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PREFACE.

rhe Compensatory Education Study on which this report is based was requested

by Cangress 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 beonn in February of 197r, onW after
Congress had reviewed an official research plan submitted by NIE; it was funded with
$15 million specially s-:t aside frorri the Title 1 program appropriation. Results of the
study will be reported directly to\the President and to the Congress.

This direct responsibility to Congress led N1E to Ansure that the studyPould be
planned and integrated within the Institute. A special staff was stablished to
conduct the study, and it was placed in NIE's Educational Equity- Group. That sta'ff

has planned and closely managed the 35 research projects that'make up the study and
is responsible for writing this and subsequent reports.

The staff is organized into four iearnsStudent Development, Demonstrations,

AdministrativP c,tudies, and Funds Allocation. Joy Frechtling" manages Student
Development, with Peirce Hammond, Marjorie Kulash, and-Tanet Taylor. Ann Milne

manages Demonstrations, wit'l Gilbert Hoffmdn, Martin Chong, and William Hulten..
Donald Burnes manages Administrative Studies, with Christopher Wheeler and Abdin

Noboa. Responsibilities for Funds Allocafio are divided between Alison Wolf and
Charles Troob; they have recently been pine by Joseph Wilkes. Margot Nyitray and

James Harvey manage major research Oroject across several areas of the study and
have had special responsibilities in the pr aration of this report. Nyitray wrote
Chapter III and Harvey served as report coordiriertor. Joyce Harris, Evangeline Ring,

Katherine Blacknall. an6 Loretta Barnes provide clerical support for the staff.

The study's contractors and their projects are identified in Appendix B. The

work of the contractors and 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 Glennan. Chairman Owen
Peagler of the National Advisory Council on the Education of Disadvantaged Children

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

11



of -the study, Os were a great number of educati.A.-3' agencies and associations at the
Federal, State, and local levels. The staff of the U.S. Office of, Education's Division
for the Education of the Disadvantaged has been unfailingly open and helpful
throughout the study.

Members of the NIE staff too numerous to mention have offered expert advice

on research and helped select contractors. Spccial thanks are due Harold Hodgkingon,

Emerson Elliott, Harold 'Delaney, and Marshall Smit'h' for their suggestions and
contributions to the study and this report.

r.;

Paul Hill, Director

N1E Compensatory Education Study

Iris Rotherg, 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, instructe.d the National Institute of
'Education (N1E) to conduct a study of compensatory education, including compen-
satory programs financed by States and those financed under authority of Title I 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 districts serving
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

Consider alternative ways of meeting these children's needs

o Consider the feasibility, costs, and 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 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. NIE is required to examine

pensatory education, in general, and to piovide Congress. with specific recom-
mendations about the range of possible objectives, funding methods, administrative

techniques, and educational programs.

13
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FIRST INTERIM REPORT OBJECTIVES

This interim report is the first of three requested by Congress. 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 ptovide Congress with

a complete description of NIE's strategy in responding to the man&ite. Therefore,- the

report provides a comprehensive account of what is being studied and Vvhat information

will be provided in the seconcrinterim and final reports.

The second objective is fo present new dato from the N1E. National Survey of

Compensatory Education, asepresentative survey of Title I 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
information on the nature of compensatory services funded by Title I and State
compensatory education programs qnd on the tharacteristics of students receiving

these services.

RESEARCH STRATEGY

The provisions of Section 821 can be seen as including two major 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 might be improved. This report describes how the Institute's

reseorch strategy combines these two requests. It also discusses (I) the fundamental

purposes of compensatory education programs and (2) the manner 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 1 and its various amendments, accompanying House and Senate

reports, and Congressional debates. Those sources indicated that Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act had three fundamental purposes:

14
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o To provide financial assistance to school districts in relation to their

numbers of low-income children and, within those school districts, to

schools with the greatest numbers of low-income students

o To fund special serVices for low-achieving children in the poorest

schools

o To contribute to, the cognitive, emotional, social, or physical develop-

ment of participating, students

NIE's strategy for assessing compensatory education programs begins with the

recognition that the program has several purposes. It differs from the early national

evaluations of Title I, which considered only the third fundamental purpose--

contributing to childr:en's development--and often rendered judgments on the efficacy

of the program without accounting for the diverse ways in which Local Education

Agencies, (LEAs) had implemented .it. The research is designed to provide clear

information about, what Title I is accomptishing toward achievement of each

fundamental purpose and to examine the feasibility and effects of alternative ways of

oi-ganizing Title I.

*To obtain these kinds of information the Institute is conducting research on all

aspects of the pi-ogram. Studies cover the processes by which Title I allocates funds,

delivers services, and helps students, and also include research on the ways in which

Federal& State, and local administration determines 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



Funds Allocation

NIE's research examines the effects of current procedures for distributing
compensatory funds and assesses the implications of alternative allocation methods.

The research on current procedures will indicate how actual allocation patterns
correspond to Title l's fundamental purpose of providing additional money to low-
income districts and schools. It will also show how Title i grants affect both the
overall distribution of educational expenditures among LEAs and the level of
educational spending within LEAs.

The work on alternative funds allocation procedures exdrnines two issues that

Were prominent in the 1974 Congressional debates: (1) pcx:sible 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 1 funds. As

part of the researsh on achievement criteria, NIE has implemented experimental
projects in 13 sc-hool districts which will serve as demonstrations of the effects ot

changing from poverty to achievement criteria in the selection of eligible schools
within districts. ME 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 examining Title l's achievement of

its second purpose, i.e., to provi ie special services to selected children. The first
,TeSUlts of the survey are summarized in Chapter III. Results are reported on (1) the

scope of compensatory education; (2) the range of services provided with the Title I

funds; (3) the characteristics of the students receiving compensatory services; and (4)

the characteristics of compensatory instruction.

Student Development

Research in this area-addresses the third of Title l'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

xiv
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development, that of identifying which characteristics of compensatory instructional

services are most likely to increase pupils' reading and mathematics achievement.

The research also will examine the prevalence of these characteristics in current
compensatory education programs and indicate how their adoption can be-Tpromoted

by the way a Federal compensatory program is designed and administered. The

studies focus on four features of instruction which appear to be especially important

in determining children's learning; i.e,, individuarzed instruction, instructional

setting, time spent in instruction, and teacher training. The major resea
examining the relationship of these variables to student achievement is thn

Instructional Dimensions Stud); wnich :ncludes 12,000 1st and 3d grade students in 440

classrooms.

Administration

Research in this area will provide information on the Federal, State, and local

administration of Title I. Although improving educational administration is not one of

the fundamental purposes of Title 1, it is clearly a major factor in determining

whether the program serves the intended purposes. NIE's research has three major

objeCtives: (1) to describe the process by which administrators transform the
provisions of the Title 1 statute and appropriations into educational services; (2) to

identify, to the extent. possible, the factors that affect the way in which the Title 1

program has been implemented; and (3) to determine whether and in what ways
Congress may be able to influence local Title 1 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 sample of Title 1 school districts, which include some grades

in the range from kindergarten through 8th 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 compen-
satory educaWn teachers, and PAC chairpersons. The figures reported represent

17
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national estimates based on the data from the sampled districts. Statements made

about the characteristics of "compensatory education" students, teachers, or services

refer to Title 1- and/or State-funded compensatory programs. Where the information

represents Title 1 only, it is so indicated. The remainder of this summary presents
some of the survey's principal findings.

The Scope of Compensatory Education

During the 1975-76 school year, Title 1 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 1 funds.

CoMpensatory programs involve many public school students and teachers.
From the survey data, it is estimated that in Title 1 districts:

An average of 90% of the schools classified by LEAs as eligible
receive frOe t Tunds:

o An average of 57% of the children classified by LEAs as eligible
participate in Title 1 programs.

o Approximately 5.9 million public school students in grades K-8
receive Title 1 or State-funded compensatory education services.

This is 19.5% of all public school' children,enrotled in those grades.

An estimated 116,218 nonpublic schobl students or approximately

5% of the total enrollment in nonpublic schoojs receive Title 1-
funded compensatory services.

o Of all public elementary school teachers in 1975-76, an estimated

111,087, or 9.5% of the total, were involved for some portion of

their time in providing compensatory education instruction.

1 8
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According to data from district applications, Title 1 funck paid the

salaries of an estimated 8% of the elementary school teachers in

these districts.

o Title 1 funds paid the salaries of an estimated 54% of all teachers'

aides in Title 1 districts.

The Range of Services Provided With Title 1 Funds

The services provided with Title 1 funds are quite diverse and vaiy to some

extent with "the'economic status of the school districts that receive them. From

preliminary analises;: based oft Title 1 applications, it appears that:

o The national average share of the Title 1 budget spent on
instructional services is 76%. However, when districts are

classified by econronic status (averac.,, family income), lower

income districts spend 20% less of their Title 1 budget than
wealthier districts on instructional services.

o The national average share of the Title ! ilstructional budget
spent on reading is 53%.

o The national average share of the Tirie i ilibtructional budget
spent on mathematics is 19%.

o The national average share of the Title 1 instructional budget

spent on language arts is 10%.

I
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The budgeted national average Title I expenditure per pupil
participating in the program is $347. For instructional services,
the budgeted national average Title 1 expenditure per participant
is $263.1

Title 1 districts use these funds to finance a variety of instructionbl 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 1 districts
fund more than one compensatory service. From the survey, it is estmated that:

o 69% of Title 1 districts use Title 1 funds for reading.

o 5% of these districts use Title 1 funds for mathematics.

o 38% use Title 1 funds to support preschool/kindergarten readiness
programs.

o 30% provide instruction in language aris.

o 28% provide resource centers/and 21% support libraries.

o 20% provide medical and dental services.

The Characteristics of Students Receiving Services

Students in Title 1 districts appear to be concentrated in grades 1-6, with
similar proportions in each of these grades; ve-ry few are in jur ior or senior high school.
There is a significantly higher concentration of minority group children among
compensatory education students than in total enrollment in Title 1 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
applications 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



o 54% of compensatory education students are White, compared to
75% of total enrollment.

34% of compensaiory education students. are Black, compared to
19% of total enrollment.

o 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:

o 50% receive compensatory instruction in reading.

o 44% receive compensatory instruction in mathematics.'

o 35% receive compensatory instruction in language arts.

o 14% receive compensatory instruction in social/cultural studies.

12% receive compensatory instruction in science.

o 5% receive compensatory instruction in special education/learning

o 3% receive compensatory instrOction in English as a second language.

The Characteristics of Compensatory Instruction

Many compensator'y education students receive instruction in more than one
subject matter area; the average amount of time spent in compensatory instruction is
5V2 hours per week. This is an average of 25% of the total time available for learning.



Remedial reading, mathematics, and language arts are the three subjects

most often provided to compensatory education students. The following
features characterize compensatory instruction in these subjects. Based on the

survey it is estimated that:

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

thcse in mathematics, and 63% of those in language arts programs

receive this instruction outside their regular classrooms.

o The average size of the class in which compensatory education

students receive compensatory instruction is 9 students for
reading and 14 students for language arts and mathematics.

o The amount of time spent,in compensatory education classes is

approximately 4 hours per week for reading and language arts, and

3 hours per week for mathematics.

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
legislation of the 93d Congress, extended and changed the lernentary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965, and extended other Federal educc.. n programs including the
Education of the Handicapped Act, and the Adult Education Act, as well as the
impact aid, Indian education, and emergency school aid programs.

The law also directed.various Federal agencies to conduct studie; ond reurveys
so that Congress might have the benefit of mare up-to-date and accurate information
during its future consideration of legislation to assist elementar, and secondary
education. Among these directives is Section 821 of the Education Amendments,
which instructs the National Institute of Education (N1E) to conduct a study of
compensatory education, including compensory programs financed by States and
those funded under authority of Title 1 of the Elementary 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.1

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

(1) 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: (1) the Assistant Secretary forEducation study the accuracy of the measure of poverty used in the Title I
formula; (2) the Secretaries of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), andCommerce, study the feasibility of updating counts of low-income childrenused in the formula; and (3) the Secretary of HEW report on the number of
low-income children who participate in Title I 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 Education (OE) is conducting astudy of the "sustaining _effects" of Title 1 programs--the degree to which
achievement gains resulting froin Title I 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, i 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 States, to State Educational
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 mich areas;

(5) Not more than 20 experimental programs, which.shall be reason-

ably geographically representative, to be administered by the
Institute, in cases where the Institute determines that such
experimental programs are necessary tc carry out the purposes of

clauses (1) through (4), and the Commissioner of Education is
authorized, notwithstanding any proviSion of Title 1 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education 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 1 (in cases where

the agency eligible for such grant agrees to.such use) in order to

carry out such experimental programs. 2

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 prayided 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."
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(6) Findings and recommendations, including recommendations for
changes in such Title I or for new legislation, with respect to the
matters studied under clauses (I) through (5).

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 N1E 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 Education Amendments of 1976, Public Law 94-482, amended
the requirements so that the report of September 1977 v:ill be considered a second
interim document to be followed by the final'report in September 1978.

This volume is the first of the interim reports requeSted by COngress.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

A short discussion of why Congress requested NIE to conduct this study may be
useful in understanding the research strategy.

Briefly, it appears that Members of Congress, specifically of the House
Committee on Education and Labor, requested the study because they: (1) required
information ion which to base decisions about possible legislative changes in Title 1; 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 I program. For example,
Representative Albert Quie of Minnesota sponsored H.R. 5163, a bill which would have
required that Title I allocations to States, Local Educational Agencies, and schools be
based on the number of students achieving poorly on tests in reading and mathematics.
Thus the number of low.--achieving students, and not the number of low-income
students, would have determined Title 1 allotments.

2 5
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Another 'legislative proposal, the Better Schools Act of 1973 (H.R. 5823),
introduced by Representative Alphonzo Bell, would have distributed Federal aid to

-educatioh by means of a specinl revenue sharing program. This bill would_ have
consolidated several Federal programs designed to help.specific categor les of students,
including Title I and the Education of the Handicapped Act, into one grant. Each State
receiving a grant woold have had greater discretion in determining how to spend the
funds than is possible under The categorical approach.

Finally, although Congress decided to continue allocating Title I funds on the
basis of numbers of low-income children, the formula for counting such children
appeared to need reconsideration. Title 1 allocations until 1974 were based on the
numbers of children in families with annual incomes bflow $2,000 and in families
receiving more than $2,000 in 'assistance under AFDC (Aid for Families with
Dependent Children). A revision of the Title I formula seemed necessary because 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 addition, the
number of children from families receiving payments over $2,000 annua4 under
AFDC had increased quite dramatically since 'AFDC counts had been included in the
Title I formula, heavily influencing the pattern of Title 1 allocations. However, the
authorizing committees_in both the Senate and the House of Representatives did not
have adequate information on the likely consequences of enacting alternative
formulas. The committees -. were unable, for example, to project accurately the
effects of changing from a poverty- to an achievement-based forrnula on the
allocation of Title I funds.

Prior evaluations of compensatory.programs, and in partieular of Title I, were
another source of Congressional concern which led to the acceptance of Section 821;
a key element of the Congressional dissatisfaction was that most prior evaluations of
Title 1 based assessments of effectiveness only on the effects 3n student achievement
and not on the achievements of the program as a whole. The charge to evaluate a
national program is not satisfied by a study of the effects/of some of its services.
The House Report on the Education Amendments of 1974 stated:

. . . there are few evaluation reports which show scientifically the
success of Title 1 on a national level; but that failure is not so much a
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failure of the program as it is a failure to understand the nature of the
program. .. .Title 1 provides direct aid to local school districts to use as

they see fit to improve the education of educationally deprived children.
Many school districts, in exercising this local decisionmaking, have felt
that it is more important to use substantial amounts of money to meet
health and nutritional needs of their_students than to concentrate solely
on remedial reading and mathematics. Thefefore, to judge those
programs according to the sole criterion of -reading achievement is an

invalid evaluation of their effectiveness.

These concerns about the need for imprOved data and. more coMprehensive
examination of the Title 1 program haNie contributed to NIE's evaluation strategy,

THE REPORT

This is the, first of the required interim reports to be submitted to Congress
since the NIE s'tudy began.3 The report has -been written to provide a complete
description, of the Institute's- strategy in response to Section 821 of the 1974
Education Amendments. As*such, it is intended to be,a clear and complete account of
what is being studied and what information will be provided in the second interim and
final reportsi. . In addition, the repcirt presents some new data from the NIE National

Survey of Connpensatory Education, which examined services offered under Title land
other compensatory education prograMs. The results of most other studies will be
reported in September 1977; the 'r:emainder will be reported upon in September 1978.

RESEARCH STRATEGY

The provisions of Section 821 can be tonceived of as two major requests from
Congress. The first requires NIE to assess the effectiveness of compensatory

3 An informal report describing the major contracts awarded at the time was
submitted in August 1975. See Interim Report No. 1: Compensatory
Education Study. Washington, D.C., National Institute of Education, August
1975.
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education programs in meeting their fundamental purposes, and the second charges
NIE with- an examination of alternative methods by which the effectiveness of
compensatory programs might be improved. This chapter describes how the
Institute's research strategy combined these two requests and discusses: (1) the
fundamental purposes of compensatory education programs; and (2) the manner in
which the Institute proposes to assess the 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 built
into the program.

The originators of such compensatory education programs as Title I 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

4symbolizing society's commitMent to helping the disadvantaged. Although it is
cpossible to speculate about what the basic objectives might be, the debates, statutes,
and official legislative reports that established the program contain a specific set of
fundamental purposes, which are discussed below.

Compensatory education includes a number of Federal and State programs in
addition to ESEA Title I. This study reviews them, and later reports will
have special sections devoted to State compensatory education/programs.
However, the relative size, and scope, and the long history of-Title 1 mark it _

as the most impottant of the compensatory education programs. In order to
ensure adequate depth and Scope for the study, NIE chose to focus most
attention on Title I.

