often resulted in
de facto segregation and trockmg for regulor as well as for compensotory instruction.
Even where such-abuses are not found, however, it is believed that mainstream

instruction has several advantages. Arguments in favor .of mainstreaming cite as

benefits t'ie greater ease with which regular and compensatory programs can be

coordmoted the costs savings, the possibility of positive peer influences, and the
decreased likelihood of Iowerlng the self-esteem of compensotory education students.

Evidence relevant to the debate is sparse and inconclusive. Actual
comparisons of achievement gains in mainstream and pullout situations are extremely

hard to find. Most research in this area has focused on handicapped students, and the

~ findings are not directly applicable. Work recently reported by Tobin (1976),

however, suggests. 'mat the mainstream approach can be effective for dellverlng
compensatory instructlon -and should not be summarily dismissed. He reports
considerable success where mdnylduollzged mathematics instruction was provided to
elementary school students in a mainstream sétfing. Provision of extra in-class
instruction, using support teachers and exfra resource moterlols, resulted in increased

achievement, as measured by the CC||IfOI'nIC| Achievement Test.

Other research frequently considered in thls debate focuses on ques'nons only
lndlrectly related to the pullout-mainstream argument, including studies of ability
grouping and of the effects of peer-group composmon on achievement, This
Ilteroture is important, however, becouse the issues debated include many of the

orguments raised in discussions of mstructlonol setting.
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Findings from studies of ability: grouping suggest that this practice is not

effective faor instructing low-achieving students. Taken as a whole, these findings do

not support the contention that grouping students by ability, as in the pullout -

situation, leads to desirable outcomes in either the achievement or the affective
areas. Specifically, reviews of studies on ability grouping (Findley and Bryan, 1971;
Esposito, 1973; NEA, 1968; and Ogletree and Ujlaki, 1971) Lindic,cl'fe that, first,
homogeneous ability grouping shows no consistent 'positive value for helping students
achieve; moreover, among studies showing significant effects, the slight gains for
high-ability sfudents are offset by evidence of unfavorable effects on the learning of
students of average and below-average ability, particularly the Iottgr.' Second,

-+ findings on the influence of homogeneous ability grouping on affective de.;/elopmen'f' '

_ are mostly unfavorable. Although the practice may build the self-esteem of children
in the high-ability groups, it can also unfovorobly affect the self-concept of those
placed in average and below-average ability groups.

On the other hand, studies of peer influences do not - support the claims of

proponents of moinéfreoming that fhevsocioeconomicl and achievement levels of their

classmates affect pupils' academic- performance. The predominant finding from
analyses of data files, such as Project Talent (Bowies, 1969) and the Equality of
Educational Opportunity Study (Smith, 1972), is that there is no evidence of a strong

influence of peer group characteristics on achievement. |In a summary of research on

—_—

peer group influence, Averich (1972) indicates that there'is no strong evidence for or -

against the existence of such ianOence, and that it has not been possible to separate '

the contributions of peer influence, school resources. and student background factors.
Studies examining peer_influence typically have been large, national efforts at data
collection, in which peer variables were ﬁ'geosured at the-schbol or district level and
the students studied wer"e..beyond the 6th grade. Consequently, the s?ivdies provide

little information on classroom effects in the early grades.

NIE's research is designed to arsess directly the questions that nave been
raised about the relative effectiveness of mainstrecm and puilc st instruction for
combensotory education students. In the Instructional Dimensions Study, student
achievement.and :offif.ude. toward learning will be assessed in two different settings
with varied program characteristics. The characteristics include instructional group

size, instructional methods, and available material and staff resources. This research
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should define more 'cleorly the conditions under which each type of instructional
setting can be beneﬁxcnol and provide program plonners with better mformcmon on

effective services for children.

Amount of Instruction

A number of studies are examining the relationship between azhievement and

amount of instruction (defmed as instructional time). The studies will enable NIE to

-spec;fy more cleorly when and why extra instructional time leads tq increased

learning. Title | regulations explicitly require that Title | funds be used to provide

‘exfra services to chlldren, and most Title | instructional programs provide stydents

with extra time spent on reading or mathematics. HOWever, we need to know
considerably more about the relationship betwzen the use to which time is put and

children's learning.

A ropidly growing body of research literature focuses on the relationship

between instructional time and learning, and models of learning increasingly

'emphosize time as an important dimension (Carroll, 1963;. Cooley and Lohnes, 1976).

Most of the .literature looks at relotionships between time and student achievement in -
a very general way. The findings nonetheless indicate that increased time is quite

consistently associated with increased achievement. For example, time in school,

~ also, in general, support the existence of such a relationship (Stollings and Kaskowitz,

defined as lenéy_'f-ﬁw of the school year, attendance rates, 6E“i—é}§§th of the séhooldoy has
been found to show ‘a positive relationship to achievement (Wiley and Harnischfeger,
1974; David, 1974; and Heyns, 1975). Studies comparing the. effects of different -

amounts of instruction in specific subject areas, such as reading and mathematics,

I975;‘ Broward County, 1971; Jarvis, 1963; Begle, 1971; and Zahn, 1966). A recent
large-scale study of innovative programs (Coles et al., 1976) found an association
between time spent in reading instruction and achievement alihcugh this associction

-did not hold for mathematics.

It seems intuitively reasonable to expect that the amount of time students are -
allowed for instruction will affect what they learn. The amount of time available
clearly limits what opportunities exist for instruction (and learning) to take place.

However, time alone is not sufficient to guarantee effective learning, and how time is

IvV-10
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spent is obviously important; Research on the instructional process has recently.
begun to define more adequately how the use of time affects learning.. For-exdmple,‘
summarizing a series of studies directly related to the use of time, Rosenshine (1975)
suggests that for time to be effective, it muztr be used for dnrec'f instruction. The
most consistent effects of time are found in programs where time is structured by the
teacher and used for corefully supervnsed ledrning. This conclusion is consistent with
previous research on successful Title | projects. The work by Wargo et al. (1971,
1972), discussed eorher, indicates that directiy relevant instruction and hlgh
treatment intensity were related to achievement gains.

Several projects ‘also have examined the -effects of pericds away. from
_instruction (e.g., summer vacotion) on learning. These studies provide data on how .
the distribution of instructional time affects not only what is learned but also whot is
‘retained. Generally, durmg periods when instruction is not available, chlldrerrdo not .
maintain the rate of learning characteristic of the school year. However, it appears
that low-achieving students are more offecied~by the summer period than High-
achieving students. In analyzing Title | annual State reports, Thomas and Pelovm
(1976) suggest that this difference in learning over the summer perlod may be of
major importance for the Iong-term performcmce of these two groups of students.
That is, during the school year the hagh and low achievers may be mqkmg very similar
achievement gains. The findings suggest that the failure to maintain these gains

causes the groups to draw apart over a period of time.s

 Several of NIE's studies will explore further the relationship between time and
learning. The mos¢ extensive analysis will'be undertaken as part of the Instruchonol
Dimensions Study, - ich will examine how time is related to learning in a variety of
instructional situations. Further, -becou\se this study distinguishes between regular
(noncompensatory) ard extra (cempensatory) instructional time, it will be possible to
make inferences chaut ncer much extra time. is needed to make a difference. Other

me—e e

These conclusiors - ©-..e7 on cross-sectional analyses of data from State
annua! reports. Belore i« “ier zonelusicas can be drawn, it is necessary to
explore the hypothesis usii - lengitudinel deta und additional data sources.
A project of this nature & :urrenily being funded by the Compensatory
Educoticn Stuc
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studles will. examine the effects of time for dlfferent student populcmons and
~ different. teochlng technlques.

-~

~ Teacher Training ..

A final area of interest is teacher training. NIE is examining whether training’

practices differ for effective and less effective programs. Although training is.not a
feature of classroom instruction comparable fo those discussed above, it is an area of
special interest to Congress as an aspect of program support, because there is some
evidence that teacher treining and progrqr':n effectiveness are related.

The literature on teacher training is enormous. NIE focused its research on

review of only those evaluation studies that have looked at the effectiveness of
instructional specialists and of in-service training in prograrn techniques. These areas
were selected not because the-fesearch findings in this area were more definiti.ye
than in other areas, but rather because special troining. has ‘o__f'fen been found to

contribute significantly to the effectiveness of compensatory instruction.

The use of specially trained personne! in compensatory instruction frequently
has been suggested as characteristic of successful programs (Samuels, 1976; Kiesling,

1973; and Coulson, 1976). Klesllng reports that time spent in ins tructlon is more

consistently related .to gains in reading achievement when instruction is given by
trained reading specialists. The ongoing evaluation of the Emergency Schoo! Aid Act

(Coulson, 1976) also supports this relationship. In the ESAA study, increased

mathematics achievement was reported where more funds were allocated for

‘remedial specialists in mathematics. The findings for reading were similar.but not

statistically significant. In other studies, however, some contradictory results have

‘been reported. The analysis of schools in Philadelphia by-SummerS‘and Wolfe (1975) - -
reported no significant relationships between achievement and the use of specialists..
The latter study, however, did not _look at specialists per se, but examined the’

relationship between effectiveness and both education beyond the bachelor's d‘egree'
and per formance on the National Teachers Examination.
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Analyses of the effectiveﬁegs of in-service training present the most
consistent findings. Where successful programs are found, it fs frequently reperted
that teachers were given in-ssr?ice trr:.iningA at the beginning of the project, and that
this training was directly relevant to the content of the instructional program. Wargo
et al. (1971, 1972) found teacher 'f;'aining-in program. methods to be one of six
components that characterized successful Title | projects. Both Coulson {1976) and
Sweeney and Blaschke (1975) found that the more recent the in-gervice training, the.
more it showed relationship to program effectiveness. In‘the Ia’tter study, the number
of 'days of training also was positively associated with réading achievement.