1-6
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Financial Assistance.--The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

(Public Law 89-10) was formally entitled "an Act to strengthen and improve
educational quality and educational opportunities in the Nation's elementary and
secondary Schools."5 It thus was a cornerstone of an emerging Federal interest in

equality of educational opportunity. Enactment of the ESEA was the culmination of

decades of conflict concerning whether the Federal Government should provide aid to

elementary and secondary schools and whether students in private schools should

benefit. The Act established the Federal interest in elementary and secondary
education and clearly included'private school students among its beneficiaries.

Section .101 of Title 1 of ESEA, entitled "Declaration of Policy," is a state-
ment of the program's funding objectives. Section 101 states:

In recognition of fhe special educational needs of children of low-income

families, and the impact that concentrations of low-income families have

on the ability of local educational agencies to support adequate
educational programs, the Congress hereby declares it to be-the policy of

the United States to provide 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 improvement in this

country." Title 1, the largest of the ESEA programs, therefore, Was intended to be

the principal Federal method for improving educational quality and educational
opportunities for children in school distridts serving areas with large numbers of low-

income children.

The House of Representatives' report accompanying the 19'74 Education

Amendments reiterated that "a principal motivation. . .was the desire to distribute
substantial Federal aid to school districts experiencing difficulty in funding-adequate

5 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 1 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act: To provide 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 onlr,purpose of Title 1, evaluation would simply require an accounting
of its effects on the distribution of funds. As the legislation makes clear, however,
districts receiving Title 1 assistance are obligated to spend it in certain ways, and
these requirements imply the existence of additional fundamental purposes for Title I.

Providing Educational Services.--The Declaration of Polk* also states that
local educational agencies are required to use Title 1 funds "to expand and improve

their educational programs by varlous means. . .which contribute particularly to
meeting the special educational needs of educationally deprived children." Although

the Congressional originators of Title I 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 targeted on children with special needs. The exact

nature of the services was left to the judgment of local educators.

Section 141 of Title 1 expands upon the general instruction cited in the
Declaration of Policy and makes school district eligibility for Title 1 grants

contingent upon assurances that funds would be used for programs: (I) designed to
meet the "special educational needs of children in .school attendance areas having

high .concentrations" of low-income children; and (2) of "sufficient size, scope, and

quality to- give reasonable promise of substantial progress toward meeting those
needs." In addition, the same- section requires assurance: that Title 1 funding

supplement rather than supplant non-Federal funding available for Title 1 students,

and "to the extent practical, increase the level of funds that would be made available

for the education of pupils participating" if Federal funds were not available.
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Based on the consistent and recurring intent of Congress from 1965 to 1974,
the second fundamental purpose of Title I is: To fund special services for low-
achieving children in the poorest schools.

Student Development.--Congress did not mandate the exact nature of the
services to be delivc:red under Title 1, nor did it precisely define educationally
disadvantaged children.6 However, it appears clear that Congress was concerned
with the connection between poverty and low achievement and hoped that the
provision of Title 1 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
between 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 1, "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 1 is not ly a program to enhance 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

, 75% of Title 1 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 I to require
an annual repor t from the Secretary of HEW on: (1) the number of low-
income children who participate in Title 1 projects and the number who do
not, and (2) the number of educationallj, 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."
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auxiliary services such as guidance and counseling programs or cultural
enrichment. Title 1 is not basically a social services prograr.,3
however, such social services are necessary if education is to take
place.

Perhaps the most useful, brief sunimary of the uses Of Title 1 funds found
acceptable by Congress can be found the same Senate rePort. It said: "In
approprinte circumstances, Title f. funds may even be used for auxiliary services, such

as food, medical or dental services, and clothing, but the emphasis is on education."

Thus, the third fundamental purpose established in Congressional intent is: To
contribute to the cognitive, emotional, social, or physical development of participa-
ting- students. These three fundamental purposes of Title I 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 importance of the
respective purposes. Although some Congressional statements imply that the
purposes form a hierarchy in which Title 1 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 EDUCATION

The eValuation of Title I must start from the recognition that the program has
several purposes, and to focus exclusively on one improperly ignores the others.
Evaluation must ako acknowledge that Title 1 operates through the Federal system,
and that State and local governments determine what it will be in practice by
delivering the services their own students need. Although there is only one Federal
Title I program, i.e., only one basic framework of laws and policies, it operates
differently in every State, in 14,000 school districts, and in countless classrooms.
Thus, to understand and evaluate Title 1 it is necessary to consider the ways in which
Federal policy interacts with the actions of States and local educational agencies that
actually implement the program.
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The early national evaluations of Title I considered only the third fundamental

purpose--contributing 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 sortie important truths about Title I: it
has several objectives, and under it LEAs deliver a range of services with a variety of
aims and emphases to a diverse set of beneficiaries. In contrast to earlier
evaluations, therefore, NIE's strategy is designed to (,I) provide clear information
-about what Title I is accomplishing toward achievement of each fundamental purpose

and (2) examine the implications of alternative Ways of organizing the efforts of the
Federal, State, and local governments to achieve these purposes.

The first kind of information reflects what the program has accomplished to
date and helps readers understand how the program operates so they can judge
whether the program's achievements 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 techniques. From the second kind
of information, Members of Congress can determine which types- 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 about changing and improving compensatory education 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
organized into the four areas of funds allocation, service delivery, student develop-
ment, and administration. The individual research projects are described in Appendix
B. Chapters II, Ill, 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 II. FUNDS ALLOCATION

This chapter describes research on the ways in which the existing system for
allocating compensatory education funds serves Title l's first fundamental purpose--
providing money for districts an& schools serving low-income children. It also
describes research on possible alternative allocation methods which were prominent
in Congressional debates about Title 1 in 1974. Following a brief outline Of the
current funds allocation system, three principal research areas are discussed.

o A discussion of research on the funding patterns created by the
current allocation system. This discussion concerns the way in
which Title I funding is related to the demographic and locational
characteristics of counties, LEAs, and schools. The research
also examines the ways in which Title 1 grants affect both the
overall distribution of educational expenditures among LEAs and
the level of educational spending within LEAs.

-A discussion of research on the eftects of possible changes in the
definition of poverty on the allocation of Title I funds.

o A discussion of research on the effects of changing the Title 1
eligibility criterion from poyerty to achievement. The section
includes a report on the demonstration projects which NIE is
operating in 13 school districts under the "experimental pro-
grams" authority granted by Sections 821 and 150.

REVIEW OF CURRENT FUNDS ALLOCATION SYSTEM\

At present, Title I funds are distributed using an\, allocation system which
involves a number of calculations and types of data. The following section briefly

\ reviews the process through which funds are allocated to school districts, and then to
\schools and students within these districts. In addition, a more dOailed description of
this 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 o eer $2 billion for elementary

and secondarj, education, provides for grants.to LEAs and to SEAs. The title has two
sections: Part A, funded at $2.05 billion in fiscal year 1977, which provides 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- t
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 grants to LEAs. These
grants account for 83.1% of total Title 1 expenditures.

An LEA's allocation under Part A is determined by formula. For each school-

age child from a low-income family, the LEA is entitled to a Federal grant worth 40%

of the average per-pupil expenditu. re.-in- that _State. An LEA's entitlement, therefore,..... .
is computed by multiplying the number of formula-eligible childrthi 155, 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 for Title I fall
short of the level of authorization, LEAs do not receive full entitlements of 40%, but

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

There are several categories of eligible children. For the sake of clarity,
eligible children were referred to earlier as school-age children from low-income
families. To be more precise, those eligible for counting in determining LEA grants
include the following:

o Children aged 5 to 17, inclusive, from families below the
Orshansky poverty level (a set of 124 poverty lines, each

appropriate -fa-a-different family type)

The Federal poverty definition, named for its developer Mollie Orshansky,
sets poverty-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 incorporated into the Title 1 formula in 1974. A more
complete discussion is found in Appendix C.
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o Two-thirds of the children aged 5 to 17 from families receiving

payments under AFDC which total more than the current poverty
level for a nonfarm family 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 Ghd AFDC data required for the formula are 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 county grants to LEAs, in cases where, LEAs are not
coterminous with counties. These subcounty allocations, which affecl most- LEAs,
must be based on counts of low-income children, and States are required to use

procedures and data approved by the Commissioner of Education.

Procedures for Allocating Funds Within School Districts

-a

LEAs have considerable control over the Title I- funds allotted to them.
Although their use of money is governed by a number of Federal cnd State regulations

and guidelines, these rules leave the LEAs latitude concerning which schools and
pupils to select for Title 1 programs and how td distribute the federally funded
resources among these schools and..pupils.

The regulations have two major objectives: (I) to -ensure that Title I 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 1 funds are additional to those that

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

In selecting the recipients of Title I services, LEAs are expected to make

the following decisions:

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 1 services) and distribute services
among the schools

o identify eligible students in target schools by using an educational
achievement criter kin

o Target siudents in greatest need of assistance

These decisions are discussed in greater detail in Appendix C.

EFFECTS OF CURRENT PROCEDURES FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS TO LEAs

The first part of the research on- funds allocation concerns the effects of the
Title I funding procedures described above on the actual allocations of compensatory
funds received by different States, counties, school districts, and schools. This
research has two major objectives:

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

o To describe the relationships between Title I and other educa-
tional expenditures

Distribution of Title 1 Funds Among Categories of States, Countiest
and School Districts

The primary concern of this section is the degree to which Title I is now
fulfilling its first fundamentai purposeto provide financial assistance to school
districts serving low-income students and, within these districts, to schools serving
the largest numbers of children from low-income families. The research therefore
explores the relationship between the incidence of poverty in a school district and the
size of ',its Title I grant. It also investigates whether social and demographic
characteristics other than poverty-are related to the sizes of grants.

3 8

11-4



In addition to basic information on numbers of eligible children and the actual
size of Ti't le 1 grants, NIE has assembled data that enable researchers to categorize
jurisdictions according to a number of indices, such as population size, school
enrollment, racial/ethnic composition, family income, region, and urban-rural and

metropolitan-nonmetropolitan status.

These data can provide a full picture of the allocation pattern created by the
current Title 1 system of formulas and procedures. For example, NIE will determine
what percentage of Title 1 funds goes to central city school districts. The Institute
also will compare these figures 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 demogrophic
indicators.

In addition to describing the-overall distribution of Title 1 funds, the study will
examine the effects of the cost factor, the reduction procedure, and different
definitions of eligible children on this distribution.

These studies win 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 and by school
disirict. The resulting files include counts of persons, families, and children in
poverty, using a variety of poverty measures. For each county and district, counts
are also available by ethnicity (numbers of White, Black, and Spanish-surname) and by

location (e.g., central city, suburban,' and rural). These tapes will be merged with a

file based on the 1975-76 Title I allocations to each district.

The computerized system to be used was originally constructed for the
Congressional Research Service (CRS) and was used by CRS to calculate the
distributional effects' of Title 1 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
formulas, if can now perform comparisons of different proposals and relate the
allocation results to the demographic characteristics of school districts. The CRS
will receive the improved system from NIE and cart use it to answer requests which go
beyond the scope of the NIE Study.
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The elements of the Federal formul for allocating Title 1 funds do not fully
control distribution of such funds. As Aie summary of funding procedures has
indicated, States have some discretion ii allocating funds to the large number of
LEAs that are not perfectly coterminou with counties. For this reason, a study of

_

sthcounty allocation is being conducted/to provide tAformation on the procedures andi
data used by States for this purpose. for those States-in-which subccunty allocation
procedures are significantly differ- nt from the Title I formula, the study can
approximate the differences betwe,n the amoun of money received by various types

of LEAs under the current proce s and 'the Omount that would be received if the
formula were applied directly. I will clso contrast the advantages cd,d disadvantages

of the flexibility created by Vile current, Mixed Federal-State system that allows
cyStates to select data and upd lte counts. Onally, the study will assess the feasibility

and desirability of several difjerent approaches to subcounty allocation.

The study has alrea r,rovided information on the procedures and data psedr"by

States to allocate funds LEAs. T17e majority of States Use formulas that'parallel
the one used by USOE . o allocate funds to counties. More than half the/reMaining
States use formulas t t attempt to overcorne the age of the 1970 CenscA data by
emphasizing total co nfs of AFDC children.'

/In additionithe study shows that, although more than two-thirds,Of the States
use Census data/ fewer than/ half of those States use school district Census data
compiled by th USOE. Ini'tead, States use their own matching of/school districts
with Census a eas. Other practices were identified in several States'which affect the ,/

subcounty a ocation prdCess, including such practices as (I) reallocating "unused" /
funds, (2) distributino funds among counties, and (3) altering/the "hold-harmless"
procedur mandated in the Federal regulations. .

/

Relati shi s Between Title I and Other Federal and State Grant Programs

A second/research objective is t-O understand the rale of Title I in the ,general

/7

sy tem of pu lic school finance. As stated in Chapteri
ducotion fupids from the start have been intended to help

resources 9e distributed among the Nation's children and
,

education I resources

Federal comp7satory
determine how/education

to increase the level of
available to children attending/schools in low-incomebreas.
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When assessing the impact of the current Title 1 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 education in districts

receiving grants. Title l's grants to LEAs currently represent around 3% of all

publit expenditures on elementary and secondary education in the United States.

However, the money is ndt evenly distributed, and Title I ',as a more significant
impact in many districts than the 3% figure suggests. Work in this area addresses two

questions, discussed below.

Title 1 Effects on the Distributior of Educational Expenditures.--Title I

allocations can be related to both general patterns of Federal aid to education"and to

scb)iool verallrall levels of per-pupil expenditure. In the context of Federal
funding, it is important to examine to what extent Title 1 and other Federal programs

are consistent in the ways they reallocate resources among districts. To understand

Title l's place in the overall system of school finance, it is necessary to compare

Title l's funding patterns with those established by State aid programs and local-
resources.

As a part of Federal aid to education, Title 1 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 pqtterns 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 1
allocations, which were greate/ for cities and rural areas. The allocation of
discretionary funds showed a highly variable pattern, and, in some States, favored the

wealthier districts.

More recent analyses of national data show that in the early 1970's, Title 1

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_States had more discretion were allocated in a way similar
to Title I. Cities received considerably more Federal money per pupil than did

/-
suburban and rural areas', and the latter also fared better than the suburbs in
allocations from a number of these programs (Ginsburg, 1975). Finally, although some

SAFA payments went to wealthier areas, the bulk of payments under SAFA went to

low-income disfricts and districts with low tax bases.

Overall, Federal aid was heavily directed to districts with median incomes in
the lower third of the national distribution. In urbanized States, it increased the
resources of cities relative to other areas, while in the South and West, rural districfs

benefited. Finally, poorer States and districts also tended to receive more Federal

aid, though this pattern was.not totally -consistent (Berke, 1975).

The Census Bureau and NCES have recently produced new data on districts'

fiscal resources, including funding from Federal and State sources, and actual
expenditures on 0education. In collaboration with HEW's Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, NIE will use the data to examine how far Title

I currently has affected the redistribution of educational 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 ,level. 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 impact_ of Federal aid as of
1975 and on the extent that patterns of Federal oid and the role of Title have

changed during the 1970's. Dat-, on trends in the overall distribution of State and
local funds and their relationship to Title 1 allocation are less easily obtained. During

the 1960's, State aid apparently failed to have any substantial equalizing effect
(Berke and Kirst, 1972), 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 NIE unit will contribute to an increased understanding of trends in the
overall distribution of educational resources and -of how far they appear to reinforce
or alter any redistributive impact of Title I.
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Impact of Title I Spending on Total Educational Spending by LEAs.--In

establishing Title 1, Congress intended that there should be an increase in the real

level of educational spending in recipient districts. It did not intend that the funds

-sl-jould serve merely os a form of tax relief, allowing LEAs to cut back on -local
spending. Therefore, Title 1 regulations include a "maintenance of effort" provision

5

whereby LEAs must maintain their previous levels of expenditure.

Although these provisions make it impossible for an LEA simply to replace
local funds with Title I 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 inflation, when additional local funds are needed simply to

maintain a given level of expenditure, Title I funds may be used td replace additional

local taxes that would otherwise have to be raised.

In light of 'These possibilities, a study was initiated to determine the degree to

which Title 1 has succeeded in raising levels of educatic7.2! expenditures. Although

the analyses are incomplete,/if appears that Title I funds have been effective in
raising expenditures on education. Approximately two-thirds of Title I funds are

spent on truly additional PClucatio.-.:: servides that would not have been Urchased in

the absence of these funds. Compared to noncategorical-State grant programs,

Title I funds have been more effective in increasing total expenditures, and far less

likely to be used to suPport tax relief.

Within-District Allocation

The distribution of Title I resources within districts is the finalsstage of the
Title I funds allccation process. The research will produce information about the

relationship between the amounts of funds allocated to schools,, and their poverty
levels and other demographic characteristics. In that respect, the analyses of within-

district allocation will resemble those discussed above for allocation to districts.

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 I regulations to employ diverse measures as criteria for
allocating funds.
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According to the survey results, Title 1 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.

The next step in the within-district allocation process is the choice'of schools
from among those eligible to receive Title 1 funds. The survey information, however,
indicates that districts frequently do not separate the two processes. Of the schools
which districts have defined as eligible, an average 90% actually receive funds.
Indeed, 81.4% of the Title 1 districts report serving all eligible schools.

_

Once schools are selected, the population of students in need of compensatory_-
education is identified. The survey shows that most districts use a combination of
standardized achievement tests-and teacher judgment to de-termine which students
need compensatory services. As district testing 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 frequently used,
along with the more formal assessment of edUcational problems via test scores.