The Instruc'nonal Dlmenswns Study will provide information on the effects of
teacher zAraining, The instructional variables and settings which this study explores
make an examination of training &specnally appropriate. Individualized instructional
techniques requiring individual sequencmg, pacing, and: diagnosis are known to be
especially demanding-of teachers. Special skills and program-related training may be
more important for effective irﬁplemen'(aﬁon of individualized programs than of
others. ?:rther, the settings used for the teaching of 'corhpensatdry education
students--maigistream or' pullout--are likely to require. different experience and skills.
Knowledge of whether training makes a:difference—and if so, where--will be
increased by the in-depth data and focused research questions of the study.

NIE RESEARCH ON EFFECTS OF SERVICES ON CHILDREN J .

To adidress these issues of program design, NIE is conduc'nng several dlfferent
research efforts.. In addition tfo the_Instructional Dimensions Study .referred to
earlier, syntheses and secondary analyses of existing data, conferences on the state-

of-the-art in the teaching of beginning reading, and several program design prOJec'fs
tave been funded.

The Instructional Dimensions Study

The'Instructional Dimensions Study is NIE's major data collection effort in the
area of effects of services on students. The study examines the relationship between
the program variables described in the previous sectnon-—mdnvnduahzed mstruc'non,

instructional settings, amount of instruction, and teacher trammg-ond a number of .
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student outcomes. The study's major purpose is to assess the effects on achievement
in readlng ‘and mathematics of variations ln individualized instructional methods and
in instructiona! setting (malnstream versus pullou'f instruction). Effects of instruc- -
tional time and teacher tralnmg wil! also be exammed as will the-impact of different
- program characteristics in such areas as students' attitudes toward reading and
: mathema'ncs and their class attendance.

A critical initial step in developlng the study was to define the term mdnvnd—
ualization. As noted earlier, programs can be mdnv:duahzed in @ number of ways .
Individualized programs have ‘been characterized as mvolvmg ‘specia) classroom
arrangements, such.as- one-to-one or smcll group mstruc'non, incorporating specml
types of decisionmaking, such as performcnce agreemen'fs ‘or student-\,entered‘ |
decisionmaking; or employing curricula speclfl;ally ‘adapted to individual students
needs. Since all ‘aspects of individualization could not be examined successfully-
within the constraints of the NIE study, a special attempt was mcde to restrict the
« focus of the research. The definition of individualized mstructlon was therefore
sharpened to include’ only specially structured curricula with the followmg four
charactenstlcs.' S . :

e

o - Specific Iéorning obj_ec'fives assigned to individual-children
- o Small group or individual po(;ing
0. Di'agnosis and individual prescrjption
o  -Alternative leaf'ning paths and sequencing for individual ghildren_

\

The strongest evxdence that differences in program charocterlstlcs were
related to dlfferences in achievement was felt to exist for progrcrris with  these
characteristics. . Further, discussions with teachers and curriculum _ specialists
indicated that curricula with these, characterlsncs were, in fact often used for'

compensatory instruction where the intention was to provide individualized teachlng.
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<50 . A'second step in designing. the study was to determlne the scope of the '
' _-research. It was felt that the major-questions could be best addressed by in-depth
data collection and assessment of a limited number of programs varying in
instructional dimensions and setting. However, to avoid having a sample that was™too
limited, compared to the variety of school dlstrlcts involved in co'npensatory

- education, the study was designed with the following features: (1) the projects -
studied are currently being delivered in Title I-participating or Title l-eligible

| schools; (2) the projects examined come from five States and I4 geographically
diverse districts, located in urban, rural, and suburban settings; and (3) the data
collected will-permit comparisons between characteristics of districts selected for
the-Instructional Dimensions Study and the natlohally representatlve sample included

in the National Survey of Compensatory Education, Areas where compariscns can be
made . include . the procedures used to select schools and students for compensatory

-.education programs, per- oupil and- program costs, and the range of compensatory
‘services offered.

The study is currently in the dnitial phose of\data collection. Nearly 12,000
Ist- dnd 3d-grade students in 440 classrooms have been ,;.gnven achievement tests in
reading and mathematics. Their attitudes. toward le‘arnlng m these subject Qreas were-
also measured. Interviews are being conducted with district personnel, school >
’principals, and "'regular and supplemental teachers.' Regular and supplemental
“instruction will be.videotaped"at midyear and analyzed vusing.‘ a specially tailored
coding system. Teachers will be re'rnterviewed in the spring to document the nature
of instruction throughout the school year, and at that time” partncupatlng students will
be retested on achievement and attitude. g ,} :

Analyses of the data will difectly examine relationships between achievement
and variations in instructional practice and setting.” Subsidiary analys’es‘ wiil
in\)estigate associations between teacher training and amount of instructional time,
and program effectiveness. In both cases, a speclal variant of the then-unpublished
Cooley and Lohnes (1976) model of learnmg, adapted by Cooley and Leinhardt (I975),
will be used to orgamze the data ‘and. guide the analyses. Detailed lnformatlon also AL _
will be available on the costs- associated with different approaches to delivering
compensatory reading and mathematics instruction. When compared with the cost '
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data collected in the representative sample of school districts included in the
National Survey of Compensatory Education, they will indicate whether it is

practicable to adopt these successful approacheas on a large scale.

The Instructional Dimensions Study is not a summary national evaluation of
Title | effectiveness. However, it will srovide information important to our
examination of Title I, in that it will help to answer the question of whether
individualization can be an effective way of delivering instruction to low-achieving
students and also show the conditions under wH'i_'(':"h individualization seers to work in
reading and mathematics. It will provide information to educators and policymake
who want to know what can be done to. make compensatory services meet children's
educational needs, and will indicate whether the channeling of funds-into individua-

- lized programs is Iikély to prove helpful.

Other Studies of Program Variables

Syntheses and _Secéndory Analyses.--To supplement the research in the

Instructional Dimensions Study, NIE is also conducting a series of small-scale analyses
of the relationship between achievement and the program variables discussed above.
Like the Instructional Dimensions Study, these projects focus on reading and
mathematics programs, but they do not involve extensive original data collection
work and cannot proviae information of the same depth. The su’p‘pﬂlementory studies,
which are mostly syntheses and secondary analyses of existing local data bases, will

provide addifional findings on:

o) What is known about the effecfs of varied forms of individu-

alization on learning

o How reading problems vdry among children

“and across grade
levels '
o The effectiveness of activity-based approaches to

mathematics instruction
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e How. instructional time, grouping practices, and féocher

training relate to achievement across a variety of mstruc'nonol

approaches /_/ '\
// ] \
o  The long-term effects of summer vacations on'the achievé- R
ment-of compensatory educafion children /

\

- Reading Conferences.--A series of i conferences. is /being held to exﬂ)lore and

synthesize what is known about low tc teach beginning reodmg Experts in the fields .
of instructional prochce and theories of learning -. riting papers and meeting to
discuss their understondlng of how reodlng skills should be introduced and developed
in the early elementary grades. The major goal is to/discover whether. experts agree
on the critical uspects of eorly instruction -and whether the curricula which are
' typically used in schools reflect such a consensm/Js. In addition, the papers and
~ conferences will indicafe whether different gpproaches are recommended for
teaching students of varying achievement Ieyeis.///
/ .

: / '
Alternative Designs.--Alternative designs for the delivery of compensatory

education services are being developed indi/ependently by four different research
groups. These projects do not necessqril.y address the prog'r'd‘m design areas evaluated
in our other studies, but rather were jnitiated to provide an opportunity for
individuals interested and experlenced in' compensatory education to sugges'f new
practices. The studues vary widely in focus They include an exommo'non of
olternotlve ways of providing compensofory educcmon to secondary school students;
deve]opmen'f of a program for cross-age tutorlng, formulcmon of a modei for a client-
centered school, and approach to mstruc'non which builds on the strengths of cultural.
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CHAPTER V. ADMINISTRATION

Title | is implemented through a complex administrative structure involving
Federal, Stote_, and local levels of government.  The Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare and State Education Agencie§~ éorry out a number of
responsibilities in odminisfering Title I: funds distribution, rulemaking, moniforing,

enforcement, technical assistance, and evaluation.

In performing these responsibilities, they interpret the wishes of Congress and
communicate their interpretations to LEAs about who will receive Title | services and
about how, and under what circumstances, these services are to be delivered. LEAs,

in turn, use this information in determining how best to provide Title | services.

~ ~ " "The"way in which these administrative responsibilities are carried 6ut can have
an important-influence on Title I's effectiveness. For example, clear articulation of
the allocation regulations and procedures, and. the collection and use of up-to-date
data can increase the probability that funds are indeed targeted to the appropriate
schools and students. Timely funding con..improve the ability of LEAs to plan and
implement Title | programs. Good technical assistance from States to LEAs can help

keep district personnel in touch with recent findings on program design.