The final step in the within-district allocation process is the selection of
students2 to receive services from among those judged to need compensatory'
education. 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 1 year below grade level. The result of this process is that

an average 57% of the students in target schools judged by their LEAs to be in need

of Title 1 services efdtually receive_thern. Only 18.5% of the Title I districts seriie-al 1

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

These results attest to the wide variability in data and procedures-used-by-------
districts to select schools and students for Title 1 services. Further reports will

2
The characteristics of _students receiving services are described in
Chapter III.
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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 the existing pattern of funds allocation was a major
reason for the 1974 changes in the Title I formula. The most important of these
changes was the adoption of the curre.nt "Orshansky" method of identifying poor
families from Census figures.

Previously, a single-family income of $2,000 a year 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 1 grants. By adopting the Orshensky

index,_which distinguishes different types and sizes of family, and is regularlY

updated, Congress both refined the definition of poverty in use and brought about
substantial shifts in the pattern of funds allocation.

The adequacy of counts .based on the Orshansky poverty index continues to be

questioned. For this reason, the Education Amendments of 1974 mandated three

studies related to a poverty-based oHocation formula. One is a study of methods of

updating poverty counts, currehtly being conducted by the Secretaries of Commerce
l-

and Health, Education, and Welfare. A second closely related study is the Survey of

Income and Education, whiCh will pro-duceaccurate 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 Education. The report (HEW, 1976rfrom. this study was
submitted in April 1976. NIE's research will draw on all three studies and supplement
their findings.

Updating Poverty Counts

In determining how many poor children live in a State or county, Federal
administrators are forced to rely heavily on out-of-date information. Family income

data for States and counties are available nationally only from-the decennial Census.

This means that although the Orshansky index itself can be updated, the_counts of
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children in poor families, as defined by that index, are updated 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 13 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
economy may leave one area with many more poor children than Title 1 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 subcounty aHocation.,
Nonetheless, tke Census count of poor children largely determines any district's
allocation; hence, reliance on outdated figures may have a substantial impact on the
distribution of funds. The Updating Study is examining ways of estimating changes in
areas' low-income population over time, using data from sources other than the
Census, including the Survey of Income and Education.

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

Most of the discussion of how poverty should ,be defined for Federal program
purposes originates in the concern that truly needy individuals may lose services
because the existing measures do not recognize them as poor. The poverty status of
students does not determine their selecHon to receive Title I services. But a change
in poverty measures can materially affect Title 1, if it increases the counts of poor
people in some LEAs relative to th.5se in others. In that case, the definition of
poverty can affect the funds available to different LEAs. If a particular poverty
measure changes the distribution of Title funds, then that measure's distributional
consequences are of great importance to Title!.

Studies are underway on a number of alternatives for measuring poverty.
These derive from the work of the Poverty Studies Task Force, which conducted the
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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 N1E study will first examine a set of variations 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 a 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 \different data 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 defhitions that differ substantially from the current
definition: one uses a single cutoff for all families, and one uses the Orshansky
cutoffs but applies them to "pretransfer" income (income excluding 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 1
funding system only if comparable data are available for all jurisdictions potentially
able to receive funds. For this reason, the Task Force concluded that Census data

must remain the source of counts of poor children. Other data sources could be used

to adjust and update Census data, but no other source could produce the basic counts
needed for funds allocation.

This means that at present the poverty definition is limited for forniuk,
purposes to one based on the money income of families. Such changes in the poverty

definition as the inclusion of "in-kind" income (e.g., food stamps, Medicaid) are not
possible with Census-based data, and the alternative definitions of poverty being,
studied are all based on Census income categories.

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 1 funds. NIE's work builds directly on

,

Itthe results of the mandated poverty studies. It will analyie the effec s of several
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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 State level for ,the "Measures of Poverty" study. Thus, they will

provide detailed information on the types of LEAs that would gain or lose under
different definitions of poverty. In addition, they can incorporate possible changes in

weighting and reduction procedures, hold-harmless, and cost factors. 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 currently proposed for the allocation of Federal compensatory

education funds, a shift from paverty measures to achievement scores is potentially

the most far-reaching. 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 Institute to explore alternative methods for allocating
compensatory education funds.

The remainder of this chapier examines the issues involved in such a change

and outlines the pertinent research, including the experimental programs underway in

13 school districts. However, the choice between allocatinn using achievement scores

and allocation using poverty counts cannot be made on tle busis of research results
alone. It depends ultimately on a political choice about the r:horac ter is t ics of places

and persons who are to benefit f1.oin funds the puram provices. N1E's research can

illuminate the practical consequences of .a change in rnthcv: f funds allocation, but

it cannot determine which method is "best' in a phtlosophical 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 acadeinic performance is low. Supporters of

achievement-based funding regard poverty measures as proxies for low achievement;

hence they argue that these measures do not efficiently identify low-achieving
children. They favor using numbers of low-achieving children to distribute Ti-tle 1

funds, 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 1 eligibility criterion

must be justified in terms of its ability to identify the State, districts, or schools
which contain most low-achievino pupik. Some advocate:: of a poverty-based
allocation formula believe that the major role of a compensatory education program

is to channel additional resources inio areas where children are poor. Others believe

that the purpose of compensatory education programs is to help low achievers, but

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

Though the philosophical differences between these two points of view 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 I

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 individual level correlation were low. A school, district, or

State could haVe high numbers of poor and of low-achieving students, even if very few
students were both poor and low achieving. At the present time, the degree of
overlap between counts of poor and of low-achieving 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 1 funds. One part of the research focuses on the degree to which a

change to an achievement criterion would, in fact, affect the distribution of Title 1
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 funding system.3
A

third part of the research explores the effects of adopting the achievement criterion
on the operation of Title 1 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 different from those of within-district allocation, the research on achievement-

based funding is divided into two parts:. (1) allocation to States and school districts,

and (2) allocation within school districts.

Allocation to States and Districts

NIE's work in this area comprises three efforts: (1) obtaining comparable
achievement data for as many States and their constituent school districts as

possible, for estimating the distribution of low-achieving pupils among States and

districts; (2) estImelting the patterns of funds allocation which would result from a

change to achievement-based funding; (3) assessing the costs and feasibility of several

strategies for obtaining data td 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-district achievement data were
obtoired where available. Because the States and districts use a variety 'of
achiev,:rnent tests--and administer them to different samples of pupils at different
times in the academic yearthe data files obtained from the States generally are not
compard)le with one another. The various files have now been adjusted using the
And)or table:. (procedures for equating results of different tests) and similar
tecr cperl especiaHy for this study.

The availabi: of data raises different problems for allccation to States
and districh thse for within-district allocation. Nearly all school
(1st icts collt same achievement data and could use it now for their

ollocc . i0f/ of Title I funds. However, different school districts often
collect diverse l,inds of achievement data, with the result that the State is

ible to obtain ccmplete and comparable data across districts; neither do
States collect sufficient State aggregate achievement data to provide the
tral Go.,ernm.mt with comparable data across States.
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Though some of the State and district achievement score files may prove
impossible to equate with others, it appears that statewide achievement data should
be available for more than half the States, and district-by-district data for about one:
third of the States. The equating process and the resulting files of State and district
achievernent data will be complete in early 1977.

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 I eligibility and funding under
achievement-based funding with the results of several poverty-based Title 1 funding
systems, including the one now in force.

Under the third effort, five calternatives are being examined:

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

o A simpler national testing program which would produce national
and statewide achievement figures (possibly from a very short
"screening" test or other device reducing the test burden on
students and teachers) with sub-State allocations relying oi
separate (e.g., State-run) testing programs

A national data buse obtained by collecting, equating, and

standardizing diverse State testing programs

o Combinations of the above, which may use one data base for funds

allocations among States and others for sub-State allocations

o 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

5 1
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These alternatives are being evaluated according-to their cost, accuracy,
freedom from bias, and public acceptability, by a nationatpanel of experts in
the field of achievement testing.

Intra-District Allocation

The questior\of alternatives to current intra-district allocation procedures is
addressed by the Dierr.:Astration Studies. The mandate offered an opportunity to
study changes in intra-district allocation in action. The wording and history of
Sections 821 (a) (5) and 150 indicate that Congress intended these studies to be
"working modele' of types of allocation changes which had been proposed during
deliberations on the Education Amendments of 1974. Through these demonstrations
being conducted by 13 school districts across the country, NIE will gather information
of practical use to Congress in considering changes ill the process of intro-district
funds allocation. The research will provide information about the effects of new
ways of allocating Title 1 funds on the kinds of schools and students served under
'alternative allocation strategies, the numbers of tdentseved, the instructional
services they receive, the programs and delivery syster-ns dev Iope4y school
districts, the extra costs (or efficiencies) associated with different allocation
patterns, and community support for the Title 1 program.

In designing the study to respond to these concerns, NIE focused on two major
policy options. Specifically, districts were asked to consider changes in:

o School eligibility criteria--districts were asked to elect either
alternative poverty criteria for school eligibility, or _a criterion
based on achievement rather than poVerty.

_

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 changeS, NIE designed a 3-year study in the
demonstration districts. Under the design, districts continued tooperate -Ftle I
programs using standard allocation procedures in the 1975-76 school year, while
planning the specific details of the changes they would make. During that year pre-
change data on all outcome measures were colic against which effects of the
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demotstrations would be measured. During school years 1976-77 and 1977-78, the

demcnstration districts are operating under the new allocation' procedures, and data
on the same measures are being collected.

Research Issues.--The major objective of the dernonstration study is to
examine the impact of the districts' changed allocation policies on a number of
outcome mea-sures. The primary research questions are as follows:

o What effects do changes in Title 1 allocation policy have on the

organization and administration of compensatory programs and
the instructional services delivered within the demonstration
districts?

o What effects do changes in Title 1 allocation policy have on the

instructional and support services experienced by students of
different types within the demonstration districts?

o What effects do changei in Title kallocation policy have on the
composition (preservice achievement level, economic status,

----ethnicity, etc.) of the schools and students served by Title 1 within

the dern stration districts?

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

and testing practices within the s ols? Is there any evidence of

negative incentives created by a school's .reness that success

in raising students' achievement levels could clecrect e school's

funding. in following years?

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

changes in Title 1 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 parents) to
'changes in Title 1 allocation policy within the demonstration
districts?
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o What effects d changes in allocation policy have on .the
achievement- 0:4 selected students/ within the demonstration
districts? (This outcome variable)ill be explored for a subsample

of district depending upon the availability of adequate data for
such an alysis.)

The data bearin n the overall operation of Title 1 programs in each district/
are collected by/self-administered questionnaire from principals of all schools and
from a sample/Of teachers and instructional spealists, and by interviews with a
sample of pac,ents and members of the Parent Advisory Council (PAC). ,tn addition,
data are collected from documents and from informal interviews/with district
administrators.

A sample of approximately 4,000 students was selected so that their
homeroom teachers and instructional specialists could descrifie the instructional and
support -services received by these students.4 The homeroom teachers and
inStructional specialists of these,sample chiidren report in detail on their instruc-/

/tional practices With these children in both regular and compensatory instruction. In

addition, on two different days during the year, each sample student's educational

experiences are described by the teacher at 10-minute intervals for the entire day--
the subjeCt-being taught, group size, location, the status of the instructor (teacher,
aide, peer, etc.), and whether the instruction is regular or compensatory.

Districtection.Tcr-invite---schoutdistricts to 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 districts 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

4 This student sample is-drawn randomly each year from all 3d and 4th grade
classrooms (one Title 1 and one non-Title 1 student per/class, where possible)
in sample schools. Schools are sampled in up to four school tjpes in each
district, based on the presence or absence of Title 1 programs in the baseline
(1975-76) and imp lemental ion (1976-77 and 1977-78) years.
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for initial district aliocation of Title 1 funds, primarily those dealing with school
eligibility and conc-an;ration. The RFP also offered some financial support for
administrative and nlanning cos: s but established that the size of participating
districts' Title I grants would not be affected.

Districts were interested in participation in the demonstration study because it \
gave them on opportunity to implement new funds allocation procedure, he options
offered in the RFP were also of interest to a number of districts _ r --cently
undergone desegregation. Many of these demonstration districts .1 N others
that applied and were not selected) listed desegregation as their reason foi wishing to
participate, referring to perceived difficulties in reconciling Title 1 regulations with
their desegregation plans or orders. The current regulations operate on the premise

that poor students are unevenly distributed across the district, and establish a
Procedure for finding and serving sChools with hiah concentrations of low-income
children. If minority students are more likely than nonminorities to be poor, higher
numbers of minority students will be found in concentrated poverty 'areas, and thus in
the schools in those'areas. However, under desegregation these students will be more
evenly dispersed across the district schools, and thus deprived of services as the
schools they attend become "nonpoor." In recent years Title 1 has attempted to take
this into account by procedures such as no-wide-variance and school eligibility by
school enrollment rather than by ,,attendance area (described in Appendix C).
However, it is clear that many of the demonstration study applicants find even these
regulations restrictive, and as part of their proposals devised approaches of their own
for finding and serving needy students.

States and territories forwarded more-than 20 district proposals to NIE, and
NIE selected 16 for the planning year (1975-76). At the end of that year NIE selected
T3 districts (three districts had withdrawn fro the study)5 to implement,the planned
chahges during 1976-77. The 13 districts are:

Adams County, Mesa,
Colorado Arizona

The three districts that withdrew are Freeport, New York; Oklahoma City,.
Oklahoma; and Wichita, Kansas.

55
11-21



Alum Rock, Newport;
California Rhode !sland

Berkeley County, Racine,

West Virginia Wisconsin

Boston,

Massachusetts-

Santa--Fer.._

New Mexico N

Charlottrs/Mecklenburg, Winston-Sa:ern/Forsyth,
North Carolina North Carolina

Harrison County, Yonkers,

West Virginia New Yor k

Houston,

Texas

Due to the selection process and to the elective nature qf district
participation, this sample of districts is neither random nor nationally representative.

However, a comparison of the demographic characteristics of the 13 districts with

those sampled for the National Survey of Compensatory Education revealed few
differences.

The most popular alternative allocat: )n procedure selected by the demonstra-

tion districts was allocation by achievement measures rather than by poverty, or,:
most districts elected to serve more schools and/or more students than previously.

The major reason offered was a desire to serve low-achieving students directly
regardless of Their attendance area or _the school in which they are enrolled. The

nature of the changes in allocation--the independent variablesbeing studied in the
13 districts is described in some deteil below.

Funds-A.ocation Changes.--The major changes elected by theAeinonstration

districts are changes in eligibility and changes in distribution of resources. Eligibility

criteria determine which schools and which students may be served. Drstribution
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_
decisions determine how many, and which, schbols and students will be served and

how resources will be allocated among them. Wihin the demonstration districts,
decisions about eligibility and distribution of resourc s 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 nece ary consequences for other
aspects.

School eligibility: The major change being demonstrated, in:these districts is a

change in criteria for school eligibility. During 1975-76, under. standard Title '
regulatibns, all of the demonstration diStricts used pover ty criteria to qualify schools.
Durinc, !I 76-77, 11 of the 13 districts have changer' to achievement criteria in some

form (two districts continue to use poverty criteria exclusively). -The districts are
using four procedures for determining eligibility.

(1) Serving low-achieving children regardless of schools attended

Seven districts are serving all/low-achieving children (variously
defined by different districts) regardless of the school they
attend. Therefore, the ,school is essentially bypassed in deter-
mining eligibility, and all schools within a given grade span are

eligible for, and receive, /services. Title 1 services are not
removed from any schools/ in the served grade span, but some

schools are receiving reduced services compared with 1975-76.

Other schools are receiving services for the first time. Districts
using this approach ore:

Adams County, Colorado (elementary grades 1-3)

Alum Rock, California (elementary and middle schools)

Harrison County, West Virginia (elementary schools)

Mesa, Arizona (elementary, junior_high, high schools)-

Newport, Rhode Island (elementary schools)
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Berkeley County, West Virginia (elementary-sChools)-

Yonkers, New York (elementary schools)

Student eligibility: During 1975-76 the demonstration districts, like other
districts in the country, used achievement criteria to qualify students as eligible to
receive Title 1 services, and generally gave priority to the loweSt achieving eligible
children. This year 10 of the districts continue to fo(low the same general procedure;

the remaining 3 districts are using new student eligibility procedures. In Alum Rock
and Yonkers, all students in certain Title 1 schools, rather than 'only the lowest
achieving students, are eligible, to receive services. These districts are interested in
determining whether low-achieving children -can be served adequate-ly by programs

which individualize instruction for dll students in the class raTheTificirThyprovidinga
special program which singles out only the lowest achieving children. .The third
district, Newport, has redefined "educational need" to include an estimate of the
student's learning potential. Students with the highest discrepancy between potential

and achievement (and with achievement below the 50th percentile) 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 1975-76; this is particularly true in the s'aven

districts which are providing services in all schools within given grade spans. Table

11-1 presents the increase in percentage of total elementary schools served in each of

the districts. (The overall change, may be more or less for districts continuing to
serve other grades.)

The increase in number of schools served generally-results in decreased per-
school expenditures.6

However, this decrease is not constant across all schools-within
most districts. Because in 1975-76 many of these districts allocated resources to

Some di iiiialthave---lessened_the impact of increased numbers of schools
served in one grade span by remi-Fg-services-irorn_schools in other grade
spanse.g., from middle and secondary schools,

11-25
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TABLE 11-1

TOTAL NUMBER OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS, NUMBER SERVED IN 1975-76 AND 1976-17,

AND PERCENTAGE INCREASE RESULTING FROM POLICY CHANGES INITIATED BY

13 LEAs PARTICIPATING IN NIE ESEA TITLE I DEMONSTRATION

---LEAs Grouped by

School Eligibility 1975-76 1976-77 Change

Policy Option Number Number Increase In
Total Number. Served by Total Number Served by Percentage of

?olicy Option LEA Elementaries Title 1 Elementaries Title 1 Schools Served

Serving all

elementaries:

Adams County 16 3 16 16 81

Alum Rock 19 9 18* 18 53
Harrison County 30 25 30 30 17

Mesa 25 14 25 25 44
Newport 9 3 9 9 67
Santa Fe 16 1 1 16 16 317

IV Racine 33 14 33** 29 46a.
..

60

Ranking by
nt,k;auemart+0

Ranking by

.achievement

plus poverty:

Ranking by

poverty:

Charlotte h 49 73 57

Winston-Salem 37 13 37 24 30

11

Boston 117 65 110* 74

Houston 169 54 169

Berkeley County 13 10 14* 11

Yonkers 31 9 25* 9

5

*Changes in total number of elementary schools should be noted. These are due to school closings or openings.
**Of the 33 eligible schools, 4 are being served with State compensatory monies rather than Title 1 monies,

but in a manner similar to Title I. In addition, current plans call for serving all scllools in the district with
Title 1 monies in 1976-77 when State funds are not available.
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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 low-achieving students directly, 12 of the

13 districts are allocating resources to schools based on numbers of low-achieving
students in each school. The accuracy of this distribution varies by district, but has
the general effect of equalizing resources per low-achieving sttident across schools
within the district.

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 that 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.
nther districts have decided not to decrease the per-pip:I PxpPnditurc, cishctrintiri!!y,
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 achievement and poverty, the students
served may be poorer than those previously served. Whether these-effects occur wih
depend upon 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 11-2 describes the probable changes in numbers of public elementary
students served in each of the demonstration districts. 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 given by the same administrators. Actual changes in numbers
served in 1976-77 will not be known until the end of this school year.

One other point 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 I grant to the district
GS 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

6 2
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TABLE 11-2

CHANGES IN AVERAGE NUMBERS OF PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOL STUDENTS SERVED B.:

SCHOOLS RESULTING FROM THE POLICY CHANGES INITIATED BY 13 LEAs

PARTICIPATING IN THE NIE ESEA TITLE 1 DEMONSTRATION

e1.1...1.14

1975-76 1976-77
Change In

,.EAs Grouped by Average Average Average
School Eligibility Number Number Number Number Number Number Number
Policy Option Elementary ElemeMary Students Elementary Elementary Students Students

Students Schools Served Students Schools Served Served
Policy Option LEA Served Served by School Served Served by School by Stool

Serving all

elementaries:

Adams County 174 5 34.80 591 16 36.94 +2.14
Alum Rock 3,581 9 397.88 5,006 18 278.11 -119.77
Harrison County 1,129 25 45.16 2,128 30 70.93 +25.77
Mesa 2,494* 14 178.14 1,532* 25 61.28 -116.86
Newport 175 3 58.33 445 9 49.44 4.89
Santa Fe 735 II 66.82 1,285 16 80.31 +13.49

NJ
Flacjne 500 14 35.71 1,290 29 44.83 +9.12co

Ranking by

achievement:

Charlotte 6,440* 49 131.42 6,827* 57 119.77
Winstort-Salem 1,927 13 148.23 3,310 24 137.92 431

Ranking by

achievement

plus poverty:

Boston 10,130 66 .153.48 9,378 74 126.73. -26.75
Houston 19,518 54 361.44 23,197 63 368.21

Ranking by

poverty:

Berkeley County 630\1 10 63.00 1,210 11 110.00 +47.00
Yonkers 12,502* 9 278.00 '4,044 9 449.33 +171.33

/
*Duplicated count.
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study; that grant size- 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 student5 VI the district. This is apparently

the result of variability in allocatiOn to these districts created by the-formula used to
allocate funds to the county level (differing importance of AFDC, differing State
ioctors), by formulas used by States to allocate to the subcounty level, and by other
sources of State discretion such as reallocation of uneXpended Title I funds.

Thus, these districts may make 'similar concetwation decisions--may, for
example, decide to serve the same proportion of their lovv-ctchieving children--and yet
may wind up with widely differing per-served-pupil exPenditures.

In summary, the demonstration districts hove elected changes in eligibility
criteria and in resource distribution which will have effects on a wide variety of
outcome measures. Analyzing these measures will all" description of the probable
effects of alternative intra-district allocation procedures. The results of these
analyses will be presented in subsequent reports.

6 5
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CHAPTER III. EFFECTS ON SERVICES

[his chapter has three main-objectives: first, to describe how NIE formulated
its research on compensatory services; seeond, to describe the method adopted--a
survey of public school districts--to implement this research; and third, to present in
considerable detail the descriptive information now available frorrythat survey about
the curreat operation Of compensatory programs by local public school districis.

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERVICES

One of the basic purposes of cornpensdtory education is to provide improved
services to children with special educational needs. Under Title 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 I services, and
it is apparent that Title I cannot help chHdren unless it provides special services
reasonably related to their needs.

In examining the services provided with compensatory funds, several questions
must be considered.

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

o Who are the actual recipients and how are they selected?

o What are the characteristics of the instructional seryrees provided?

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

--
Services Provided With Compensatory Education Funds

The first question relafies to what services local school districts provide/ with
compensatory education funds. Reliable information has not been availab/le in this
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area because school districts traditionally have no4een accustomed to organizing

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

make im'portant decisions about how to distribute compensatory funds among
differ t programs, including programs intended to improve reading and math
achjfiVement, enhance cultural awareness, and improve students' health.

Information on the uses of compensatory funds in these areas is essential to an

understanding of what Title I is in practice, and useful to policymakers interested in a

comparison of Title I funding for instructional and noninstructional services. In
addition, it is important to ex'arnine how a district's distribution of funds is related to

other coaracteristics such as its size, location, and relative economiO status.

Recipients of Compensatory Education Services

/
The second question relates to_ the specifiC recipients of compensatory

education services and to how they are selected,/ Evaluators need to know the
criteria currently being used to select schools and/studentS for compensatory seivices

and to understand how these selection procedures vary with other cl7acteristics of

the school districts. The distributional conseqUences of these procedures in terms of

the numbers and characteristics of the schools and students served with compensatory
aresources can then be assessed.

Title I was-intended to provide extra resources to schools serving areas with

high concentrations of poor children and to tow-achieving children within these
schools. Thus, it is important to Imow the extent to which these schools and students

are, in fact, being served. NIE's research was designed to answer these questions, and

will also provide information on the size, grade level, and racial/ethnic composition
I 'of the student population/served.

In addition, the recrch wiii indicatc the extent to which nonpublic school
stUdents receive Title services. Title I fk:nds have always been intended to reach .
eligible pupils /in nonpublic as well as public schools;' however, in- practice Jt is
difficult for /public school districts to deliver compensatory services to nonpublic /
school children. Districts may be eager to minimizeithe amount Of funds leaving...the,/

public system; they may,also have problems idenfifying Title. I-eligible -students in/

III-2
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1

ptivaè schools and organizing special programs for them.. Hence, the research will
determine the number of districts serving nonpublic school'students and the kinds of

services provided to these children.

The Characteristics of Instructional Services

A third question relates to the characteCstics 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 services to

the target children.

Location.--Titie I has always required that a district's funds be used for special

programs for Title I students. One way to establish these programs 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 I children are, in fact, receiving special services.

The implementation of pullout programs for compensatory education students

is likely to have practical consequences that may or may not be desirable. I On the

one hand, providing the compensatory instruction in a separate classrooM may make

it easier to tailor the instruction to, the problems of low-achieving students and allow

more time for the teacher to attendlo the needs of individual students. It may allow

the use of teachers who specialize in a particular subject to give the instrUction. In

addition, class sizes may be smaller in the special classrooms.

On the other hand, since the schoolday consists of a fixed number of hours, the

requirement for serving only rtarget children, combined 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 consequences of
ability grouping.

69



would miss some portion of tileir regular instruction. It could also lead schools to
track Title 1 students for their regular as well as their supplemental instruction in
order to facilitate scheduling. !..-1 addition, some earlier compensatory education
survey data (Gloss, 1970) ind:cate that this practice could pi omote de facto
segregation in Title I schools.

It is important, therefore, to describe the current prevalence of pullout
progrpms. It is also useful to know whether the pullout practice is related to the type

or intensity of compensatory instruction; whether certain groups of students are more

likely to receive services outside the regular classroon and whether this practice
affects scheduling and the regular instruction these students receiye. ,

A related issue is the extent to which regular- and compensatory instruction are
- ,

coordinated. Presumably, compensatory instruction should complement, rather than

conflict with, regular course work. Providing compensatory instruction in a separate

classroom may make coordination more difficult. Thus, the research will indicate the

extent to which coordination actually takes place, the mast mmon methods of

coordination, and whether the amount of coordination is related to the type of
compensatory instruction andits location.

lnstructional Techniques.--Information on instructional techniques is

significant for two reasons. First, the use of certain techniques such as instruction in

small groups, tutoring, or practices associated with individualized instruction may

help to ensure that attention is focused on the needs of the individual student
receiving compensatory education and that the instruction is appropriate to those
needs. Second, previous research has identified some program characteristics that
appear to be related to gains in student achievement. 2 Thus, it is important to
indicate how prevalent 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 instructional.techniques.

2 This research is described in Chapter IV.
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Sufficiency of Compensatory Services

The fourth questiop is whetherthe services are sufficient to have a reasonable

chance of accomplishing their goals. Title 1 has various provisions that attempt to
limit the ways that school districts use Title 1 funds. These "concentration"

provisions include the require, -lent that Title 1 funds be used for programs 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 minimum amount

of money per school or per student is necessary to develop a coherent program.
Spreading the Title 1 funds to all eligible schools and students presumably would make

this impossible. Many previous studies on concentration attempted to measure
directly the-relationship between per-pupil expenditure and achievement, without
taking into account the kinds of services the dollars buy. Since money may be spent

on many things, it is not surprising that these studies were unable to demonstrate that

higher per-pupil expenditures resulted in achievement gains. 3 NIE therefore
formulated its research in terms of the amount of compensatory resources and
services currently available in Title 1 districts.

The sufficiency of services being delivered may be 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 compensatory education classes. (It is also useful to know whether length of
r

time and class size are related to other aspects of service delivery, including the type

of instructional staff and the location of instruction.) Second, NIE will compare the
staff resources in Title 1 and non-Title 1 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 1 project expenditures
and the reading and math achievement of Title 1 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 range 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 2.n received.

111-5
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research will determine (I) the distribution of Title I per-pupil-expenditures; (2) the
relationship between Title I and regular expenditures per pupil; and (3) the ratio of
"eligible" to "served" schools and students in Title I districts. These data will make it
possible to examine whether increased concentration of funds means lower pupil/staff
ratios, higher salaried staff, more instructional time, or a greater variety of services
delivered.

The Compensatory Education Study is also examining the concentration issue
from other perspectives. For example, many of the Demonstration Districts
(discussed in 'Chapter II) chose to reduce concentration--that is, to serve_naore schools
and/or students. The research on those districts will provide in-formation on how a
decrease in concentration affects the nature and quaniity of services received by
individual students. The Instructional Dimensions Study, described in Chapter IV, is
examining the costs of different instructional techniques and their relationship to
achievement outcomes.

DESCRIBING COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SERVICES

The first part of this discussion reviews data available when 5\flE began the
study, and the reasons they did not provide an adequate description of compensatory
,ervices. The second part describes the design of the survey NIE sponsored to provide
this information.

The Lack of Information on Compensatory Services

Given the multiple purposes of the original Title I legislation and Congressional
intent that Title I 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 avaHable.
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 compensatory education projects and programs. In the past
there were two basic sources of national information about Title I participants and
service's: the State annual reports required in the ESEA statute, and a series of
annual surveys intended as -Title ! evaluations. The Title I legislation included a
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requirement for a three-tiered reporting system. Each local school district was to
ssemble data on its Title 1 pro;rams and submit a report to its State department of

..:iucation. The SEAs in turn were to compile the information into a statewide report

which the U.S. Office of Education would use to prepare a report to Congress on the

national picture. There are, however, serious problems in using State reports to
describe Title 1 nationally.

An early review of these State reports (Wargo, 197 2) revealed that the
inadequacy 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 population served by compensatory funds, only 14 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--thus 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 whetiier the information was based on actual
expenditures, planned expenditures, or allocations.4 Finally, the nature of services
delivered is described in these reports only in the most general terms--reading versus

mathematics instruction, for example; no report is made of the instructional
techniques used or the location of the instructional 'programs. A more recent study"

(Gomel, 197 5), which reviewed State reports through 1975, found little improvement in

the qualiti of information they provided. Therefore, the State reports could not be
used as the basis for NIE's research on compensatory services delivered by school
districts.

The other source of descriptive information on Title 1 services is a series of

evaluation studies impleniented separately from, and necessitated in part by the
oblems in, ,the State reports. These studies, which vary considerably in the extent

to which they purport to provide a national description of Title 1 services, include

assessments by independe6t 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 States did not report cost
information at all.
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requirement for a three-tiered reporting system. Each local school district was to
ssemble data on its Title 1 pro;rams and submit a report to its State department of

..:iucation. The SEAs in turn were to compile the information into a statewide report

which the U.S. Office of Education would use to prepare a report to Congress on the

national picture. There are, however, serious problems in using State reports to
describe Title 1 nationally.

An early review of these State reports (Wargo, 197 2) revealed that the
inadequacy 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 popplation served by compensatory funds, only 14 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--thus 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 expenditures, or allocations.4 Finally, the nature of services
delivered is described in these reports only in the most general terms--reading versus

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

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

(Gomel, 197 5), which reviewed State reports through 1975, found little improvement in

the qualit); of information they provided. Therefore, the State reports could not be
used as the basis for NIE's research on compensatory services delivered by school
districts.

The other source of descriptive information on Title 1 services is a series of
evaluation studies impleniented separately from, and necessitated in part by the

oblems in, ;the State reports. These studies, which vary considerably in the extent

to which they purport to provide a national description of Title 1 services, include
assessments by independent groups; ec-ly national evaluations; and some more
recent, narrowly focused evaluation studies.

4 In fact, in any one year up to one-third of the States did not report cost
information at all.
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Assessments by Independent Groups.One of the earliest evaluations of Title I
was Title 1 of ESEA: Is It Helping Poor Children? (Martin, 1969), written by the
Children's Defense Fund and the National Association for the Advancement of
Colored People. It had considerable impact on the formulation Of regulations for
Title 1 service delivery. Unlike many of the larger scale evaluations of Title I

conducted by the Office of Education, the study was designed not to measure
achievement score outcomes but to describe the services delivered to Title 1 children.
The report was highly critical 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 concentrated on the children most in need, that funds were

spent on equipment and materials 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 1 funds could
be spent were strengthened in an attempt to ensure that compensatory funds reached
the intended target group and that they were truly supplementary. 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 representative sample. Instead, it involved
informal visits to 28 school districts, many of which came to the attention of the
NAACP because of complaints about their use of Title I funds. How far the study
results were indeed representative of services delivered in the Nation's approximately

16,000 Title I school districts is not known.

Early National Evaluations.--For a national picture of compensatory education
services prior to 1976, one must turn 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 I

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 1 and student achievement at the national level.. Firnt, in order to
provide summary measures of the effects.of Title I on achievement, tele variability in
delivery of sc:rvices had to be ignored. Second, the request fol ochievement data
confronted the reluctance or inability of school districts to provide if. Usable

achievement data were obtained for less than 10%-arthe sample. Re, aue of ti lack
of achievement data, the surveys were_vieWed as failures by the sponsor:-.. As a

7 4
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result, 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 all. 5

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 Belmont, the system also included the

Consolidated Proc-am Irformation Report (CP1R), 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,
sind exp'enditures for any one program. These data have similar problems to data
included in State reports. The most recent information published by the National
Center for Educational Statis..cs (NCES), which now operates Belmont, is for the
1972-73 School year.

Focused Evaluations.--Because these early efforts failed to provide national
data on the effects of Title 1 services on student achievement, recent studies have

taken a more selective approach. From the point of v:::w cs.' measuring the effects of
C itory education on students, it is undoubtedly appropriate to collect

,:--tion only on programs intended to have an impact on achievement outcomes,

tho: .)ractice limits the usefulness of the findings of these studies as J description
leneral characteristics of Title I services, since nOt all the programs are

insTny.:1 A case in point is the recently completed study of Title 1 reading
orjrc: . conducted by the Educotional Testing Service (OE, 1976). The data,
-0: ted in 1973-74, reflec. Title 1 reading services only; since other services were

surveyed, the study :-,ot produce a representative description of the national
of Ti'le 1 funds. Tule oni., other recent study (General Accounting Office, 1975)

olso focuses on reading rograr,... it makes that its findings are lypical of o11
Title I programs, or even uf all reading programs, as only 15 school districts were
studied.

5 While the information in the analysis of the 1969 survey could not provide a current
description of compensatory services, where information cornparabl .:! to that which
NIE collected exists, an attempt will be made to compare the results and to
delineate +rends.
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Dc3sitfn of the NIE National Survey of Compensatory Education

One of the first projects commissioned by the NIE Compensatory Education

.:-:udy was a national survey, which collected information on Title 1 and State
compensatory education services delivered by school districts. The survey was

designed to describe the services delivered under the rubric of compensatory
education, what the recipients of these services are like and how they are selected,

and how the services are planned, delivered, and evaluated by the school districts
receiving compensatory education funds.