Given the administrative structure that has been established, the success of
the Title | program in achieving its objectives depends on the quality of management
at each level of government and on tﬁé nature of the interactions among the levels.
The complexity_ of the odhwinistlj_gt_ive structure also places very real {imits on the
ability of Congré‘ss to bring obbij'f".'.hd'odificotions in Title L Although Congress is in ¢
position to exert fairly extensive influence on Federal administrative behovfor, it has
.less direct control-over States and even less over LEAs. Therefore, in order to make
recommendations for improvements in Title | that have any real chance of affecting
local district practice, more information about the ways in which HEW and the States
administer Title | and about the effeg’fs of those administrative activities on local

districts is needed.
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In order to address these issues, NIE is conducting several research projects on

the adminisfration of Title I. They have three major objectives: ~

o To 'describe the process by which administrators transform the

provisions of the Title | statute into educational services

o To identify, to the extent possibley the factors that affect the way
in which the Title i program has been implemented

o  To determine whether (and in what ways) Congress may be able to
influerice local Title | services through efforts to modify admini-

strative practices

The individual studies focus primarily on administrative dctivities at one or
another of the levels of government. Both the Survey of Legal Standards and the
Study of Federal Administration examine Federal administration and its impact on
States and local districts. Two other studies focus on activities at the State
level: the Study of State Administration examines the various ways in which States
administer Title | and the impact of these State activities on local districts; and-the
Study of State Compensatory Education Programs looks at thé administration of State
compensctory programs and its effect on the delivery of services at the local level.
Information about how local districts implement Title I will be obtained from a
number of studies, including the N‘otionol Survey of Compensatory Eduéq!'ion, the
research on the Demonstration Projects, and separate studics s disirict Poren'_f

Advisory Councils and rural school districts.

These studies, their ’obje-ctives, the types of data expected from them, and the
ways in which they relate to the.overall objectives are discussed in the sections that

- follow.
FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION

Through two Federal administrative studies, NIE v .il describe how administra-
“tive octivities_areﬂ carried out at the Federal level and will detail the Federal
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' guidonce and direction provided for State and local officials. The studies will also

|dent|fy factors that may affect Federal management, and the likely effects of

possible modifications in Federal administrative activity.

\Studj of Legal Standérds

!

The Federal Government's administration of Title | is based on the legal

framework under which States and LEAs must operate. The framework includes./ the

Titie | statute, regulcmons, guidelines, program directives, and formal Ietters of

advice, all of which elaborate on and provide more concrete meaning to the sfatute. .

This study treats oll of these elements of the Federal legal framework. /It' will
provide a complete accnunt of the exls’rlng legal framework and an. analysjs of its

implications for the operation of Title I. It has five basic objectives:.

‘o ~ To analyze the Title | statute and regulations in order to identify

areas in which they may be unclear or ipconsistenf

o To *nolyza the guidelines, program dlrec'nves, and advisory letters
in llght of the regulcmons to assess 'fhe clarity and consistency of

the overall Tltle I legal framework | /
/

o To examine various ways the Federal Government has chosen to
communicate and disseminate the legal. framework to States and

i

to local districts
o To analyze the ways in which State interpretations and elabora- .
tions of the Federal legal ‘framework alter the requirements
placed on LEAs.... v
o To identify ways in which the overail framework miay restrict the
delivery of educational services by LEAs '
The Legal Standards study includes an in-depth analysis of the written

" components of the Federal legal framework. This analysis includes an examination of
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’the fromework since the inception of Titlel, ineluding the recently _efacted

"regvlatlons, in order to identify substantive chonges ond to. ossess 'fhelr possible

impact.

to gather information on formal and informal State interpretctions of the Federal

The study also includes interviews conducted with Title | officials in 10 States

ston-dords*qnd to determine the degree to which State additicns to and elaborations of
the Federal legal framework improve or hinder the consistency and clarity of the
legal stq_ndordé; The\inte\ryiews also will provide information on States' assessments
of the Federal legol'fromerr'k-» and on the procedufes the Federal Government uses
to disseminate and. interpret the fromework_,_

On the basis of these research activities, NIE hopes to identify the likely
effects of possible modifications in the Title | legal framework-or’ ln 'fhe procedures

used to disseminate its provisions.

Study of Federai Administration

In administering Title l, the Federal Government is also responsible for
- monitoring S'f.o'fe activities, enforcing Title | regulations, p'reviding technical assist-
ance, and evaluating the effects of programs. Although all of these tasks are
assigned to HEW, responsibility for the program is dispersed throughodf the
.Depor'fmen'f. The Division for Education of the Disadvantaged, the unit in the Office

of Education responsible for Title |, has a role in performing all the odministrotive .

" functions but its actions are seldom final.. They frequenﬂy are. rev1ewed by ‘the

Office of the Assocnofe Commissioner for Compenscl'fory Education Programs, the
Depu'fy Commissioner for the Bureau of Elementary and Secondory Education, the
Commissioner of Education, and the Secretary of HEW The Title I office also shares
ports of the evaluation responsibility with OE's Office of Plonnlng, Budgeting, and
Evoluo'non, and along” with HEW's Audit Agency monitors and enforces the

implementation of Title | requirements at the State and local levels.

Even if only one ,offi"ee were fully responsible for Title I, it would sometinﬁes
be possible for S anc LEAs to receive inconsistent direction. But because several

offices must “interact, coordination within the Federal Government is especially

V-4
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ngsstant in voterraining thé content and consistency of guidance given to SEAs and
LEAs.

In order to understand the direction provided by the Federal Government, NIE

is conducting a study of the Federal administration of Title I Mts objeztives ure as

follows:
o To identify the areas in which the guidance and direction given to
~ States and LEAs muy be unclear 4 N
o To idenfify organizational factors that may account for any lack
of clarity'in the Federal direction provided to Stctes and LEAs
o To assess the likely effects of possible modifications in Federal

administrative activities "=t
s

To achieve these objectives, the study will describe Federal management
activities,. including the various procedures that HEW uses -to provide direction to
SEAs and LEAs. It will also analyze the contribution that each relevant HEW office
‘mokes to ’the compbsi'fe effect of this direction. This research is being conducted
through interviews with Washington-based and regional HEW officials, direct
observation of pr\c‘)\gf\om, administration activities, analysis of documents and reports,
and examination of administrative reorganization-efferts ‘and of decisions on staff
utilization. Moreover, an exominoﬂdn of-the history of meny of- these issues will help
104 illuminate why the Federal odministrotiolﬁ"bfTitIel hus evolved to its’'present

form. . R \

Several specific areas of Federal management are being examined. ~Among
HEW's important responsibilities are monitoring and enforcement, which it perforrﬁS“
by conducting annual program reviews of each State and by auditing a sample of
' .States.  An onovlysis of ‘program reviews, audit reports, and interviews with
appropriate officials will provide information cbout the effects of such activities on
SEAs and LEAs. Federal officials can also exert considerable influence on-States and

school dis';ricts fhrou§h> the ways in which they provide technicégl assistance and

160
V-5



evaluation. In these arecs, research efforts similar tc those described for monitoring -

and enforcement are being conducted. Again, the emphosis is on evaluating the
clarity and consistency of the directions glven, the ways in Wthh the dlrec'nons are
communlcoted and their effects on SEA and LEA practices. '

STATE AND LOCAL ADMINISTRATION

Because of their direct supeivisory responSIblll'ues over the activities of IocoI

districts, the States play an important role in gundmg Iocol progroms. Although ihe

Federal Government supervisés some LEAs directly through oudlts ond monitoring,
most Federal direction is filtered through the various State Tltle | offices on its way
to the LEA ievel. Moreover, the Stotes conduct some Title | administrative activities
independent of Washington.

* States . vary conSIderony in the woy they odfmmster Title I. Some, for
example, do little besides d!cfnhutsrg funds 1o LEAs and coliecting | EA proposals and

evaluations. Others actively disseminate and reinterpret Federal program require- .

ments, monitor Ibcol projects, apply sdnctions, provide advice, and conduct their own

.avaluations. The extent of State initiative in these areas may affect the noture of
|

the directives that LEAs receive about the opercmon of Title I L ‘ -

Study of State Administration

The Study of State Administration has three objectives:

I e R T~

o To identify differences i in the ways that various Stotes odmlmster !
Title | o '

I Despite the potential importance of State admlmstrotlon, it has received
little careful attention in the past. Aside from a few case studies of Title |
administration in ‘individual States, only two major studies (Planar, 1973;.

Berke & Kirst, '1972) have specifically examined State administrative
activity. N ' o
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Cv"ote administrative

o To ascertain whether these differences' in
oc'nvnty have any impact on the wclys in whlch LEAs provnde

Tizle | services . - ‘

o To determine whether and Wifh'whot effect Congrese"'con

intluence the ways in which States administer Title | v '

One eompunenf “of tae study is a national survey of State adminjstrative
activitics. Interviews with Title ! officials in 46 States will yield data about the
specific ways in which States pe.rform theéir resjponsibiliﬁes .for rulemaking,
monitoring, enforcemen'f ter'-iniccll assistance and evoluotion. This survey -will also.

examine the degree to which several State chorocterlstlcs (e.g.,-SEA orgonlzotlonol

_‘patterns, SEA recruitment proc'nces for . Tltlel ~and customary SEA interaétions

with the Federal Government and with |OCC|| jurisdictions) .affect how States

administer Title I. . ' &

Differences i the ways States carry out their responsibilities are important

because of their po'fen'nol impact on the way LEAs implement’ progroms.. In order to

"examine this impact, NIE is conducting two other research: oc'nvmes as port of the

-

Study of State Compensatory Education F;rggroms

Study of State Administration. The first is a series of case “studies in eight

"“‘geogrop'hicolly representative States.  These: investigations will excmine how four -

districts in each State treat a number of program reqwrements, ;such ds
comparability and -program design,- in the deInvery of services .to Title ! children.
Th:ough interviews at State and local levels, it is possible to determine the extent to
which State administrative activity has directly affected the opprooches taken by the

districts i in: response to those requnrements. '

—

The second is a statistical analysis of _ihé"’reloﬁonship between State activity

and local district activity. ThlS study will ot'mmpt to correlate dlfferences in"State

oc'nvn'fy with differences i in Iocal dlstrlct odmlmstrotlon and service delivery.

L]

In over one-é'fh_ird of the States, local districts receive funds forv'compensotory

‘education. thrbugh State-initiated and State-funded programs separate from Title I.
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questions:

——

T~

. These programs have theirown. legislative purposes, are typically subject to different

rules and regulations, and are frequently administered by other units within the SEA.

o What are the dlfferences between the Staie compensotory
programs and Title 1?

o ~ What impact do these differences have on the types of
compensatory services, LEAs provide to children and on the

types of children served?

o . What modifications can be made in the overall Title | admini-
strative system that wnll facilitate coordmcmon between Title |
, and the State programs?

.0 - From the ways in" which States administer their own programs,

what inferences can. be_drawn about how-States might react if

- the regulatory—Structure of ‘Title | were reduced or if Title !

nids were available on a bloc-grant basis? = .

w!

LB

0 RS

In the Study of State Compensatory Education Progroms, NIE will collect data obeu'f

each of these questions through interviews with State and local officials involved in

administering Stote compensotqry education programs. Specuflcolly, a comparison of
State _programs with Title | WI”/ |den'nfy dlfferences between the two in such areas as
progrom objec'nves, student ellglblllty, number of students served, types. of program

services delivered, and administrative practices both at the Stote ond the locol levels.

C s . o

~ The study also inc!udes an ethino\iibn of the effects of these differences on.
the delivery of services at the local level. For example, it asks whether State funds .

sarvices, to nontargeted chlldren eligible under Title I, or to children. not Lellglble

The Study of State Compensatory Education Progroms. examines the following

are bemg used to provide more intensive services to ch:ldrerralLeudy,recelvmg Tltle |

under Title I The study also will show whether the- existence of . State progrorl'.v o

create dlfflculﬂes in implémentation at the local level.

"
)

- vs8
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results in conflicts between the regulations. for Title | and the’ State. progrom that . -



In one’ sense, an exomtnonon of Stote compensatory programs may mdlcote
how States mlghf administer Title- l |f the Federol Government were not involved.
Therefore, some judgments about. how States might administer Title 1 if the Federal =
legal standards for the. program were relaxed may be possible. This - ‘examination R
could also clarify the possible |mpc|c'f of making Title | funds ovculoble ona bloc-gront ‘ )

3

‘basis. - : o _ S ‘ o

Data About Local Administration o o ' . o \
: ! . .

Wlthm the overall fromework of the dlrec'non provided by Federal ond State o ‘
administrators, locai personnel have a wnde variety of options regordmg such lssues as |
-the -nature of plonmng activities, the octuol selection of types of services, and the
utilization of personnel. They- oiso can spec:fy whether decusnonmokmg authsrity for .-
the program rests with central office mff or at the individugl: schdo! building level
and the .extent of commun;ty mvolvement in the’ decnsnonmaklng process. Local”
decisions in each of these oreoo,cleorly dffect the types of Title l servucesﬂthot are |
dehvered. E o e T '~v_ SR e : ‘
Data about Iocol administration will be ovculoble from a number of studles. ' ;
The Study of State Adm:n:strotlon will furnish" evidence. from case studies in 32 o
 districts about.. 'fhe types of decisions thot dls'mct odmamstrators moke regordmg N .'v!--_'r.. |
various ospects of 'the Tnle 1 program and* some of the reosons for these decnsuons.v'"
-., The 13 Demonstratlon Prolects will yield exte.nsnve doto obout local odmlmstrotlve
activities, especnolly poﬂ“erns of decnsnonmakmg, ond .the mfluenCe that Jmajor
",:chonges in the Tnlel olloco'non procedures have on these oc'nvmes. The Na'nonol-'lf C
Survey of Comry: °nsc|'fory Educcmon will yield representohve mformcmon about local
: odmlmstronon, purﬂcu;arly with regard to Iocal effor'fs to creote coheren* progrhms
\T{o oddmonal studles 10 explore specnflc |ssues reloted 0 ldcol odm:mstrohon J e
' Aof Title | hove*been @moted. The Study of Parent Advnorv Counclls |s exommmg.-*-_ RS
- the. noture of”® parent. mvolvement in Tirle i Admmietrohon. Case studies are bemg, S '

.-conducted in mne school disiricts to. exam.na ‘how Pareht Ac
: fodihii

N Qlocol decnsuons obout Title I p: ogroms. The se“ond pru;n\.f, he Rurol Schools )
S s u'nhzmg case studies: to examine wne'fhe" Ismall, rurol _school dlstrlcts have *
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particular difficulties in implementing Title I. The study will analyze special
problems these districts encounter in implementing Title | programs and indicate
whether- changes in the administrative structure would facilitate delivery of services
in such districts.
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Public Law 93-380
93rd Congress, H. R, 69
August 21, 1974 7

An Act _‘

To extend and amend the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965, and for other purposex. .

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may
be cited as the “Education Amendments of 1974". ,

LA 5 & 2N

N

Pant B—EprcatioNaL Stepies Axp Strveys
o AN :

STULY OF PURPOSES AND EFFECTIVENESS OF COMPENSBATORY EDUCATION
: PROGRAMS -

Sec. 821. (a) In addition to the other authorities, responsibilities
and duties conferred upon glie-National Institite of Education (here-
inafter referred to as the “Institute”) by section 405 of the. General

. Education Provisions Act and notwithstanding the second sentence

= “i. of subsection (b) (1) of such section 405, the Institute shall undertake

" a thorough evaluation and study of compensatory education programs,
inclnding such programs conducted by Etates and such programs éon-
ducted under title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Aet

of 1965. Such study shall incinde— .

- (1) an examination of the fundamental purposes of such pro-
grams, and the effectiveness of such programs in attaining such
purposes;’, .

() an analysis of means to identify accurately the children

- who have the greatest need for such programs, in keeping with
the fundanyéntal purposes thereof; ’

(3) an analysis of the effectiveness of methods and procedures
forr meeting-the eduneationul needs of children. including the use
of individualized written eduentional plans for children. and
programs for training the teachers of children ;

(4) an exploration of alternative metlods, including the use
of procedures to assess educational disadvantage, for distributing
funds under.such programs to States, to State educational agei-
cies, and to local edncational agencies in an equitable and efficient
manner, which will accurately reflect current conditions and insure
that such funds reach the areas of greatest current need and are
effectively used for such areas; .

(5) not more than 20 experimental programs, which shall be
reasonably geographically representative, to be administered by -
the Institute, in cnse:\\\'.here the Institute determines that such
experimental programs ag necessary to carry out the purposes of
clauses (1) through'(4),'and the Commissioner of Education is
authorized, notwithstandin any provision of title T of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary\Education Act of 1965, at the request of
the Institute, to approve ke usa of grants which educational agen.
cies are eligible to receive\under such title I (in cases where the
agency eligible for such grant agrees to such use) in order to carry
out such experimental prograns; and _

(8) findings and recommendations, including recommendations
for changes in such title I or for new legislation, with respect to
the matters studied under clauses {1) through (5). '

A\
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(b) The National Advisory Council on the raucation of Disad-
vantaged Children shall advise the Institute with respect to the design
and execution of such study. The Ccramissioner of Edication shall
obtain and transmit to the Instityte such information as it shall
request with respect to programs carried on under title I of the .Act.

(c) The Institute shall make an interim report to the President
and to the Congress not later than December 31. 1976, and shall make
a final report thereto no later than nine months after the date of sub- .
mission of such interim report, on the result of its study conducted
under this section. Any other provision of law, rule, or regulation to
'the contrary notwithstanding, such reports shall not be submitted to
any ceview outside of the Institute before their transmittal to the Con-
gress, but the President and the Commissioner of Education may make
to the Congress such recommendations with respect to the contents of
the reports as ench may deem appropriate, '

(d) Sums made available pursuant to section 151(i) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 shall be available to carry
out the provisions of this section,

(e) (1) The Institute shall submit to the Congress, within one hun-
dred and twenty days after the date of the enactment of this Act. a
plan for its study to be conducted under this section. The Institute
shall have such plan delivered to both Houses on the same day and to
each House while it is in session. The Institute shall not commence
such study until the first day after the close of the first period of thirty
calendar days of continuous session of Congress after the date of the
delivery of such plan to the Congress.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)—

(A) continuity of session is broken only by an adjournment of
Congress sine die ; and .

(B) the days on which either House is not in session becnuse of
an adjournment of more than three days to a day certain are ex-

cluded in the computation of the thirty-day period.

33 3% %%

“aLLOCATION OF FUNDS WITHIN THE £C1100L DISTRICT OF A 1.OCAL
EDUCATIONAL AGENCY

“Skc. 150. (a) For any fiscal year not more than 20 local educational
agencies selected for the purpose of section 821(a) (5) of the Educa-
tion Amendments of 1974 may elect, with the approval of the district-
wide parent advisory council which is required to be established under
section 141(a) (14) of this title, to allocate funds reccived from pay-
ments under this title on the basis of a method or comhination of
methods ather than the method provided under section 141(a) (1) (A).
Any method selected pursuant to this section shall be so designed and
administered as to be free from racial or cultural discrimination,

“(b) Any local educational agency to which this section applies shall
submit such reparts to the Director of the National Institute of Educa-
tion at such time and in such manner as the Director may reasonably
vequire to carry out his responsibilities under section 821(a) (5) of
the Edueation Amendments-of 1974,
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RESPONSE TO CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIVES
Because the whole study is meant to answer questions asked by Congress, it
seems useful to repeat the charges given MNIE by the Congress in Section 821, and to

indicate how the overall study is designed to address these questions.