One of the important aspects of the survey design is the sampling strategy that

was emoloyed. The population to be sampled was defined as all operating public
school districts in the continental United States which received Title 1 funds, and

11:./d at least one grade in the range K-8. The population was defined as Title 1

ts rather than Title I schools because it was important to .be able to
c c.ac terize the key local policymaking unit (school districts) to which the Title

1

fds are direOted. The districts were stratified on the three dimensions of
enrollment size, regional location, and receipt of State compensatory education
funding. Three enrollment or size categories were established with cutting points at
the 33.3 and 66.6 percentiles of number of students: Category Ilowest third,
enrollment less than 4,359; Category 2--middle third, enrollment from 4,359 through

17,628; and Category 3highest third, enrollment 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 (1) presence of State compensatory education funds and

(2) absence-of State-compensatory-funds.

These three stratifiers were selected so that the research could examine
whether the characteristics of compensatory services in Title I 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

6 SI', ,es with such programs include California, Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii,
Moryland, Michigan, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode island, Texas,
Utlh, Washington, and Wisconsin.
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Title I districts, Title I 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. The sample was

thus selected to ensure approximately equal reliability for both types of estimates.7

One hundred school districts were selected on this basis, after which individuals to be

interviewed within those districts were selected. Within districts, the most important

decision was-the strategy for sampling teachers.

Teachers in compensatory education schools were selected in two ways. First,

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 estimates of the number and characteristics of
compensatory education students. Because the survey was designed to provide

information on State programs as well as on Title I, these students included those

receiving services funded by Title I and/or by State compensatory education funds.- A

sample of these homeroom teachers was then selected. In this way, duplicate
counting of pupils was avoided, because no' two teachers in the homeroom sample

could report on the same pupil when asked about the number of compensatory
education students.

Second, lists were compiled of all teachers who provide Title I - 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,

7 In technical ter.ms, 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 education services, the information was collected

from a number of different persons within each of the sample districts: district
adm'nistrators, principals, and Parent Advisory Council chairpersons, as well as
teachers--over 5,000 individuals in all. While some public records and documents on

compensatory education services and participants were collected, most of the data

were gathered through face-to-face interviews ranging in duration from 30 minutes to

2 Y2 hours.8

Second, to supplement the basic survey, a series of case studies 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

selse 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 NlE Study, preliminary findings from the
survey can be presented. This information consists primarily of descriptive national

estimates of some compensatory education services delivered by Title 1 districts, and

as such does not completely reflect the diversity of services within individual
districts.

The following_survey data were collected diring the 1975-76 school year.
Unless otherwise indicated, the figaresrePresent national estimates based on those

data. In addition, as a consequence of the surve-y-design,sstatements made about

compensatory education students, teachers, and services reflf"-'hle c ar eristics
of programs supported both by Title 1 and/or State compensatory education funds.----
Data which reflect only Title I are identified. Further analysis of the survey data will

8 The cooperation which the interviewers received from all these people deserves
recognition here. The completion rate for interviews was 99.4%. It is only due to
the continuing cooperation of the 100 sample districts, which' were promised that
their 43articipation in the survey would not be revealed, that the NIE Compensatory
Education Study is able to provide the information on compensatory services
contained here.
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allow a determination of the extent to which Title I districts that also receive State
compensator-y-funds either establish separate progran15 or use the Federil and State

funds for a joint compensaii: ram with a single grouP of recipients and services.

involves most of the Nationts public school districts-----._

Scope of Eompensatory Education

Compensalo,ry education

and many of its students and teachers, but constitifles only a small percentage of
national expenditures for education. In 1975-76, educcitional expenditures in the
United States for public elementary and secondary edOcotion were approximately

$61.4 billion, of which $5.3 billion were supplied by Federal funds (NCES, 1975). In

that year, Title 1 appropriations amounted to $1.8 billion, of which $1.6 billion went to

support the operation of programs for the educationoily 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 eduootior) ppropriations for the 16
States with such programs was approximately $0-6 billion in 1975-76.10 Thus,

combined Title I and State compensatory education exPenditures generally amounted

to $2.4 billion, or 4% of total national expenditures, for public elementary and
secondary education.

Public school enrollment in grades K-8 was apProxilmtely 30.5 million in 1975-
76 (NCES, 1976). From the survey f compensatory education, it is estimated that in
the 1975-76 school year, approxima ely 5.9 million Public school students in Title 1

districts received compensatory education services, imluding both Title 1 and State

9 Of the 15,453 school districts in the continental Uriited States serving some
elementary (K-8) grades in 1975-76, Title 1 funds Were distributed to 13,877, or
90% of i hese districts (information from N1E Survey sOrbpling frame).

10 Based on information collec;ed by NIE on 5tOte compensatory education
programs.
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compensatory education program participants) I Of the public school children
enrolled in grades K-8, 19.5% are compensatory education students, a large proportion
of these students.

Title I was intended to serve students in nonpublic schools as weH as public

school children. The latest available estimate of total nonpublic school enrollment in

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 I services. From this information, it is estimated that 116,218 nonpublic school
students are served by Title I. With an adjustment for decline of total nonpublic

---------enzollment between 1971cand 1975, an estimated 5% of the students in the Nation's
nonpublic entary schools are in Title 1 compensatory eduCation programs.

Compensatory educati n-a,lso involves a great many individuals teaching in the
public schools. There are approximcifely_J.17 million public elementary_ (K-8) school
teachers in this country (NCES, 1976). DurTithe,1975-76 school year, an estimated
111,087 or 9.5% of the total were involved for some porti of their time in providing
compensatory education instruction. Of these teachers, 71% we engaged full tirne
in compensatory instruction. Most of these teachers were also paid with it.1,j funds.
Using information in Title 1 applications from the districts, an estimated- 8%iif--all
elementary school teachers in Title I districts were paid with Title I funds. 12 The

proportion of nonprofessional staff supported by Title 1 is much higher. Many local
school districts use Title 1 funds to hire teachers' aides. Of all teachers' aides in
Title 1 districts, an estimated 53.9% of these aides are paid from Title 1 funds.13

Characteristics of Compensatory Education

This section presents some information rased on the survey data about the
specific characteristics of compensatory education services and recipients.

11 This is the best estimate based on the sample. The standard error of the estimate
is 595,000. This means that the actual number fulls 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 2.

12 Standard error = 0.92%.
13 Standard error = 8.64%; 8 0
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Title 1 Expenditures.-7Trle following dif-ussion is based on data obtained from
-.-

local Title 1
applicatiorfs submitted by the school districts in the sample. The

apphcations describe district plans for using T:t le 1 funds. It is important to point out

that the doltar"amounts and numbers of par, '?ants reported in those applications are

prepar d--before districts know the exact amount of their Title 1 allocations for the

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

survey olso collected information, .,,vhenever available, on actual expenditures, as well

as rn-ge x :urate counts of participants from compensatory homeroom teachers.

Preliminary analysis of data from the teacher sarnole indicates that the size of the

student population served may be underreported on the applications; thus the

following infoi'mation should be viewed as suggestive of relationships only. The fiscal

data -will be analyzed more thoroughly and will be dorree-ted both for any

underestimates of numbers of participants and for cost differences across districts in

salaries and resources. These analyses wiH be included,in the September 1977 report.

In exploring these preliminary data, one question of interest was the

relationship between various characteristics of a district and the size of its Title I

budget. To examine this relationship, a regression analysis on the amount of Title 1

dollars was performed. The.best predictors of the size of a district's Title ! budget

were the number_of children in the district from . families below the poverty level in

the 1970 Census and the district's non-Federal expenditures per pupil. These two

variables account for approximately 90% of the variance in the size of a district's

Title I budget. This suggests that the largest amounts of Title I funds go to districts

With large numbers of poor children and high non-Federcl expenditures, and the

smallest amounts to districts with small numbers of poor children and km non-
_

Federal expenditures.

As desCribed in Chapter II, the current process for the allocation of Title I

funds involves the aPptication of a formula to county-level statistics by the Office of

Education. In rrr,soi Stai.es;-,:these coonty allocations must then be reallocated to

school districts. TI-. regression'analysis indicates that the formula for district

allocation derived from the survey data ii'quite similar to the Federal formula used

8 1



for Title 1 allocations to counties by the Office of Education.' 4 Counts of eligible
children, based on AFDC data, and counts of neglected and delinquent children were

not included in the regression analysis. Howeyer, the results of this analysis suggest

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

funds to districts.15

Title 1 expenditures per pupil were also calculated, using the data from the
applications. On this basis, the budgeted national average Title 1 expenditure per
pupil participating in the program was $347 for 1975-76. I 6 Title 1 exPenditures,

however, vary widely with the economic status of the school district. Tables 111-1 and

111-2 show how Title 1 expenditures per pupil and the rajo of Title 1 to non-Federal
expenditures per pupil vary with two different measures of the economic status of
school districts. Table 111-1 uses "average per-pupil expenditures from non-Federal

funds" (cne index of the wealth of the school 'district itself), while Table 111-2 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 1 services per participant. It should also be noted
that the data further indicate that the poorer districts are attempting to set.v g. a

larger proportion of all students with Title 1 funds Iond that the number of participants

s positively correlated with the number of podi children in these districts. In looking
at the ratio of Title I to non-Federal experlditures in Tables HI-I and III-2, it is

particukirly ironic that the guideline that Ti.?le I expenditures equal approximately

one-half the average per-pupil expenditure from non-Fe 4 -al funds is met only in the

poorest districts. This is primarily because these districts initially have very low non-
Federal per-pupil expenditures. Chapter 11 ccntains further discussion of research

14 Appene C discusses the Federal formula in more derail. That formula can be
expressed as Title 1 dollars = .16 (number of children in poverty plus AFDC
children plus neglected/delinquent) (State average per-pupil expenditures from
non-Federal funds).

15 The second inrerim report will provide more detailed analyses of subcounty
allocation procedures, Iased on research described in Chapter IL

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

111-16
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TABLE 111-1
c

TITLE 1 EXPENDITURES OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS.
CLASSIFIED BY NON-FEDERAL PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES

Average Dictrict
Per Pupil Average Title 1

Expenditure from Expendifure Per
Non-Federal Funds* Participant

Ratio of District
Tide 1 'Per Pupil
Expenditure to

'Expenditures from
Non-Federal Funds

Under $715
$ 716-$1,042 .

$1,043-$1,368
$1,36942,156.

$290.44
313.75
490.54
480.1::

.5047

. 3455
.4323

219

.*The cutting points for these categories were established'
by the distribution.

TABLE 111-2

TITLE 1 EXPENDITURES IN SCHOOL DISTRICTS
CLASSIFIED BY AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME

Average Family
Income Within
the Di'Strict*

Ratio of Title 1 Per
Average Title I Pupil Expenditure to
Expenditure Per, Expenditures from
,Participant Non-Federal Funds

Less 'than $6,749
$6,749-$ 9,765
$9,766412,780
More than $12,780

$30.5.76
365.71
357.98
399.06

. 4742
. 4456
. 3281
.2649

*The -coiling points for these categories wefe established
by the distribution.

83



being conducted on the relationship between district economic status and the
distribution of Title 1 funds.

Uses of Title 1 Funds.--The survey collected information on whether districts
use Title 1 funds to provide Instructional or supportive services for public school
children.' 7 In geoeral, almost all Title 1 districts use some of these funds for
compensatory instruction. Approximately 98% of the districts use some Title 1 funds

for instructional services, while approximately 59% use some Title 1 funds for
supportive\ services. From the expenditure data, it is estimated that the national

_average Title 1 per-pupil expenditure for instructional services is $263, or an average

of 76% of the total Title I budget. 18 The amount and proportion of Title 1 funds used

for instructional rather than supportive services, however, also vary with the
economic status of the district (see Table 111-3). The poorest districts spend fewer
Title 1 dollars per participant for instruction, and proportionately they spend about

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

TABLE 111-3

TITLE 1 EXPENDITURES ON INSTRUCTION IN DISTRICTS
CLASSIFIED BY AVERAGE FAMILY INCOME

,Average Family
Income Within
District

Averaae Percent
of Title 1 Budget
Spent on
Instruction

Average Title 1

Instructional
Expenditure Per
Participant

Less than $6,749 69.6 $21Z.91
$6,749-$ 9,765 82.8 303.03
$9,766-$12,780 89.2 319.58
More than $12,780 91.1 363.74

dhe explanation for this pattern may be that while wealthier school districts
have sufficient local funds to provide such services as medical care cnd counseling to

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

18 Standard error = $25. As with total Title 1 per-pupil expenditures, this estimate
may be revised when the data are cotrected fol- possible underestimates in
projected numl?ers of participants.
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students, the poorer districts do not; hence they turn to Title 1 funds to supply such

services to the neediest students. This question will be explored in more depth in
further analyses of the survey data.

Far fewer Title 1 districts offer either compensatory instructional or

supportive services to nonpublic school students. Only 17.1% of the Nation's Title 1

districts provide any instructional services to nonpublic schodriludents, and even
fewer districts, 7.7%, offer supportive services to these students. Nonpublic school

enrollment is highly concentrated in certain areas. Over 50% of all nonpublic schcol
students are in urban areas (NCES, 1974). To see whether this concentration was

reflected in the data; the relationship between district size (number of-students) and
_-

percentage of districts providing Title 1 services to nonpublic school students was

examined (see Table 111-4).

TABLE 111-4

SERViCES PROVIDED BY TITLE I DISTRICTS
TO NONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHILDREN

Percent Providing
District Size Instructional
(No. of Students) Services

Percent Providing
Support Services

Less than 4,359 11.4 3.7
4,359-17,628 46.0 27.1
Above 17,628 76.1 .61.0

As Table 111-4 indicates, the relationship to size is striking. /The larger school

districts, which tend to be located in urban areas, are much more likely to provide
compensatory education services to nonpublschool students/than are either medium

or small school districts. This is true for the provision/of both instructional and
supportive services. This relationship may be due to a/combina/;:'n of factors. There

are certainly More nonpublic students in the larger ,districts, an.: many small districts

may have no nonpublic students. It is also possji that urban r .)npublic systems are

more active in applying for Title I program/ A more detaiita description of how
Title I serves the nonpublic sector will be pr/ ovided in later reports.

8 5
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The percentage of districts that are using at least some Title I funds to support

specific /kinds of compensatory instructional and support services was also

determined. For the survey, compensatory services were divided into three general

categories: support services that do not involve direct instruction of chf1,2ren, 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 information about the incidence
of such services was collected. These were preschool/kindergarten readiness

activities, instructional programs for dropouts, FolloW-Through programs, industrial

arts or home economics instruction, music or art instruction, instruction in health or

nutrition, 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 concerning the characteristics of instruction. Group B

included: remedial reading, mathematics, science, social/cultural studies, English as

a second language, special education/learning disabilities, and language

arts/communications ski I Is.

Tables III-5 and III-6 give the percentage of districts using Title I, funds for

each instructional and support service. These tables present a detailed notional
picture of the uses of Title I funds.

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

instruction--resource centers and libraries. However, a substantial percentage of
districts are using Title I funds to provide medical, transportation, and even food
services. The specific instructional services that Title I districts are most likely to
offer are remedial reading, mathematics, lanauage arts, and preschool/kindergarten

readiness programs.

It should be noted here that remedial reading and language arts are separate

types of programs. Language arts instruction as offered by districts is a broad
program of instruction in communication skills, covering such topics as grammar and

such skills as spelling, writing, and speaking. Because language arts instruction does

frequently include a reading component, the percentages of districts offering
remedial reading or language arts instruction can be combined to obtain a clearer

picture of the general emphasis on language ability in compensatory instruction.

Oa
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TABLE 111-5

VARIOUS SUPPORT SERVICES
FUNDED WHOLLY OR IN

PART BY TITLE 1

Type of
Service

Percent of
Title 1

Districts
Providing
Service

Type of
Service

Percent of
Ti de 1

Districts
Providing
Service

Resource centers 28.5 Social work 12.2
Libraries 21.3 Counseling 9.5
Medical/dental i9.6 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

hearing therapy
13.8

TABLE 111-6

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
FUNDED WHOLLY OR IN

PART BY TITLE 1

Percent of
Title 1

Districts
Instructional Offering

Group A Services

Percent of
Title I

Districts
Instructional Offering

Group B Services

Preschool/kindergarten 38.1 Remedial reading 69.1
readiness activities Mathematics 45.0

General enrichment 8.5 Language arts/ 29.7
Fol low-Through 6.9 communication ski I Is
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 I.

economics Science 1.2
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4bout 95% of all Title 1 districts offer reading and/or language arts as par; of their
compensatory education activities.' 9 A fact which further emphasizes the focus on
language abilities in Title 1 is that while 39% of the districts offer reading but not
math-matics only I I% offer mathematics, but not reading.

R is also important to know how many Titie 1 districts offer more than one of
these instr, tional or support services, and to determine the most frequent
combinations for example, how many of the districts using Title I funds for
one support servk.--. 'ch as counseling, also use some Title 1 funds for other support
services such a!: :;t- Tcb le 111-7 presents some preliminary information on the-

extent to which d's,. . limited the number of different compensatory services
they support w; it f,.

TABLE ill-7

TYPE AND NUMBER OF CE SERVICES
FUNDED WHOLLY OR !N

PART BY TITLE

°ercent of 7. le I Districts Offering Services
(by -number provided)

T7pe of
Service 0 1 2 lr 3

More
than 3

Support
Services 41 12 34 13

Instruc;tional
GroJp A** 50 39 7 I

Instructional
Group B*** 2 44 51 2

*Licludes, medical, counseling, food, libraries, etc.
**Includu. prese.rol/kindergarten, Follow-throu0,

aeneral enrienc,ent
***Includes reading, mcic, language arts, ESL, etc.

19 Most of these districts !...nd --::thcr a remedial reading or a language arts program,
but hot both. Only 8% of he' distFicts offer both types of services.

7
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One final point should be made with respect to the uses of Title 1 funds. When

queried about the goals of Title 1 activities in their school districts, an overwhelming

majo!,ty (82.5%) of all district administrators mentioned first the ,-ffort to improve
the ability of compensatory education students to learn basic skiHs, and to bring their

achievement level up to that of their peers.

Compensatory Education Students.--The Title 1 regulations specify a complex

p..-ocess by which districts are to select schools and students within these schools as
i-ecipients of compensatory education .3ervices. This process, ns well as certain
information collected by the survey on sahool and student selction criteria, is

discussed in Chapter II. Here ti will unly be noted :-Jgain that the average
participation rate for schools classified by districts as eligible or Title 1 is quite
high--90% nationolly. With respect to st:idents, an average of 57% of those children

determined by districts to need compensatory services actcuily participate. The

;ange of participation rates for these "needy" children, however, varies from less than

5% to more than 100% across di3tricts.2°

In selecting el;gible students, most disl-ricts use some combination of

achievemen'. tcst scores and teacner judgment as criteria for
determining wit() will receive the compensatory services. To understand the final
results of that process, a general picture of the age and racial/ethnic composition of

the co. pensatory educatijr. student population in comparison to that of the total
seA pc, dation is presented.

Figure '1-1 describes the distribution of total enrollment by grade for the
Nati21 -3s well as the distributic of compensatory education students (those
receiving Title 1- or State-fum?r1 co,hpensatory services) by grude for kindergarten

through 8th grade. Nationally, total enrollment is fairly .evenly distributed across
gras i through A slightly smaller proportion of students are in kindergarten
through grade 3, where the curront .ecline in the school-age population is reflected.

The pattern for compens....rory education students is somewhat different. Similar

20 Some districts serve more students than are found to "need" the services.
21

The most recent availai-.1e national totals are for 1973-74.
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**1973-1974 total enrollment from Digest of 7ducational Statistics: 1974 Edition, NCES.
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proportions of compensci:ry students are in each grade from I to 6, with significantly
:r Ner percentages in grades 7 and 8. Very few of these students are in junior high

Table III-8 presents the racial and ethnic distribution of total enrollment in
Title 1 d:stricts, 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 III-8 clearly indicates, there is a significantly higher concentration of
minority group children in classrooms which contain one 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 student population remains relatively
constant across 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 not reported in Table III-8, the

pattern for children from homes in which English is not the primary language is qui:1.e
similar to that of other, minority children: 3.4%22 of all students in compensatory
eaucalion homerooms are from non-English-speaking families, while 6.4%23 of the
CG vensotory educa'ion students are from such homes.

The proportion of compensatory education students is higher in compensatory
education homerooms than in total enrollment. While compensatory education
stuaents comprise 19.5% of general enrollment, they average 35.9% of the enrollment
in these homerooms.24

This proportion does not vary significantly by grade. lt 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 Standard error = 1.23%.

24
Standard error = 2.14%. 9 1
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TABLE Ili-8

RACIAL/ETHNIC COMPOSITION

Category White Black

)ercent
Asian/

Pacific
Islander

Spanish American
Surname kidian

Total
enrollment,
in Title 1

74.8 19.5 4.8 0.3 0.5

Districts

All students
in CE
homerooms

68.7 23.7 6.2 0.6 0.6

CE students 54.0 34.5 9.8 0.8 0.8

Percen' indard Error

Total
enrollment
in Title 1

4.83 4.17 Z 0.11 0.09

Districts

All students
in CE
homerooms

4.29 4.08 1.55 0.15 0.25

CE students 5.82 5.84 2.19 0.40 0.20

9 2
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compensatory education students. This may be an indication that the tendeipey to
group compensatory education students for their regular schooling is relativefr low,
although these figures do not reflect the percentage of compensatory education
students in the 100% compensatory education homerooms.

Instructional Services.--This section describes in more detail the instructional
services that compensatory education students receive, including the subjrct of
instruction and its duration. Table 111-9 indicates the percentage of compenatory

1education students receiving compensatory instruction in each of the main stibject
areas (Group B) in grades K-8.

TABLE III-9

COMPENSATORY INSTRUCTION RECEIVED BY
CE STUDENTS

Subject

Percent
of all CE
Students*

Standard
Error

,,Remedial reading 50.41 2.80
Mathematics 44.44 4.28
Language, arts/communication skills 35. J2 2.00

Reading and language crts
with a reading component

iih! .47 2.49

Language arts without
a reading component

5.68 1.10

Social/cultural studies 13._74 2.83
Science . 12.19 2.57
Special education/learning

disabilities 5.31 0.83
English as a second language 2.86 0.62

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

As Table 111-9 indicates, the compensatory instruct:on most coMpensatory
education students are likely to receive is remedial reading. Indeed, if one\ includes
those students receiving compensatory instruction in language arts programs with a
reading component, as_ well as remedial reading, over 80% of the compensatory
educatiOn students in the country receive such instruction. No other single subject is
taught to G Majority of compensatory education students.
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Students who receive compensatory education spend a significant proportion of
their time in compensatory instruction. The survey collected information about the
total amount of time available to all students for learning, 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 5Y2 hours per week in compensatory education
insiruction. This measure takes account of participation by compensatory education
students in` more than one of the main compensatory instructional areas. The

significance of the amount of time these students spend in compensatory instructional
activities is clearer when stated as a percentage of total time available for learning.
Table 111-10 provides this information by grade for all compensatory education
students.

TABLE 111-10

AVAILABLE INSTRUCTIONAL TIME DEVOTED TO CE
BY CE STUDENTS

GrFê

Percent of Total
Available Instructional
Time

18.28
1 21.50
2 2Z.23
3 21.82
4 25.05
5 23.27
6 20.8!
7 16.02
8 16.20

25 Districts were asked the number of minutes in a schoolday minus recesses and
lunch.
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Approximately 20% of oil public school students in grades K-8 are spending
20% to 25% of their total time available for learning in compensatory education
instruction. Table 111-10 also indicates that there are some interesting va 'ations by
grade in the duration of compensatory instruction. The percentage of time in
compensatory instructional activities is highest in

kindergarten and junior high school levels.
4th grade, lowest at the

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

description of the teachers who cre providing compensatory education instruction.
This sectiOn provides information on their racial and ethnic backgrounds, their
education and experience, and their role in compensatory education activities.26

Table 111-11 indicates the racial and ethnic composition of this group. This

distribution parallel's quite closely that of total enrollment in Title I districts but is
much less representative of the racial and ethnic composition of the compensatory
education students, which includes more minorities and fewer Whites.

TAKE 111-1 I

RACIAL/ETHNICIDISTRIBUTION
OF CE TEACHERS

Ethnic Group Percent

White 76.8
Black , 19.6
Spanish-surnamed 1.7
American Indian 0.1
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.5

The majority of those teachers providing compensatory instruction have some
advanced academic training beyond the B.A., and a- considerable percentage have at
least an M.A. Table 111-12 reports informction on educational background as well as
certification for these teachers.

26 Unfortunately, there are no up-to-date nationally aggregated data or these
characteristics for teachers generally.
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TABLE 111-12

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND CERTIFICATION
OF CE TEACHERS

Education Percent Cert ification Percent

,./
Less than B.A.
B.A.
B.A. plus courses
M.A. or more

2.8
29.2
36.5
30.5

Tempprary
Renewable
Permanent
Other
None

15.8
25.1
58.1
8.4
1.2

The pattern of teaching experience of these compensatory education teachers
provides some indication that many have not specialized in teachinc a particu/
sut;ject. On the average they have taught the subject in which they are provi ing
compensatory instruction for only 2 years, yet their average time in teachin is 10
years. Employment in the particular district averaged 7 years, and in e same
school, 4 years.

Table 111-13 indicates the distribution of teachers according to the subject in
which they provide compensatory instruction. For the main instructional areas
(Group B), the distribution of teachers cioseiy parallels hat of compensatory
education students receiving different types of instruction although the percentages
are lower. It may be that aides are pi-oviding some of e compensatory instruction.-
The question of thc use of aides will be examined in ore detail in further analyses of
the survey data. This is an important question, particularly since approximately 50%
of all teachers' aides in Title 1 districts are paid with Title I funds;

Of all compensatory education teachers, 37.8% provide compensatory instruc-
tion in two or more subject areas: 17% teach in two areas; 13.2% in three or four
areas; and 7% in five or more different su6jects. It might also bnoted.that of those
teaching two areas, the most frequent combinafion is reading and Mathematics. This
further suppor ts the inference that rnany of these teachers have liot specialized in
teaching a parti_cular subject. Whether they hove received-Special academic' training
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
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TABLE 111-13

COMPENSATORY SUBJECTS TAUGHT BY CE TEACHERS

Subject
Percent
CE Teachers*

Standard
Error

--Instructional Group A:

Preschoo 1 /k indergarten
readiness activities

16.96 2.13

Special instructional program
for dropouts

0.65 0.44

Follow-Through program 9.32 2.16
Industrial arts/home economics 0.23 0.10
Music/art 4.94 1.35
Health and/or nutrition

instruction
5.27 I .47

General enrichment 14.31 2.46

Instructional Group B:

Remedial reading 43.82 2.60
Mathematics 31.87 3.88
Science 3.70 1.14
Social/cultural studies. 5.91 1.37
English as a second language 2.76 0.77
Special education/learnirig

disabilities
8.76 2.39

Language arts/communication
skills

30.32 4.06'

Other 3.24 0.65

*Percentages do not sum to 100 because CE teachers may
teach more than one subject.
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training. The second interim report will present information on the number of
compensatory education teachers who receive special training for compensatory

instruction, the percentage of districts providing in-service training, n i the way it is

provided.

The percentage of compensatory education teachers teaching in each grade is

reported in Figure 111-2. This distribution parallels that for compensatory education

students fairly closely: most are leaching in gradeS 1 through 6, with much smaller

percentages in kindergarten and grades 7 and 8.

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

The three most frequent subjects for corkensatory instruction are remediol

reading, language crts, and mathematics. This section presents a more in-depth

description of the n..iore of each of these three services.27

Remedial Reading.--Remedial reading is offered by 69.7% of Title 1 districts.

Based on data in Title 1 applications, the share of the Title 1 instructional budget

allocated to remedial reading instruction averages 533%28 nationally. In terms of

the total Title I budget, 40.3%29 is allocated to compensatory instruction in reading.

In offering compensatory instruction in remedial reading, Title 1 districts have

chbsen to focus primarily on grades 1-6. Table 111-14 gives the percentage of Title 1

districts that offer compensatory instruction in reading in grades K-I 2. As the table

indicates, compensatory reading is essentially an elementary school program; fewer

than 10% of all Title 1 districts offer compensatory reading in grades 9-12.

27 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 Standard error = 7.47%.

29 Standard error = 6.83%.
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TABLE 111-14

T1TLE I DISTRICTS OFFERING COMPENSATORY
INSTRUCTION IN REMEDIAL READING

Grade Percent

7.1
47.9

2 61.5
3

1 65.0
4 59.8
5 60.8
6 47.9
7 24.0
8 19:6
9 7.0

10 0.7
II 3.1
12 0.7

Compensatory reading instruction is received by 50.4% of all compensatory
education students in Title 1 districts. Figure 111-3 graphs the percentage of these
students in each grade K-8-who are receiving compensatory instruction in reading.

1

The percentages of compensatory education students receiving reading in
grades K-3 are not significantly higher than those for grades 4-6. Approximately 63%
of the compensatory; students in grade 6 receive remedial reading. Because language
arts, instruction frecrently has a reading:component, the combined percentage of
compensatory educapion 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 even in another school or special
learning center. The survey findings make it quite clear that most compensatory
education students receive compensatory reading instruction in pullout programs.
Only 14.7%30 of the compensatory reading students get this instruction in their
regular c lassrooms.

30 Standard error = 2.2%. 1 0 0
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Particularly given the large number of compensatory education students who

leave their regular classrooms to receive compensatory iristruction in reading, it is

important to ask what kind of instruction these students may miss as a result of
spending time in special compensatory instruction. The fact that Title I is, of course,

supposed to provide supplemental instruction may present 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 suLjects these students missed was ambiguous and thus
min;nterpreted by some of the teachers. Inferences about what, in fact, takes place

in the classrooms while those students are receiving compensatory instruction cannot

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 III-15.

Although the percentage of students missing various subjects may b
underrepresented in this table, nevertheless the results do Sliggest that compensatory\

instruction in reading does not necessarilj, replace a student's regular reading
instruction. According to those teachers who named a 'subject, compensatory reading \
students may be just as likely, to miss a variety of other subjects, particularly science \
and social studies.

Table III-16 reports the percentage ut compensatory reading participants
receiving this compensatory instruction from various types of instructors. Approx-

imately three-fourths of the students in compensatory reading programs receive .at.

least softie of this instruction from teachers who specialize in teaching reading. 31

31 Most compensatory reading teachers themselves currently specialize in leaching
, 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% (standard error = 8.6%) are devoted full time to providing compensatory
reading instruction.
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TABLE 111-15

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

Subject
Percent of
Participants

Standard
Error

Reading 11.4 1.6
Language arts/communication

skills
10.5 1.6

Mathematics 5.9 1.0
Social studies 15.9 2.0
Science 13.9 1.9
Music 5.8 1.1
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 111-16

TYPES OF TEACHERS FROM WHICH CE STUDENTS
RECEIVE COMPENSATORY INSTRUCTION

IN READING

Percent of CE
Reading Students Standard

Type of Teacher Taught* Error

Regular classroom teacher. 52.9 4.4
Subject area specialist 74.8 3.3'
Teacher's aide 49.4 5.7
Parents 5.9 1.4
Students 12.5 2.6
Other 7.0 I .2

*Sums to more than 100 because many students receive this
instruction in situations where more than one individual is involved
in providing the compensatory reading.
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The percentages in the table sum to more than 100 because many students receive

ties 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 in further analyses of the data. One question of

(11,7,1

particular importance is the extent to which teachers' aides actually provide the
instruction to compensatory education students.

The nature of the reading instruction received by compensatory education

students can be reported in several ways. First, the amount of time spent in remedial

reading instruction is described. Second, the individual _attention these students

receive is discussed in terms of average class size and the instructional techniques

their teachers report.
(

For each student receiving compensatory reading, the average amount of time

in such instruction is approximately 3 hours and 47 minutes per week. 32 If the
amount of time in remedial reading is combined with the amount of time in language

arts instruction with a reading component, the national average is approximately
4 hours per week per participant. 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
participation in several types of compensatory instruction.34

Variations by grade level in the length of the compensatory reading instruction

received by participants were also examined, and this information is presented below

in two ways: by minutes per week and by percenta e of total time available for
learning.

227 minutes (standard error = 8.18 minutes).

33 238 minutes (standard error = 9.76 minutes).

34 Unfortunately, there are' no national data available on the average amount of
instructional time regular students spend in reading instruction' with which to
compare this information. Two of the other studies cd\mmissioned by NIE (the
Demonstration Research and the Instructional Dimensions Study), although nut
nationally representative, will collect information on ambunt of time in regular
reading instruction which may be used to further interpret t ese figures.
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Both Figures 1114 and 111-5 present-the information for participants in-remedial

reading and for those participants combined with students participating in language

arts instruction with a reading component. As Figure 111-4 indicates, there are some

significant grade level variations in the absolute amount of time spent in

compensatory reading instruction. This amount is highest in I st grade, with grade-by-

grade shifts through 5th grade and slightly smaller amounts of time in grades 5-8.

The pattern for reading combined with language arts reading is somewhat different.

There is less variability between grades 1 and 7, and the largest amount of time is in
Eth grade.

Figure 111-5 expresses duration of instructior. as the percentage of total time

available for learning, thus taking into account variations in the length of time
available 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 III-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 16.5%

of available time in 1st grade to 12.5% in 8th grade. For both reading and reading

combined with language arts programs with a reading component, the largest

percentage of available time spent in this instruction is in 1st grade. In comparing

Figures 111.4 and 111-5, the reader should note that as a percentage of available time,

instead of an absolute amount, the duration of compensatory instruction in reading

and language arts reading is lowest in 8th grade.

The extent to which compensatory education students are receiving individual

attention in remedial reading instruction can also be assessed in terms of class size
and types of instructional techniques used.

Figure III-6 reports that the average class size for compensatory instruction in

remedial reading ranges from 7 to I 2 studehts across grades K-8. These are small

average class sizes. As the graph indicates, there is very little, Variation in class size

between kindergarten and 6th grade; the average class is significantly larger in grades'

7 and 8. Table 111-1 7 reports the percentage of compensatory reading teachers
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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 111-17

CLASS SIZE IN COMPENSATORY
READING PROGRAMS

Percent of Teachers with Classes of:

Grade
1-5
Pupils

6-10
Pupils

11-20
Pupils

More than
20 Pupils

Percent of Total
Compensatory
Reading Teachers*

K 46.5 38.7 12.7 2.1 4.4
I 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 table, very few compensatory reading teachers in any

grade provide this instrucfion in classes with over 20 students, and a considerable
percentage teach classes with 1 to 5 students. Up until grade 7, fewer than one-
fourth are teaching in classes of more than 10 students, while in grades 7 and 8 mote

than half are teaching in classes with between !land 20 students.