Chapter | of this interim report explains:how NIE mozie the charge to examine
the: "fundamental purposes":of compensotoryl educati()n programs the organizing prin-
ciple for the entire study. It enumerates the fundamental purposes and establishes
the strategy of assessment. The remainder of the report, particularly Chapters Il, Ill, _
and |V, provides details about the information being-gathered in order to examine the

effectiveness of compensatory programs.

A second request was for an analysis of the means of identifying accurately
the children who have the greatest need for such programs, in kéeping with the
fundamental purposes thereof. This is related to a further charge: to explore
alternative methods, including the use of procedures to assess educational disadvan- .
tage, for distributing funds. The work on funds allocation described in Chapter II--
e.g., research on various poverty definitions, and on the feasibility and effec-'fs of

using achievement criteria--is related to these charges.

NIE also was askeéd to analyze the effectiveness of methods and procedures for

| meeting the educational needs of éhildren, including the use of individualized written

lesson plans for children, and programs for training 'the teachers of children. °

Research on these topics is described in Chapter IV.’ Research on teacher-training
practices is described in Chapters il and IV.

Finally, NIE was authorized, subject to the concurrence of the Commissioner
~of Educotion,"tq conduct not more than 20 experimental programs if necessary to
carry-out” the purposes of Section 821. Under this authority, |3 school districts
initiated several changes in procedures for allocating compensatory educatior. :unds.
For example, many are changing from the use of boverty to achievement cri.eria for

determining program eligibility, and changing per-school and per-pupil expenditur ss.
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APPENDIX B. MAJOR RESEARCH PROJECTS

FUNDS ALLOCATION RESEARCH

Census Tabulations of Poverty Statistics

" The Bureau of the Census is using the 1974-75 Census mapping of school
boundaries on the fifth count data of the 1970 Census to provide - NIE with
demographic information by districi, county, and State. -Of particular importance is
the total number of persons and the total number of children in poverty according to
different definiticns of poverty, including revised versions of the Orshansky index of
pmh/er'fy currently used in the Title | formula. These dofo will be used in simulations

of Title | funding alternatives.

" Contractor: U.S. Burenu of the Census
Washington, D.C.

Completion: January 1977

Demonstration ' zic::

Sixt«:- contra1s were awarded to States, with school districts as subcon-
tractors, to pian proix ts demonstrating the effects of changing rules for allocating
Title | funds withic ¢t sl districts. During the 1975-76 schoo year, the i6 districts
developed an rafic. their plans to change the schools' funding eligibility criteria
from poverty i> -.rievement and/or to :hange the number of schools and pupils who
parficipate in iitle . During the 197€-77 and 1577-78 school years, the |3 districts
thut proceeded 'with their plans are eperciing under ofwinad funds ollbcotioh
procedures, authurized by waivers from the Comimissioner ¢f Education, as specified
under Secticns 821 and 159 of P.L. $3-380.

. Contractors: See text for cistricts
Report on third-year plan: Jine 1977

Completion: July 1578
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- Effects of Cnmoenso;fory Education Demonstration Proje‘cts

The coritractor is collec'f‘ing data on the results of the planning and
implementation of the demonstration projects in the pérticipoting districts. Effects
of the demunsirations are beindheosured in the following areas: (1) changes in the
organizai-un and odmjnistroﬁon‘ of compensatory programs and services delivered,‘
(2) chances in the services received by students, (3) effects on the characteristics of’
schools 7ad students served, (4) effects on teaching and testing practices, (5) costs
associcaicd with the changes in allocation broc_edures and concentration levels,
(6) a--hievement outcome results, and (7) community response fo changes. '

y .
+.untractor:  Abt Associates, Inc.

Zambridge, Massachusetts

Firet reperss . December 1976
Sece, < wport: August 1977
Third roposts December 1977

Cornsietion: . August 1978

~ffer is of Aiternative Grant Structures for Title | Grant System .~

This project is producing a computerized simulation model Thot wnll be used to
analyze the impact of: alternative compensatory education flnoncmg proposols on
districts' fiscal behavior. Project tasks include (1) estimation ¢f the impact of
variable matching rates and variable bloc grants on local spending -behavior,
(2) estimation of the relation of local demographic characteristics to local-educa-
tional spending and to district achievement scores, and (3) estimation of the impact

of Title | spending on total educational spending for each State.

7
Ve

Contractor: Martin Feldstein

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Completion: March 1977 °
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Modification of Federol Education Finance Model and Construction of Data Base

B

This project has expanded the copobllltles of Qcomputerlzed snmulotlon system

for calculating allocations to States, cquntrles, and districts using different program
eligibility criteria and different formulas. It will perform statisticai operations on
the data and prov1de users with comparative tables on the effects of differenf
formulas. The original system was constructed for the Congressional Research
Service (CRS), and the expanded version is being made available for the use of the
- CRS.

Contractor: Team Associates, Inc. v N
Washington, D.C. . V ) Tl -

Completed -

Relationship Between Poverty and Achievement

Several data sets are being analyzed in order to describe what is known about
the relationship between poverty and academic achievement. Contractors will
synthesize existing information about the correlation between family income and
achievement at the individual level and examine longitudinal data to determine
whether changes in family income are associated with»concomitonf changes in

children's achievement.

Contractors: National Children's Bureau
- London, England

Mathematica, Inc.

Princeton, New Jersey

Nadihe Lambert

Berkeley, California -

Completion: July 1977
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* Relationships Between Title | ar.d Other Educational Expenditures (Planned)

This research analyzes the effect of Title | on the distribution of educational
resources among different types of school districts. It considers the relationship of

Title | fo‘generol patterns of Federal aid to education and to overall levels of LEA

expenditure.

. ‘ ,Completion:' September 1977

Student Achievement Measures as Title | Eligibility Criteria

The objectives of this study are to'(l) provide files of student achievement test—
results for as many States and school districts as possible; (2) define and evaluate . |
strategies for obtaining student achievement data for use in the actual allocation of
Titie | funds on the basis of achievement scores, including analysis of the feasibility,
——_.cost, and accuracy of_the strategies; and (3) ussess the distributiona! conseqLuences of

changing allocations to achievement-based formulas.

Contractor: Cemrel, Inc.

St. Louis, Missouri

Conpiétion: June 1977 ’

Subcounty Allocatior Processes

The purposes of this contract are to (1) analyze the manner in which States
determine Title | allocations to school districts at the subcounty Ie\;é[, (2) evaluate
the effects on school districts of the use of different subcounty allocation
criteria, (3) analyze the extent to which the U.S. Office of Education can directly
determine schooi disirici granis, and {4) evaluate possible alternate subcounty
allocation methods.

Contractor: Applied Urbanetics, Inc.

Washington, D.C.

First report: December 1976

- Completion: June 1977 , 174
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RESEARCH ON SERVICES s

NIE National Survey of Compensatory Education

The results .of this survey of a national sample of school-districts will .

(1) identify and describe the purposes of existing compensatory programs; (2) describe

the characteristics of operating programs, including ways in which th: allocation of

funds is decided and students are selected for participation; and (3) describe how

programs are evaluated. Respondents include State personnel, district administrators
and program specialists, principals, teachers, and chairpersons of Parent Advisory

Councils in a nationally representative sample of 100 school districts.
Contr{octors for data collection:
. Stoﬁford Research Institute
Menlb Park, California, and
_ National Opinion Research Center
Chicago, lllinois

Completed

Contractor for analysis: National Opinion Research Center

Chicago, Illinois
Completion: June 1977

Noninstructional Services Provided Under Title |

Through a series of case studies this projzct will examine. Title | expenditures
in areas not directly related to instruction, such as health, counseling and ‘psycho-
Iogicdl services, food, tronsborfotion, libraries, and resource centeré. In addition to
descriptive data about the services provided, information will be gathered on how
school district personnel determin_é the amount of financial resources to devote to

noninstructional services and how they evaluate the effecti‘velze§s of such services.

) Contractor: National Opinion Research Center
' Chicago, IHinois
Completion: May 1977 175
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Teccher-Training Study.(Planned)

2

The purpose of the study is to examine the types and amounts of training that
compensatory education” teachers have recelved Both formal (e.g., ocodemlc
degrees) and informal . (e.g., workshops) training will . be ~examined.  Teacher
responsibilities (such as subject matter toughf) and ms'fruc'uonol practices will be

compared to training.
‘Completion: November 1977

RESEARCH CONCERNING EFFéCTS ON CHILDREN

<

Alternative Approaches to Compensatory Education

The four projects discussed below are Eiesigned to- develop alternatives for

schools in providing compensatory education.

“

Cross-Age Tutoring as a Way of Increasing Student Involvement in Leoming.-

This project is developing plans for the systematic implementation and evaluation of

" cross-age tutoring. Under ine plans, secondary school students will tutor elementary

school students as an integral part of the school program. The aim is to use tutoring
tc raise achievement among tutors as well as tutees, and to encouroge students to

take greater responsibiiity for their own learning.

Contractor: UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation .
Los Angeles, California ' Y

9

Comp.letio"n: vMorch 1977

_ Federal Strategies. for Dellverlng Basic Jkl“S Assns‘tonce to Secondary Schoals
and Students.-—Four strategiey are being developed to provnde effective eompeﬁory
education | progroms m junior and senior high schools. The strotegles are designed to
encourage new opprooche.. in the teaching of basic skills to secondary school students.,

Controctor: Stanford Research Institute

Menlo Park, California

Completion: Jonuor): 1977 176
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]

A Restoration Model as an  Alternative to Compensatory Educatioh.--The

_apptroach developed in this project emphasizes (1) acceptonce and respohsiveness to
the altérnative cultures found in Amencon communities, ond (2) educational self-

de'rermmohon for porems and chlldren. -

o

Contractor: Fanon Rg:seorch and Development Center

Los Angeles, California
Completion: February 1977

Small Client-Controlled Ele‘mentory Schools.--This project is developing

approaches to school reorganization which could lead to more effective compensotory

- education progroms with emphasis on cllent control and school-based monogement. e

Contractor: Universityvof'thsos . /

/ . "~ Lawrence, Kansas ' _ /
{

Completion: January 1977 C

Distribution and Concentration of Title | Funds in New Jersey

-~

Statewide data are being analyzed fo determirie whether relationships exist
between Title | per-pupil expenditures and (1) the type of services delivered,
(2) staffing patterns, and (3) student achievement.

Contractor: Education Improvement Center South

" New Jersey Department of Education

Trenton, New Jersey

Completion: December 1576
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- Extent of Parent Involvement in Sectting Objectives-at the Elementary Level

The oerose of this contract was to iden'nfy school dlstrlcts Wthh lnvolve
~parents, teachers, and students in setting goals for childreri's ocodemlc programs ond
. where possnble, to document the effec'nveness of these progroms. '

X o

-

Contractor: . Education Turnkey Systems - o '
'Woshing’ton, D.C. ' e Ce E

"‘Completed B ” e

. . . "‘:.. LY Lo o
. Instruc?ional Dimensions Study

This study., dcsngned fo assess the lmpact of selected choracterlstlcs of
= instruction ‘on studen‘t achievement and attitudes fowords lnstructlc'n, has’ been

conducted in two pho.»es. the desngn phose ond the implementation phase. |

Designs for a Study of the'.Ef“f*ec‘fiveness of Individualized Instruc;fion.-During'

1975 four contractors prepored alternative designs for a major °tudy of individualized .
instruction. These formed the basis of the final design of the instructional dlmenstons

'
study descnbed below. ,

Controcfor"s:‘ Contem[j:rory Research, ’lnc.' )
Los Angéles, California
Kirschner Associates, Incers-.
Woshihgton, D. C., or'r“ ' ‘
Education Turnk'-*y 9y$1em< L S~
Y

Woshlngton,DC AR A A ' el

Learning Re:.eorch ond Development Cemer N
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvonlc ' C _— e

Réseorch for Bettter Schools - o "
Philadelphia, Pennsy!vanic j v~

N P ~
~ . N

. t / ’ . Tl e

g
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Instructional Dimensions Study.--The purpose of this study is to examine the

relationship between selected characteristics of instruction cnd students' reading and
mothemo:ncs achievement and attitudes toward instruction. Specnflcol,ly, the study is
designed to assess whether programs which ditfer along the dimensf\c')ns generblly
associated with individualized instrucﬁ?n and classroom setting (i.e., pullout and
mainstreaming programs) also differ systematically in their effects upon students.
The study involves 12,000 students in Ist and 3d grades in 440 reading and
mathematics classrooms. Additional analyses will examine the réloﬁonship between

effectiveness, teacher training, and instl:'ucﬁoncll time.
Joint contractors: Kirschner Associates, 'v.. and Educcmon Turnkey
Systems, Washington, ('.C meommq Reseorch and
Development Center, Pit siurgh, Pernnsylvania; and
Steiger, Fink and Kosecoff, Arlington,.Virginia

Completion: July 1977

Relationship Between Theory and Practice in Beginning Reading Instruction

Through a series of papers and conferences, this project attempts to (1) inte-
grate reodi'\g research and i'fs implicotions for school procﬁce, (2) specify criteria for
these criteria. -~ The major goals are 'fo uscg'tcnn whether ogreemenf exists on the

g0 \
 critical aspects of early. ms'fruc'non “and whether-current curricula reflect such a

consensus. )
Contractor: Learning Research and Development Center
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania i
o TN
Completion: July 1977

Reviews and Syntheses

The studies “discussed in the following paragraphs supplement NIE's data

collection efrorts by analyzing existing information.

S
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Activity-Based Approaches to Mathematics.~-Many mathematics programs

financed by compensatory education use the actual monivpullo'rion of physical objects
to teach mathematics in the belief Th;]‘l’ children learn best by progessing from the use
of concrete objects and pictorial materials to the use of symbols. This project has
examined existing information tb determine whether this teaching method is

effective for compensatory education pupils.

Contractor: Ohio State University
Columbus, Ohjo

I
|
Completed !

Defining the Locus and Nature of Reodihg Problems.-~Two contracts have been

awarded for the synthesis and re-analysis of data from studies of reading. One study
is using individual student data from recent. evaluations to expylore the relative
success of special reading programs in early and later grades, the long-term effects .
of such programs, and the effectiveness of various program components for reading
problems in specific population groups. The second contract has focused on secondary
"analyses of data on reading programs collected originally for the U.S. Office of
Education. The impact of various program characteristics on the acquisition of
particular reading skills is being examined using information about children in both

compensatory and regular reading programs.

Contractors: Harvard University

Cdmbridge, Massachuse tts
Completion: January 1977

International Reeding Association ‘ :

Newark, Delaware

Ccmpleted
T~ 180
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Effectiveness of Individualized Instruction.--This projeci is compiling evalua-

tion findings on the effectiveness of different types of individualized instruction to
identify characteristics of successful programis, including both compenso'f:ory educa-
tion programs and those serving a broader student population. Validdted descriptions
of a wide variety of individualized programs which have "'proven effective will be
analyzed in order to isolate those elements or combinations of characteristics which

are crucial to success.

Contractor: Educational Evaluation and Research, Inc.

Menlo Park, California
Completion: January 1977

Findings and Implications-of Previous Evaluations of Compensatory Education.--

Previous evaluations of compensatory education will be analyzed in .order to
determine (1) how these evaluations have contributed to the development of

evaluation methodology, (2) which of the techniques and instruments used proved

most satisfactory, (3) what previous findings imply about the nature of compensatory -

education expenditures and district practices over the last decade, and (4) the
strength ‘and validity of the inferences about educational achievement which have

been drawn from these evaluations.

Controctbr: American Institutes for Research
Palo Alto, California

Completion:  June 1977

-

Secondary Analysis of Data on the Effectiveness of Conipensatory Education.--

The major purpose of this study is to examine the effects of summer vacation on the
achievement of groups of students followed across grade .levels. The size and
consistency of the}"summer drop-off""will be explored for students of different »-itial

achievement levels, from different SES groups, and of different grade levels.
Contractor:  Stanford Research Institute I
Menlo Park, California |

Completion: February 1977 S
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- ADMINISTRATION

Study of Federal Administration (Planned)

= | \

This study is examining how Federal officials in HEW perform 'll"i'fle | admin-
istrative responsibilities, including funds. dis'ﬁ'ibution, monitoring, enforcement,
technical assistance, and evaluation. In addition to descriptive data, there will be
information on the degree to which factors such as Congressional input, internal HEW
coordination, staff assignment and utilization patterns, and communication from the

field'influence the way these responsibilities are carried out.

First report: July 1977

Completion: June 1978

Survey of Liegal Standards

This project examines how Title | and State compensatory education programs.
are regulated ina geographically representative sample of States and dnolyzes the
degree of clarity and consistency in Federal Title | regulations, the differences and
similarities between these and State regulations, and problems of iniplementation at

" the State and local levels.

Contractor: The Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law | .
- Washington, D.C. o o T

Completion: June 1977

Study of Louisville Title | Désegr_egotion

This project examines the extent to which current Title | regulations

accommodate the needs of a recently desegregated schoo! system. Because

\
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desegregation chongés former school service ofeos, these districts claim to have
difficulty "delivering services to students with special needs, while adhering to

regulations.

Cont actor: Jefferson County Education Consortium

Louisville, Kentucky

Completion: June 1977

Study of Parent Advisory Councils

- Nine case studies of_ loce! school districts, located in several States, are
examining variations.in (1) the nature of Parent Advisory Council involvement in Title
| administration, (2) the organizaticnai characteristics of PACs that are most. likely

" to be associated with different types of-parental involvement, and (3) State and local

administrative practices ~ontributing to parent participation.

Cdntractor: Kirschner sssociates, Inc.
Washington, D.C.

Preliminary Report: July. 1977

Completion: October 1977

‘-S'fudy of State Administration

This study has two purposes: (I) to provide a description of the nature and
amount of State management activities in the administration of Title 1, primarily
those relating to the interocﬁoﬁ between SEAs and LEAs; and (2) to ider{tify variables

which are correlated with State management, especially those which Congress can

influence. Survey and case study data will be obtained to achieve these objectives.

Joint contractors:: Booz Allen and Hamilton, inc.
' Washington, D.C., and
Syracuse Research Corporation

Syracuse, New York
Completion: May 1977 183
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Study of State Compensatory Education Programs (Planned)

The purpose of this study is to examine the programmatic and administrative
relationships between Title | and various State ‘compensatory education programs.
The s‘udy: W\fll provide information on (1) the differences between State compensatory
programs and Title 's (2) the impact these differences have on the types of
compensatory services FAs provide to.children and on the types of children servéd;
(3) the modifications whi-. - .n be made in the overoll Titie | Administrative system
that will facilitate coorciv: «n between Title | and State programs; and (4)
: ferences which can be ¢ -a::  om the ways in which States administer their own
pieyrems, about how Statas 1.yt v reect if the regulatory structure of Title | were

redue .5 or if Title | funds wwera v @il sic en a bloc-grant basis.