The Congressional directive for the NIE Compensatory Education Study
includes the charge that the Institute, analyze ". . .the effectiveness of methods and
procedures for meeting the educational needs of children, including the use of
individual written educational plans for children." Individualized instruction has not
been particularly well defined as a concept; however, it is basically concerned with
ways in willefr a he may pay attention to the differential abilities and learning
problems of indival çildren. As part of the attempt to meet this charge, the
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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
instruction.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 in the table reflect four dimensions of
individualization also studied in the Instructional Dimensions Study. These are (a) the
existence of alternative learning paths and sequencing for individual children--items I
and 2; (b) the use of individual or small group pacing--item 3; (c) the assignment of
specific learning objectives or activities to individual children--item 4; and (d) the use

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

It is clear from the results that several of these dimensions were defined in
such general 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. No:e, in particular, that
sequencing and pacing for individual children are reported in widespread use, while
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 whole clasd, 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
wh;le a number of teachers repOrt the use of individualized skill inventories for initial
placement, many more report using standardized achievement test scores which
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 instruc ;ion, i.e.,
criterion- or objective-referenced tests.

Ii

35
The NIE lnstructiona Dimensions Study, described in Chapter IV, examines the
question of the relative effectiveness in raising student achievement of various
dimensions of individu, lization.
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TABLE 111-18

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE READING PROGRAMS

Instructional
Characteristic

Percent of
CE Teachers
Employing
Characteristic

I. Level of difficulty of instructional materials:

All approximately sam6 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
To small groups
To individual students

4. Use of performance objectives:

Specific performance objectives used

Of those using specific objectives,
goals are set for:

Each child 90.4%
Subgroups 64.9%
Whole class 73.1%

17.0
32.0
38.0

38.5

Flexible definition of objectives 61.0

Measures used .by teachers to assess performance
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 13.25

*These questions were asked only of teachers with more than
three students, so the percentages do not add to 100.
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z TABLE 111L18 (cont'd)

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE READING PROGRAMS .

Instructional
Characteristic

Percent of
CE Teachers
Employing
Characteristic

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

Review of homework/workbook 17.1
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
1-4 times a week
1-3 times a month
Less than 1-3 times a month

23.i
46.0
21.6
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 information 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 compensator
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 1 districts; only 8% of these districts
use Title 1 funds for both. Language arts instruction, as the term is used here, always

includes other communications skills besides reading. Approximately 30% of the
Title 1 districts use Title 1 funds to support a compensatory program in language arts.

According to application data, the national average share of the Title I instructional
budget allocated to language arts instruction is 10.4%. 36 In offering compensatory
language arts instruction, these districts have chosen to focus m graths K-6; fewer
than 10% of Title 1 districts provide compensatory instruction in language arts in
grades 7-12.

Compensatory education instruction in ianguage arts is reCeived by approx-
imately 35% of all compensatory education students. Figure 111-7 presents the
percentage of compensatory education students receiving such instruction by grade
for grades K-8. As the gi .3ph very clearly shows, the percentages ore 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
education students in kindergarten are receiving compensatory language arts
instruction, while the percentage of students from other grades participating ranges

from 42% to less than 15%. It may be that much of the compensatory language arts

instruction in kindergarten is a form of reading readiness as opposed to more formal
,

'instruction in communications skills.

6f. the compensatory education students in language arts programs, 345%37

receive this compensatory instruction in their regular classrooms, 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

36
This is an average of 7.9% of the total Title I budget.

37
Standard error = 5.1%.
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due to the general focus on language arts rather than reading in the early elementary
grades. Students are less likely to move about the school building to receive regular
instruction in the early grades, 'and this fact may complicate the scheduling of 'pullout
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 111-19 presents information on the subjects that students miss in order 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 information on the types of instructional staff from whom
these students receive compensatory instruction in language arts.38 In contrast to
remedial reading students, approximately 76% of those in,compensatory language arts
receive of least some of this instruction from a regular classroom teacher. This
parallels information from the survey on the role of compensatory language arts
teachers, as only 38.2%39 devote all their time to teaching compensatory language
arts.

The following discussion presents data on the nature of compensotory language
arts instruction in terms of the amount of time, class sizes, and degree of
individualized instruction. Generally, the length of time spent, H t Impensatory
language arts classes is similar to that for remedial reading. 11 ; ianc.li average is
approximately 4 hours a week per participant. 4() Figurs III-8 -Ind 0..g piesent the
grade level variations in compensatory language arts instruction 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 Jhe instruction. The most frequent combinations will be presented in

. later reports.
39

Standard error = 9.34%.

-40
249 minutes (standard error = 17.93 minutes).
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TABLE 111-19

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

COMMUNICATION SKILLS PROGRAMS

Subject Percent of
Participants

,Standard
Error

Reading 5.6 1.2
Language arts/communication

skills
10.0 2.4

Mathematics 7.1 1.5
Social studies 8.4 1.6
Science 11.8 2.2
Music 9.1 2.0
Art 9.5 1.9
Industrial art/home economics 5.6 1.3
Physical education 3.9 0.9
Study time 12.1 2.1
Other 7.1 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

Type of Teacher

Percent of CE
Language Arts Standard
Students Taught* Error

Regular 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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0 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 I 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 111-10 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 111-21 shows the distribution of compensatory language arts teachers according
to the size of the classes they teach in each grade.

TABLE 111-21

CLASS SIZE IN COMPENSATORY
LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAMS

Percent of Teachers with Classes of:

Grade
1-5
Pupils

6-10
Pupils

11-20
--Pupils

More' than
20 Pupils

Percent of Total
-CE Language

Arts Teachers*

K 27.1 34.2 20.1 18.5 18.4
1 34.3 31.4 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 11.8 25.3
6 29.7 30.8 33.5 6.0 24.4
7 28.6 7.7 49.1 14.6 12.2
8 33.7 15.1 37.7 13.5 11.6

*Sums to more than 100 because teachers may provide
instruction in more than one grade.
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Up until 6th grade, more than half of the compensatory language arts teachers
are providing this instruction in classes of from 1 to 10 students. In general, the
distribution indicates that there is considerable variation in class size, particularly in
certain grades, for compensatory language arts instruction. Theie classes are also
somewhat larger than compensatory remedial reading classes. It may be that classes
are smaller for compensatory reading because of the greater prevalence of pullout

programs in that subject. The relationship 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 pattern of individualization
reflected in Table 111-22 does not differ _significantly frgm that for compensatory
reading instruction reported in Table 111-18. In summary, compensatory instruction in
language arts is characterized by fairly substantial class time, relativey large
classes, and only some individualization of instruction.

Mathematics.Compensatory instruction in mathematics is suppor ted by
Title I funds in 45% of Title I districts. These districts usually offer compenvJory
mathematics in grades 1-6. Nationally, the average share of th , Title 1 instructional
budget allocated to compensatory mathematics is 19.4%.41

Compensatory mathematics instruction is rec.-eived by approximately 44% of
the compensatory education students. Figure 111-11 indicates the percentage of
compensatory education students ii each grade who receive it. As the graph
indicates, higher peréentages of compensatory education students are receiving
compensatory mathematics in the upper elementary grades (44). 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 compensatoD1 mathematics, 374%42 receive this
instruction in their regular classruoms, as opposed to being "pulled out" for special
instruction in a separate setting. This is a relatively high proportion in "mainstream"

41 Standard error = 2.69%. This is an "average 'of 14.7% (standard error = 2.24%) of
the total Title I budget.

42
Standard error = 5.7%.-



TABLE III-22

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAMS*

Instructional
Characteristic

Percent of
CE Teachers
Emp:oying
Characteristic

I. Level of difficulty of instructional
materials:

All approximately same level 28.1
Vary in level,of difficulty 71.8

2. Sequence in which skills are taught:

All students receive in same order
Students receive in different

sequence

3. How tasks are assigned:

29.4
70.5

///

To whole class 13.6
To small groups 43:1
To individual students 43.1

4. Use of performance objectives:

Specific-performance objectives used 43.0

Of those using specific objectives,
goals are set fort'

Each child 83.7%
Subgroups 71.2%
Whole class 69.2%

Flexible definition of objectives 56.9

5. Measures used by teachers to assess
performance level at beginning of
instruction:

Standardized achieVement test 70.8
scores

Standardized diagnostic test scores 43.7
Criterion or objective referenced 24.1

tests
Students age .1

Teacher judgment_ 79.5
Individualized skill inventory 60.0-,
Other methods 20.8

*Those language arts/communication skills programs that include a
reading component.
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TABLE 111-22 (cont'd)

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE LANGUAGE ARTS PROGRAMS

Instructional
Characteristic

Percent of
CE Teachers
Employing
Charac ter istic

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

Review of homework/workbook 12.5
Criterion or objective referenced 25.0

tests
Students oral participation in class 42.9
Student self-evaluation 2.9
Other methods 14.5

7. Frequency with, which student progress
systematically recorded:

5 or more times a week 22.0
1-4 a weektime 52.3
1-3 times a month 19.7
Less than 1-3 times a month 5.8

programs, compared to comp'ensatory reading, although the maj rity of these students

receive compensatory mathematics in a separate setting. able 111-23 .reports the

percentage of students who miss regular instruction in diff rent subjects in order to
receive compensatory instruction in mathematics. Th percentages, based an

teacher responses, are very similar to those for compensatory reading and language

arts participants.

Of the compensatory education students receiving mathematics, 73% receive

at least some of this instruction -from a regular classroom teacher, as Table 111-24

indicates. Forty-eight percent of these students receive some of their compensatory

mathematics instruction from a teachcr specializing in teaching compensatory
43mathematics. In contrast to compensatory reading teachers,,G only 39.2% of

compensatory mathematics teachers devote full time to such instruction.

43
Standard error = 8.91%. 123
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TABLE 111-23

KINDS OF INSTRUCTION MISSED BY CE STUDENTS DURING
PARTICIPATION IN_COMPENSATORY. MATHEMATICS°

PROGRAMS

Subject;
Percent tOf Standard
Purticipants Error

Reading .8
Language arts/communication 6.6 .2

skills
Mathematics 9.0 .9
Social studies 10.0 .6
Science 10.6 .7
Music 7.3 .4
Art 7.3 .5
Industrial art/home economics 4.6 .0
Physical education 4.1 .9
Study time
Other
No subjects missed

10.2 .o
6.0 .o

54.1 .

TABLE 111-24

TYPE'S OF TEACHERS FROM WHICH CE STUDENTS
RECEIVE COMPENSATORY

INSTRUCTION IN MATHEMATICS

Percent of CE
Mathematics Standard
Students Taught* Error

Regular classroom teacher 73.6 5.2
Subject area specialist 48.7 6.0
Teacher!s aide 62.0 '6.1
Parents 11.3 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.
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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

participating in compensatory mathematics programs are receiving approximately
3 hours per week of such instruction.44 This is less time than is spent by participants

in compensatory reading and kinguage arts instruction. Figures 111-12 and 111-13 graph

the minutes per week and the percentage of total time available for learning spent in

compensatory 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 grade 3. Instruction in mathematics usually changes

between ,31:1 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,

TABLE 111-25

CLASS SIZE IN CE MATHEMATICS
PROGRAMS

Percent of Teachers with Classes of:

Grade
1-5
Pupils

6-10
Pupils

11-20
Pupils

More than
20 Pupils

Percent _of Total
Compensatory
Mathematics-
Teachers*

15.7 35.9 22.7 25.7 13.6
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 31.4 10.2 42.8
5 30.4 32.0 7.8 41.4
6 27.1 32.3 33.8 6.9 31.8
7 , 33.8 15.3 47.4 3.4 15.2
8 48.1 14.4 34.2 3.3 11.2

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

44 198 minutes (standard error = 6.15 minutes).
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Figure 111-14 presents information on the average class size for compensatory
mathematics instruction by grade. These averages vary only slightly from grade to
grade. Table 111-25, which reports the percentage of compensatory mathematics

teachers giving compensatory mathematics instruction in classes of various sizes for
each grade, indicates more clearly some of the variability among grades. Generally,
there are more teache.s with larger classes in grades 1-3 than in grades 4-8.

Table 111-26 reports the percentage of compensatory mathematics teachers--
using various aspects of individualized instruction in their teaching of compensatory
mathematics. The pattern of responses is very similar to that for compensatory
reading and language arts teach

In summary, compensatory mathematics instruction is characterized by
comparatively small amounts of time, larger class sizes, and some individualization of
instruction.

Table 111-27 summarizes some aspects of compensatory reading, language arts,
and mathematics instruction presented in this Chapter.

The report to Congress due in September 1977 will prese t information from
the NIE national survey on several areas not available for this re ort. These include
(I) the characteristics of local school district evaluation procedures for compensatory

education, (2) the characteristics of support services funded by Title I, (3) Title I
districts' planning and implementation procedures for compensatory prOgrams,
including the role played by Parent Advisory 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 national averages presented above,
with analyses of the relationships among many of these characteristics.

_

z
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TABLE 111-26

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE MATHEMATIC'S PROGRAMS

Percent of
CE Teachers

Instructional Employing
Characteristic Characteristic

I. Level of difficulty of instructional
materials:

All approximately same level
Vary in level of difficulty

2. Sequence in which skills are taught:*

21.7
75.8

All students receive in same order 31.0
Studerns receive in different sequence 57.0

3. How tasks are assigned:*

To whole class
To small groups
To individual students

17.0
29.0
43:0

4. Use of performance 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
instruction:

Standardized achievement test scores 63.9
Standardized diagnOstic test 35. I

scores
Criterion or objective referenced 24.5

tests
Student's age 11.1
Teacher judgment 68.1
Individualized skill inventory 36.4
Other methods 11.6

*These questions were asked only of teachers with more
than three students, so the percentages do not add to 100.
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TABLE 111-26 (cont'd)

DIMENSIONS CHARACTERIZING INDIVIDUALIZATION
OF INSTRUCTION IN CE MATHEMATICS PROGRAMS

Instructional
Characteristic

Percent of
CE Teachers
Employing
Characteristic

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

Review of homework/workbook
Criterion or objective referenced

tests-
Students oral participation

in class
Student self-evaluation
Other methods

7. Frequency with which student progress
is systumatically recorded:

15.0

31.9

32.0

4.3
16.6

5 or more times a week 25.0
1-4 times a week 45.1
1-3 times a month 23.3
Less than 1-3 times a month 6.5
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TABLE 111-27

SELECTED INFORMATION ABOUT .COMPENSATORY
INSTRUCTION IN REMEDIAL READING,
LANGUAGE ARTS, AND MATHEMATICS

Remedial
Characteristic Reading

Subject Matter:

Math
Language

Arts

Percent of Title I districts
offering

69.7 29.7 45.0

Percent of Title 1

instructional budget
53.3 10.4 19.4

Percent of CE students
being taught

50.4 35.0 44.4

Percent of CE students
receiving in "pullout"
programs

85.3 65.5 62.6

Minutes/week/students being
taught

227.47 249.39 198.01

Average class size 14 14
Percent of CE Students

receiving instruction from
a teacher specializing in
the subject

-4.8 46.8 48.7

Percent of CE teachers in area
who are fulPime CE teachers

57.7 38.2 39.2
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CHAPTER IV. EFFECTS OF SERVICES ON CHILDREN

Chapter IV addresses the third of Title l's fundamental purposes: to contribute
to children's overall development., At present NIE,;.iijunding a nufhber of studies to
increase understanding of how to design aneimplement seevices., that promote

_.-children'S development. This chapter explains the research Strategy,- dikusses the
. _

specific program features eXamined, and summarizes the researCh efforit _Results
from the NIE studies are not included in this report because the research is still in
progress.

Despite the fact that development cf children has been the main preoccupation
.

of Title I evaluations to, date, 'only limited data are available on the effects of Title I
services on children. Earlier evaluations of Title I have shown that' the topiC;iis
complex, .that national evaluations are difficult to do 'well, and that ositiul
information can be gathered only when studies are properly focused. I National
evalUations typically have attempted to provide sumrrkiry evaluations of the overall
effects of Title I on student development. Rather than attempting a summary
eValuation of this fype, NIE's studies focus on significant featureS that can be
controlled by, and are of interett to, educators and,policymakers. The studies focus
on the relationship between important characteristics of instructional prO4ams and
children's academic performance. 2 They examine the prevalence of these

NIE's approach owes much teearlierevaluators and builds on their experiente. The'
history of Title I evaluation,has been a slow processof learning how to live with the
redlities of the program. Evaluators have learned through experience that tfle
diversity of program operations in; different school districts rules out "black box"
methods of research, whith 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 -itipport 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 arid.

2 0

This strategy superfiically resembles what has been called the exemplary program
evaluation strategy, in which analyses were made of speciallY selected, effective
programs to determine whether features could be found in common. It differs,
however, in the criteria used for selkting pragrams--program characteristics
rather than outcomes--and in overall research design and data collection methods.

0136
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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 I funds a variety of different instructional and support s. 'ces.
Earlier national evaluations were structured as if Title I funded very similar services
to children across districts, which could be assessed using a single outconie rleasure--
student achievement. 3

However, the assumption collides with an important truth
about Title I: it does not provide one service, but many. For example, Title I funds
breakfast programs for students. This use of Title I funds might, in the long run,
enhance achievement. Nevertheless, immediate gains in :-chievement through such

expenditures are unlikely, and the use of achievement tests to measure the short-
term impact of such programs is inappropriate.

Second, the art of measurement is not uniformly well advanced in all areas of
student development. Although Title I is intended to improve not only achievement
but also the emotional and social growth of participating students,_ there are no
generally accepted and broadly applicable definitions of such grocoith, an4 measures of
outcomes in these areas are correspondingly unsatisfactory.4 Generally accepted
measures for assessing outcomes currently are available only in the area of cognitive
development, and even in that area some important abilities such as creativity and
independent thinking cannot adequately be measured. Achievement outcomes,
particularly in reading and mathematics, 5emain the only area in which satisfactory
measures are available for formal research, and NIE's work on student development

3
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 I on children have not been successful.

4
Additional outcone measures that have been considered include tests of
attitude toward s600ling and instruction, self-image, locus of control, and
thinking style; and auxiliary nontest indicators such as class attendance
rates 'and' incidence of school vandalism. A number of problems exist in
using these Measures. 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.