Completion: July (977 -

— . e e :
e Privaie-5ctitiol Students' Involvemert in Title |

" This project is concerned with the degr - to which Title I is now providing
private school students with the services to which they are entitled. It is
documenting serious probleﬁws and barriers to the effective delivery of such services

~and identifying v.ays of quaranteeing that eligible. nonpublic school students can
pariicipate effectively in Title I. S
Contractor: Coun.éi! on American ’rivate E4 cation

Vieshington, DLC.

Comp!ction: November 977

Rurc! Scnoot: Froject (Pla..ied)

This project is uvtilizing case studies *u examine whether “small rural school

districts have particular difficulties in impiﬁmehting Title I. "The study will analyze -




special problems these districts encuunter in implementing Title [ programs and wilil
indirate whether changes in the administrative structure would facilitate delivery of
services in such dis!ricts.

Completion: February 1978

. Test Bias and the Classification of Children

With the growing emphasis on children's rights, lawyers have become

increasingly concerned with. the conéﬁfuﬁonolity of labeling children, particulerly it

—

the testing instruments are themselves possibly biaser’. This project will prepare a

review of the relevant legal issues and case law precedents and identify ‘mplicutions

for compensatory education and Title 1.

Contractor: Paul Trachtenberg, Esq.

New Brunswick iNew Jersey
First report: March 1977

Corrp . ~iions wly 1977
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APPENDIX C. TITLE | FUNDS ALLOCA:‘I'ION PROCESS

Chapter |l included a brief summary of the process by which Title | funds are
allocated to school districts and to schools and s;udents within these districts. A

more detailed review of this process is presented below.

Title | has two sections: Part A, which provides grants to Local Educational
Agencies (LEAs), to State Educational Agencies (SEAs) programs, or;\d to the Bureau
of Indian Affairs; and Part B, which provides grants to States with high "effort" so
that States can choose LEAs in which to fund special projects. Table C-I
demo'ns'ffo'fes_how fiscal year 1977 funding for Title | was allocated nationwide among
different components of the program.” Table C-2 presents similar tabulations by
State. The remainder of this Appendix deals with grants to LEAs under Part A.

o
TABLE C-I
Title | Allocations for Fiscal Year 1977
Title | -- Part A: : |

7

Grants to local education agencies $1,700.3M
(in United States and Puerto Rico)

Girants to local education agencies 3.9M
(outlying areas) : o

Grants to State agency education programs:

. for handicapped children J 111.4M
~ for migrant children - 130.9M
for childreﬁ in institutions for the deliquent . I9.0M
for children in adult correctional institutions 7.8M
for children ir institutions for the negleéted. i 2.0M ‘
Grants to the Bureau of Indian Affairs ‘ 17.6M
Gfrqrr}'ﬁ olf‘Stote Education Agencies for administration TT21.2M
of Title
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Title | -- Part 2
Special incentive grants to !cral education agencies 24.5M

Spec.al grants to State Education Agencies for 0.2M
administration of Part B

Evaluation and Studies : 11.5M
PROCEDURES FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS

The calculation by the Office of Education (USOE) of grants for LEAs under
Fart A would be relatively straightforward if two condit'éns existed: (1) if
appropriations for Title | fully funded the authorizations e/sfﬁblished by Congress and

(2) if counts of low-income students (formula eligibles) were available for each LEA.

Under those circumstances each LEA would be entitled to a grant that would

equal the number of formula eligible children multiplied by 40% of the average per-

pupil expenditure in the LEA's State (State APPE). Only two constraints on LEAs '

entitlement would exist under these ideal conditions: (1) the State APPE would never
be calculated at less than 80% of the national APPE, nor at more than 120% of the
national APPE; and (2) an LEA would never receive less than 85% of its allocation in

‘the prior year.

In practice, neither condition exists, and the procedure is a great deal more
complicated. Except for the first year, Title | has never been fully funded, and counts
of low-income students by LEAs are available for only a few States. The first
proolem, inadequa:a fund'ng, means that LEA grants have to be adjusted until they
total the amount of .noney available (ratable reduction). The second, inadequate data
at the LEA ‘evel, means that USOE rarely calculates an LEA grant but, instead,
calculates grants to countizs, leaving to States the task of allocating county grants to
LEAs. USOE is able to compute "county grants" beccluse co.un'fs of eligible children
(Census poor and children in families recelvmg ossnstonce under the Ald for Dependent .

Children program).are available at the couniy level.
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Procedure for Formula Allocation to Counties

e QThe.precise amount allocated to each county is computed in two steps. First, a
formula is :J;;C]fo calculate "entitlements" for each county, which the LEAs in the
county would receive if Title | were fully funded at the amount authorized. Because
the -allocation cvailable for” LEA grants falls far short of the total "county"
entitlement, the entitlements are reduced in the second step until they equal the
money actually appropriated by Congress. All" entitlements are reduced by the same
percentage (ratable reduction) except that no county may receive less than 85% of its

previous allocation. The formula for computing en’ " 'ements is as follows:

o The number of formula "eligibles" is calculated. For each county
the total number of resident children in each of three categories
is identified, and the totals for the three categories are added. '

The categories are as follows:

(n The number of children aged 5 to |7, inclusive, from .
families beiow the poverty level'on the basis of the most
recent satisfactory data a:ailable from the Department of
Commerce. !’ '

£
/

At present, the data-used are 1970 Census count”  ‘hich refer to 1969
family income. The poverty level is a set of 124 poverty lines, each appro-
priagte to a different family type. Orshansky, who developed this poverty
definition, used two kinds of information to generate pcverty levels. The’
first is the cost of different kinds of families of a minimally adequate diet,
as defined in a Fcod Plan created by the Department of Agricuiture. The
second is the ratio of nonfood to food expenditures of low-income people,
taken originally from a 1955 Consumer Expenditure survey which she used to

~ estimate typical expenditures on other goods and services. The Survey of
these two affiounts created poverty levels for families with different
numbers of children and adults. Orshansky levels also vary according to the
age and sex of the head of the family, and according to whether the family
lives on a farm, and can therefore be expected to produce some of its own
food. There are no variations for the cost of living in different plcces.

| o
: < S
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(2)  Two-thirds of the number of children, aged 5 to 17, from
families receiving payments under Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) greater than the current

poverty level for a nonfarm family of four.2

(3} The number of children aged 5 to 17, inclusive, being
supported in foster homes’ with public 'fbnti's, or living in
institutions for neglected or deliquént children which
-depend on the .focal education agency for educational
services.3 (Institutions served By State ogehcies are

N eligible for full funding under the Part A State

agency set-aside.)

o The second part of the_fsrmulo is the "cost factor." Title | would,
at full funding, provide an additional 40% of edQcotibnol funding
for each eligible child. The cost factor is based on this ratio of

- 0.4 on. each Sfdie‘é"ravg;aé;curren'f expenditure per pupil .and on
the nofionol average, which ‘is used to set maximum and minimum
rates. '

(n If the State average per pupil expenditure (APPE) is less
than 80% of the national APPE, then the cost factor is.0.4
. times 80% of the national APPE.

The AFDC counts used in fiscal year 1977 refer to January 1976. The AFDC\
number is meant to be a rough measure of the AFDC "non-poor." This year \
there were fewer than 600,000 children counted under this section compared -
te 7.7 million "poor" children. The "AFDC eligibles" are ‘concentrated in a
small number of States with high levels of AFDC payments. These States,
by assisting their poor, bring some of them out of poverty, so that they are
no longer eligible to be counted under the Orshansky criterion. By addingin
an estimate of the AFDC nonpoor, Title | attempts to avoid penalizing these

States for their generosity.

“There are approximately 200,00 foster chtldren and 70,000 neglected and
delinquent children .(including 1,700 in adult corréctiona! institutions)
counted under this section in [977. These children cannot be counted under

. the poverty definition, which excludes the institutionalized population and
“.children not living with their families. ' S

189
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(2)  If the State APPE is greater than 120% of the national
APPE, then the cost foctor is 0.4 'nmes 120% of the
national APPE.

(3)  If the State APPE is between 80% and 120% of the national
" APPE, then: the cost factor is 0.4 times the State APPE.”

Table C-3 summarizes the WGy in which, each county's allocation is
computed. '

TABLE C-3

Process of computing each county's allocation:

Entitlement = (P + AFDC + NDF) ‘ x .4 SAPPE
. Ist multiplier 2nd multiplier

Allocation = Entitlement , x' CA

P = * # of children from poor families defmed b)' U S. Census (Orshonsky
Index) i

AFDC ° = .67 children from poor families recelvmg AFDC poymenfs above
poverty \

NDF - = children in institutions for the neglected ond delinquent, and in pUb|lC|)'

) supported foster homes .

SAPPE =  State average per-pupll expenditure (wn'fhm Ilmlts) ,

CA = LEA share of Congressnonol Appropr cmon as a propor'non of entitle-
ment sum (.393 in 1975-77)

4

The -cost foctor is a crude adjustment for educational cos*s It hos been
explained in various ways. One argument is that high.cost areas need
proportionally more aid to purchase equivalent services, and that, expendi-
tures are a good rough meausure of costs. Another prlon_oflon is that the

- cost factor is an appropriate reward for effort. It should be noted that the
State APFE figures include some Federal money. T« definition of State
expenditures includes all current expenditures except aid under Titles I, I, .
and |ll, ESEA. - The numbers currently used refer to |974-7S expendltues.
The cost factors in use range from $414.15 to $621.22. The minimum applies
to 15 States; the maximuim tqQ 3 States and tha District of Columbia. (Cost
of education indices are bemg studied under contract to NCES. ) - /




& .

Procedures for Subcounty Allocation to LEAs _ | . /

After the entitlements oLe ratably reduced, each Stoffe Educational Agency is
notified of the amount which it and the counties of the State are eligible to receive
under Title I. In the few States in which counties ‘are coterminous with LEAs this

- procedure results in USOE calculating allocations to the LEXs, "

However, in most States, county and LEA bounuaries do not coihcide, and the
States are responsible for aliocating Title | funds to districts within county boundaries
.or to districts cross‘ing‘county boundaries. This procedure frequently is termed
"subcounty blloco‘tion.'". The ruleos governing subcounty allocation by LEAs are

described below.

The Title | statute does not provide unlimited discretion to the SEAs with
- respect to the subcounty allocation of Title | funds. The statute provides that the
county allocation” . . . shall be allocated among those (lccal educational) agencies
upon such equitable basis as may be determined by the State Ecjucdtionol Agency in
accordance with basic criteria established by the Commissioner."

The criteria established by the Commissioner set forth in the regulations
generally provide-that the SEA must suballocote the Title | funds on the basis of
available data which it considers best reflcct the current distribution of eligible

children from low-income families.

_ Preliminary results from NIE's study of subcouﬁ"{y allocation procedures
indicate that: / . \ o .
o In four States and the District of Columbia, subcounty allocation is

unnecessary, since all districts are coterminous with county boundaries.

o Twen'fy-"fou“r States attempt to replicate the Federal formula in sub-

county allocation.

0

o The pther 22 use'a variety of methods--most of them based on counts of ‘

children meeting alternative poverty criteria.

191 ‘
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P"ROCEDU_RES FOR,ALLOCATING FUNDS WiTHIN SCHOOL DISTRICTS
. / . ".‘ B s
Hovmg recewed a Title | allocation, on/LEA must select schools eligible for
Title | funded services, target specific schools from among those deeme:i eligible, ond
determine which students within those schools wnII receive services. A brief
", discussion of these procedures follows.

-, .

0

_Choosi_ng Eligible Schools | °

The basic requnrement gnverning selec'non of eligible schools by the LEA is
that school attendance areas must be selected having high concentrohons of children
<from low:- lncome families. The term "o'f'fendonce areas” is used in the siatute
| because oII needy children living in a targeted attendance area are potentially ellglble
for serwces regclrdless of which public or *private school they attend. O’fhe.
" provisions of the law, as well as U.S. Office of. Education regulcmons, serve to

|nterpret and explicate this most basic requnrement. "

Boslcolly, an LEA is required to select one or severol measures of poverty to -
determine the number of children, oged 5 to 17, from poor fo"'lles, resldlng in the
LEA as a whole and in each attendance area. Eoch attendance area with a per-
centage of poor children at least as high as the overoge for the district is eligible;
alternatively, an LEA can choose to rank areas based on the number rather than the
percentage of.-poor children,” deeming those. areas eligib'le.which'hove a number of
‘poor children at least ot high as the average attendance area in the LEA. Both.
methods mey be usad simJltoneously. An LEA may. declare ‘schodls’/‘eligfblé' which
have either large numbers or high concentrohons of poor children, as long as the total
number of oﬁ‘endonce areas selected by the comblned me'fhod does nst exceed the -

-’a".

number which could have been choan by el'fher method olone.

o)
1 . ‘

: . -
Choosing between the percentage and the number method to award e,hglblhfy
stotus to oﬁendonce oreos |s only one of the major criteria for determmmg whlch of
“an LEA's attendance greas is ehglble for Title I. Several additional prqcedures are

also important.

°



The Three-Year Hold-Over Optf/ion.--This procedure was introduced by the

/
Education Amendments of 1974 and p’rovided that a school attendance area which-
fails to meet the eligiblity criteriq, but which met such criteria and received Title |
services in either of the 2 preceding fiscal years, shall be deemed to be eligible. The

Congressional intent was to give continuity to Title | programs through substained
eligibility.

The Selection of Poverty Measures.--When LEAs apply to SEAs for funding,.

they may have, wth SEA approval, the freedom to select the poverty measure, or
combination of poverty measures, which will define poverty levels for the various
school attendance areas. A partial list of poverty measures which LEAs may employ
is found in the U.S. Office of Education publication "Title I ESEA: Selecting Target

Areas," and m(.ludes
o Number of children whose families receive AFDC

) Number of children from families below poverty level according
to U.S. Census

o Number of children eligible for daily free, and reduced price,

“lunch at school

o" ‘ School survey
o Health statistics
o Housing statistics
0 Employmenf statistics
o) Other ‘ ) =

LEAs can use one or more measures, or any combination of measures, but they must

apply these measures consnsfently across schools.
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Eligibility by Actual Attendance.--The tduc«mon Arnendmen'rs of |97l& pro-

vided that an LEA could, at its discretion, deern any schoo! eligible for Title | -
ments in which "the proportion of children in actual averace daily attendance from
low- mcome fomllles is subs'ron'nolly the same as the proportion of such chxldren in (an
eugrbfe"f’rendonce area) of that agency.*"

The amendments reflect a Congressional concern that, in an o'r'rendonce area
in which children of poor families constitute only a small percentage of chlldren
resident in the areaq, bu'r in whiich large numbers of nonpoverty children do not attend

the local schools, the attendance areas would be deemed mellglble despite the fact

-that the children.of poor—families-consitute a- high- percentage of the ch..dren in

actual attendance. The amendment enables such a school to be ellglble for TIT|‘|
funds.

‘

The "No-Wide-Variance" Option.--Anothe, option sometimes available 'ro LEAs

is the "no-wnde—vorxonce" rule:
In. cer'rcnn cases, the whole of a school district may be regarded as an
area hovmg a high concentration. . .children (of low income families)
and be approved as a prOJec'r areq, but only if there are not wide !
variances in the concentrations of such children omong the several

school attendance areas in 'rhe school district.

Thus, if an LEA can establish to the satisfaction of its SEA that there ore "no-
wide-variances," all attendance areas become eligible. Under the new regulohons,
the standard is that the variction between the highest ond lowest percen'roge of
children from low-income families is not more than one-third the average of;low-
income children for the district as a whole. “!

Thirty Percent* Rule.--A fmol op'rlon formerly described in" Title |, ESEA

Selecting Target Areas, and curren'rly oppeormg Ain the _revised 1976 regulohons is

that with the .approval of the SEA ". . . an area with 30% or mors of the chnldren_

from such (low-income) families may be designated as a project arza. This rule
apparently originated following expressed Congressional concern that inflexible

targeting regulations could. result in an LEA with a high incidence of péverty
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declaring ineligible schools with 25% or 30% low-income enrollment, although a
neightoring district with a lower incidence of poverty might declare eligible a school

with only 10% low-income enrollment.

Selecting Schools

Having developed ite list of eligible attendance areas, the LEA must choose
which schoois it wiil "target"--that 1S, fund, The law and regulations impose two

constraints on LEAs in choosing which of the eligible' schools to fund.

One is the so-called "no-sklp" provision, formerly orhculcn‘ed by USOE in
Program Guide #44, Section 4.6, and presently appearing in the 1976 revised
tegulations. In genera!, the "no-skip" provision provides that an LEA cannot designate
an eligible schoel attendance ofeo as an area to be served by a program unless all
- attendance areas with a higher percentage or number of children from low-income
families have been so designated. The new regulations now provide that an
attendance areu need not be targeted, i.e., it may be "skipped," if the LEA can

demonstrate that educational need is greater in other, lower-ranked eligible areas.

The second constraint is the requirement that every Title | program be " .. of
sufficient size, scope, and quality to give resonable promise of substantial progress

toward meeting (the needs of educationally deprived children)."

Student Eligibility and Selection

Alfhough attendance area eligibility is determined by economlc criteria,

student eligiblity is based on low ochlevemem‘ descnbed by existing regulcmons as:

- « .those children who have need for specific educational assistance in
order ‘that their level of educational attainment may be raised to that

appropriate for children of their age.



The final step in the process is the selection of children to be served from
among those who are eligible and the determination of the amount and type o‘ service

each should receive. Specifically, the regulations provide that:

The project for which an application for a grant is made by a local
education agency should be designed to meet the spec 2! educational
needs of those educationally deprived children who have the areratest

need for assistance.

Program Requirements Designed to Ensure That Title { Is An "Add On" -

A school district might spend evel;y penny of "Title | money" on "Title |
projects," without Title | children reaping the full benefit of the additional funds--
their share of locally provided services could simply be reduced, so that, in effect,
some of the aid goes to other children or back to the taxpayer. - This is a prcblem in
all grant programs, hardly unique to Title I. An elaborate set of requirements

however, is designed to prevent this diversion of effort. These requirements include:

Maintenance of Effort.--Requirements intended tfo prevent LEAs and States

from reducing their level of per-pupil expenditure, using ,;Ti'rle | to compensate for the

difference.

Comparability.--Requirements intended to ensure;that the services provided to

the target population are comparable (i.e., cpproximately equal), to the services

provided to nontarget populations, before the addition of Title | services.

General Aid Prohib'i'rions.-—Requiremen'rs intfended to ensure that Title | funds

are used as categorical aid to meet the needs of educctionally deprived children, and

not used for the general needs of the schools or the s'rude_;n'r body at large.
Supplanting.--Requirements intended to ensure that (1) school attendance

areas and children participating in Title | programs are not penalized in the provisions

of State and local funds because they are receiving special assistance under Title [;

. (2) Title | funds may only be used to pay for the excess cost of programs; and (3) in no

case may Title | funds (a) replace State and local funds that would be provided but
for the existence of Title | or, {(F; be used to pay for services which are ordinarily
provided in nonproject areas «ith State and local funds.
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