Finally, although programs designed to increase achievement in reading and
mathematics are the instructional services most irequently delivered tO Title I

--
children, these programs vary considerably, and evaluations designed to assess their
average effect on achievement 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 achievement, even if particular
programs or parts of programs are producing dramatically superior results. To

conclude from such data that Title I has failed to increase achievement--a frequent

conclusion of summary evaluations conducted in the past--seriously ,,;nderestimates

the ability of properly conceived and implemented services 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 specifically designed 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 compensatory% funds are
being used for the kinds of instructional programs which have proven to be successful.
The results can also provide Congress with information about whether Title I

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 Dimensions Study, an in-depth examination of the

effectiveness of 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
practices/from other parts of the NIE study--specifically, from the National Survey of
Compentatory Education, and from the studies addressing the impact of administra-,
tive practices, regulations, and widelines on the implemehtation of Title I (see
Cbapters III 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 policymakers.

Through this process the following program features were &m fr,.r
further exploration:

o Individualized instruction

o Instructional setting .

Amount of instructional time

o Teacher training

Individualized Instruction

The major focus of NIE's research is individualized instruction. The principal
concern is whether programs using individualized instructional techniques are more
effective than traditional instructional approaches; and, if so, what makes the
individualized cpproach 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 suggests that successful compensatory reading and
mathematics programs use individualized techniques. However, the results of these
studies are not entirely consistent, and individualized programs are not uniformly
reported to be effective.

A major problem in interpreting the research results is the variety of ways in
which the term individualized instruction has been used. Programs labeled
individualized include teaching 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 researh on individualization has provided far more in
the way of descriptive than evaluative data. That is, although there is no shortage of
literature about individualized programs, most of it is focused on describing the
nature of the programs, how to develop them or whether teachers, administrators,
students, and parents feel satisfied with them.

Findings on the effectiveness of individualized programs come from two-kinds
of studies: evaluation of educational programs and research on teacher effectiveness.
However, these findings are not conclusive. Support for the effectiveness of
individualization was found in early eivaluations of successful compensatory education
programs. A review of exemplary
found the following features, many

characteristic of successful Title 1

(2) individual or small group instru
treatment intensity; (5) active pare
program methods. Similarly, a rev
U.S. Office of Education (NSPRA R

included (1) clear written objecti
individual diagnosis and prescript on; (11 flexible grouping to permit
individual attention; and (4) structured sequential infruction.

rojects conducted by Wargo et al. (1971, 1972)

f which describe individualized programs, to be
rojects: (1) academic objectives clearly stated;

tion; (3) directly relevant instruction; (4) high
t involvement; and (6) teacher training related to

ew of compensatory program evaluations by the

port, 1973) reports that successful projects often

es; (2) attention to individual needs, including

frequent
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More recent evaluations of individualized programs (Coles et al., 1976; Schoen,
1976 a, b; Miller, 1976 a, b) yield mixed results. Only Miller finds the results from

program evaluations encouraging. In these studies, however, individualized instruc-
tion is defined in various ways, and it is difficult to determine whether the programs
being evaluated are suffiaiently similar to be placed under the single label
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 identifying effective teacher behavior. These
provide considerable information on the methods of instruction that are related to
increased achievement in the early elementary 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 might be called "direct
instruction." They also characterize well-implemented, individualized 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 featuresfeatures that
essentially support but do not guarantee individualization--seems to vary considerably
as a function of the overall context of instruction.

Taken as a whole, the findings are difficult to interpret. The many ways in
which the term individualized has been used adds immeasurably to the confusion in
the area. It is clear that NIE's st dies must define carefully what is meant by
individualized instruction and must be designed to examine whether the particular
program characteristics seiected are associated with success. N1E'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 study, along with synthesis and secondary analysis
work, will help provide Congress with clearer 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
individualization which contribute to making various instructional programs

successful.

Instructional Setting

NlE's studies will also examine the impact of instructional setting on program
effectiveness. 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 laboratory or

classroom, or even in a separate building. However, data from the nationally
representative survey of Title I school districis indicate that reliance on the pullout

practice 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
instruction outside the regular classroom.

The Title I regulations do not require that schools deliver pullout instruction;

however, they do require that Title I children receive an identifiable program. School

districts often find it easiest to meet these requirements by implementing separate

pullout programs rather than by providing extra services to Title students within the
regular classrocim.

The effects of this practice on students are a subject of much debate. Local
Title I personnel are divided on whether the practice is advantageous and should

continue to be relied upon so heavily. Because of the interest of Title I personnel in

this area, NIE included an examination of the advantages and disadvantages of the

alternative settings as a major research question in its studies.

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
effectively when a separate compensatory program is provided. .It is argued that
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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 read i I y be matched to the skills and
needs of compensatory education students.

Proponents of mainstreaming (that is, providing extra instruction in the regular
classroom) argue that pullout practices have some serious disadvantages. In Chapter
III, it was noted that early studies suggest that the pullout approach often resulted in
de facto segregation and tracking for regular as well as for corripensatory 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 greater ease with which regular and compensatory programs can be
coordinated, the costs savings, the possibility of positive peer influences, and the
decreased likelihood of lowering the self-esteem of compensatory 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 that the mainstream approach can be effective for delivering

.

compensatory instructron and should not be summarily dismissed. He reports
considerable success where individualized mathematics instruction was provided to
elementary school students in a mainstream. setting. Provision of extra in-class
instruction, using support teachers and extra resource mateiials, resulted in increased
achievement, as measured by the CalifornicyNchievement Test.

Other research frequently considered in this debate focuses on questions only
indirectly related to the pullout-mainstream argument, including studies of ability
grouping and of the effects of peer-group composition on achievement. This
literature is important, however, because the issues debated include many of the
arguments raised in discussions of instructional setting.
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Find lngs from studies of abilitr grouping suggest that this practice is not

effective far 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 (Findiley and Bryan, 1971;

Esposito, 1973; NEA, 1968; and Ogletree and Ujlaki, 1971) indicate that, first,
homogeneous ability grouping shows no consistent positive value for helping students

achieve; moreover, nmong studies showing significant effects, the slight gains for
high-ability students are offset by evidence of unfavorable effects on the learning of
students of average and below-average ability, porticularly the latter.1 Second,

findings on the influence of homogeneous ability grouping on affective development

are mostly unfavorable. Although the practice may build the self-esteem of children

in the high-ability groups, it can also unfavorably 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 mainstreaming that the socioeconomic and achievement levels of their

classmates affect pupils' academic performance. The predominant finding from
analyses of data files, such as Project Talent (Bowles, 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 thereis no strong evidence for or

against the existence of such influence, 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 measured at the schbol or district level and
the students studied were beyond the 6th grade. Consequently, the 3todi,rls provide

little information on classroom effects in the early grades.

N1E's research is designed' to afsess directly the qu,..stions thnt nave been
raised about The relative effectiveness of mainstrecm and it instruction for
compensatory education students. In the Instructional Dimensions Study', student
achievement: and.,attitude. 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 clearly the conditions under which each type of instructional
r setting can be beneficial, and provide program planners with better information on

effective services for children.

Amount of Instruction

A number of studies are examining the relationship between achievement and
amount of instruction (defined as instructional time). The studies will enable NIE to
specify more clearly when and why extra instructional7iime leads to increased
learning. Title 1 regulations explicitly require that Title I funds be used to provide
'extra services to children, and most Title 1 instructional programs provide students
with extra time spent on reading or mathematics. However, we need to know
considerably more about the relationship between the Jse to which time is put and
ch ildren's learn ing.

A rapidly growing body of research literature focuses on the relationship
between instructional time and learning, and models of learning increasingly
emphasize time as an important dimension (Carroll, 1963; Cooley and Lohnes, 1976).

Most of the,literature looks at relationships 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,

. _
defined as length of the school year, attendance rates, or length of the schoolday 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,
also, in general, support the existerice of such a relationship (Stallings and Kaskowitz,
1975; 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 although this association
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 fqr instruction (and learning) to take place.
However, time alone is not sufficient to guarantee effective learning, and how time is
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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 example,
summarizing a series of studies directly related to the use,of time, Rosenshine (1975)

suggests that for time to be -effective, it must be used for direct instruction. The

most consistent effects of time are found in programs where time is structured by the
teacher and used for carefully supervised learning. This conclusion is consistent with
previous research on successful Title 1 projects. The work by Wargo et al. (1971,
1972), discussed earlier, indicates that directly relevant instruction and high
treatment intensity were related to achievement gains.

Several projects also have examined the effects of periods away from
instruction (e.g., summer vacation) on learning. These studies provide data on how
the distribution of instructional time affects'not only what is learned but also what is
retained. Generally, during periods when instruction is not available, children-Ao not
maintain the rate of learning characteristic of the school year. However, it appears
that low-achieving students are more affected- by the summer period than high-
achieving students. In analyzing Title I annual State reports, Thomas and Pelavin
(1976) suggest that this difference in learning over the summer period may be of
major importance for the long-term performance of these two groups of students.
That is, during the school year the high and low achievers may be making 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.5

Several of NIE's studies will explore further the relationship between time and
learning. The rn,:sk extensive analysis will-be undertaken as part of the Instructional
Dimensions Study, , ich will examine how time is related to learning in a variety of
instructional situations. Further, -because this study distinguishes between regular
(noncompensatory) (.-16d extra (compensatory) instructional time, it will be possible to
make inferences 35ovt ci nuch extra time is needed to make a difference. Other

5
These conclunior on cross-sectional analyses of data from State
annual reports. beiore r onclusic:is can be drawn, it is necessary to
explore the hypothesis usri hIngitudinol data und additional data sources.
A project of this nature ;4.-frenily being funded by the Compensatory
Educntion Stw
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studies will, examine the effects of time for different student populations and
different teaching techniques.

Teacher Training

A final area of interest is teacher training. NIE is exornining whether training

practices differ for effective and less effective programs. Although training is .nof a

feature of classroom instruction comparable to 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 program effectiveness are related.

The literature on teacher training is enormous. N1E 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 program techniques. These areas

were selected not because 'the-fesearch findings in this area were more definitive

than in other areas, but rather because special training has often been found to
contribute significantly to the effectiveness of compensatory instruction.

The use of specially trained personnel in compensatory instruction frequently

has been suggested as characteristic of successful programs (Samuels, 1976; Kiesling,

1973; and Coulson, 1976). Kiesling reporfts that time spent in instruction is more
consistently related _to gains in reading achievement when instruction is given by
trained reading specialists. The ongoing evaluation of the Emergency School 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 fok 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 spebialists per se, but examined the
relationship between effectiveness and both education beyond the bachelor's degree

and performance on the National Teachers Examination.
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Analyses of the effectiveness of in-service training present the most
consistent findings. Where successful programs are found, it is frequently reported
that teachers were given in-service training 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 training in program_ methods to be one of six
components that characterized successful Title 1 projects. Both Coulson (1976) and
Sweeney and Blaschke (1975) found that the more recent the in-service training, the,
more it showed relationship to program effectiveness. In the latter study, the number
of days of training also was positively associated with reading achievement.

The Instructional Dimensions Study will provide information on the effects of
teachereraining. The instructional variables and settings which this study explores
make an examination of training especially appropriate. Individualized instructional
techniques requiring individual sequencing, pacing, and: diagnosis are known to be
especially demanding of teachers. Special skills and program-related training may be
mire important for effective iMplementation of individualized programs than of
others. Further, the settings used for the teaching of compensatory education
studentsmaicstream or pulloutare likely to require different experience and skills.
Knowledge of whether training makes szy differenceand if so, wherewill be
increased by the in-depth data and focused research questions of the study.

NIE RESEARcH ON EFFECTS OF SERVICES ON CHILDREN

To acHress these issues oflorogram design, NIE is conducting several different
research efforts. In addition to 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 projects
have been funded.

The Instructional Dimensions Study

The' Instructional Dimensions Study is N1E'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 sectionindividualized instruction,
instructional settings, amount of instruction, and teacher trainingand a number of
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student outcomes. The study's major purpose is to assess the effects on achievement
in reading and mathematics of variations in individualized instructional methods and
in instruction& setting (mainstream versus pullout instruction). Effects of instruc-

.

tional time and teacher training will also be examined, as will the-impact of different
program characteristics in such areas as students' attitudes toward reading and
mathematics and their class attendance.

A critical initial step in developing the study was to define the term individ-
ualization. As noted earlier, programs can be individualized in a number of ways.
Individualized programs have been characterized as involving specia1 classroom
arrangements, such as one-to-one or small group instruction; incorporating special
types of decisionmaking, such as performance agreements 'or student-centered
decis:onmaking; or employing curricula specifically 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 made to restrict the
focus of the research. The definition of individualized instruction was therefore
sharpened to include only specially structured curricula with the following four
characteristics:

o Specific learning objectives assigned to individual-children

o Small group or individual pacing

o D agnosis and individual prescription

o -Alternative learning paths and sequencing for individual children

The strongest evidence that differences in program characteristics were
related to differences in achievement was felt to exist for progrards with these
characteristics. Further, discussions with teachers and curriculum specialists
indicated that curricula with these, characteristics were, in fact often used for
compensatory instruction where the intention was to provide individualized teaching.

149

IV-I4



A second step in designing the study was to determine 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 wasloo

limited, compared to the variety of school districts- involved in compensatory

education, the study was designed with the following features: (I) the projects
studied are currently being delivered in Title I-participating or Title I-eligible
schools; (2) the projects examined come from five States and 14 geographically
diverie districts, located in urban, rural, and suburban lettings; and (3) the data
collected will permit comparisons between characteristics of dikricts selected for

the-Instructional Dimensions Stud7and the nationally representative 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-hivil and- program costs, and the range of compensatory

'services offered.

The study is currently in the Initial phase...0-data collection. Nearly 12,000
dnd 3d-grade students in 440 classrooms have.ben-g.iven achievement tests in

reading and mathematics. Their attitudes toward larnin6 in. these subject areas were

also measured. Interviews are being conducted with dikrict personnel, school

principals, and regular and supplemental teachers.; Regular and supplemental
instruction will be videotaped at midyear and analyzed using a specially tailored
coding system. Teachers will be teinterviewed in the spring to document the nature

of instruction throughout the school year, and at that time'participating students will

be retested on achievement and attitude. _

Analyses of the data will directly examine relationships between achievement

and variations in instructional practice and setting. Subsidiary analyses win

investigate associations between teacher training and amount of instructional time,

and program effectiveness. In both cases, a special variant of the then-unpubliihed

Cooley and Lohnes (1976) model of learning, adapted by Cooley and Leinhardt (1975),

will be used to organize the data and guide the analyse& Detailed information also
will be available on the costs associated with different cpproaches 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 successf-,1 opproachas on a large scale.

The Instructional Dimensions Study is not a summary national evaluation of
Title I effectiveness. However, it will provide information important to our
examination of Title I, in that it will help to answer the question of whether
indMdualization can be an effective way of delivering instruction to low-achievino
students and also show the conditions under which individualization seems to wori tn

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

education& needs, and will indicate whether the channeling of funds-into individua-
lized programs is likely to prove helpful.

Other Studies of Program Variables

Syntheses and Secondary 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 projecfs focus on reading and
mathematics programs, but they do not involve extensive original data collection
work and cannot provide information of the same depth. Tber supplementary studies,

which are mostly syntheses and secondary analyses of existing local data bases, will

provide additional findings on:

o What is known about the effects of varied forms of individu-
alization on learning

o How reading problems vary among children and across grade

levels

o The effectiveness of activity-based approaches

mathematics instruction
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How. instructional time, grouping practices, and ,teacher
training relate to achievement across a variety of instructional
approaches

/
o The long-term effects of summer vacations on /the achieve.--

ment-of compensatory education children

IReading Conferences.--A series ofl conferences, is being held to exi6lore and
synthesize what is known about I low to teach beginning reading. Experts in the fields
of instructional practice and theories of learning . re wiriting papers cnd meeting to

/discuss their understanding of how reading 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 early instruction and i

whether the curricula which are
typically used in schOols reflect such a consensUs. In addition, the papers and

/_conferences will indicate whether different ?pproaches are recommended for
teaching students of varying achievement levels.,

/
/

Alternative Designs.--Alternative designs for the delivery of compensatory
/

education services are being developed independently by four different research
/

groups. These projects do not necessarily address the program design areas evaluated
1in our other studies, but rather were initiated to provide an opportunity for

individuals interested and experienced in compensatory education to suggest new
practices. The studies vary widely in / focus. They include an exaMination of
alternative ways of providing compensatory education to secondary school students;
development of a program for cross-age/tutoring; formulation of a model for a client-.
centered school; and approach to instrUction which builds on the strengths of cultural
divergence.
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CHAPTER V. ADMINISTRATION

Title I is implemented through a complex administrative structure involving
Federal, State, and local levels of government. The Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare and State Education Agencies- carry out a number of
responsibilities in administering Title I: funds distribution, rulemaking, monithring,
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 I 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 I services.

The-way in which these administrative responsibilities are carried out can have
an important- influence on Title l'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 can improve the ability of LEAs to, plan and
implement Title I 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 I program in achieving its objectives depends on the quality of management
at each level of government and on the nature of the interactions among the levels.
The complexity_ of the administrative structure also places very real limits on the
ability of Congress to bring abOut niodifications in Title I. Although Congress is in al
position to exert fairly extensive influence on Federal administrative behavior, it has

less direct control over States and even less over LEAs. Therefore, in order to make

recommendations for improvements in Title I that have any real chance of affecting
local district practice, more information about the ways in which HEW and the States
administer Title I and about the effects 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 administration of Title I. They have three major objectives:

o To /describe the process by which administrators transform the

provisions of the Title I statute into educational services

o To identify, to the extent possiblef the factors that affect the way

in which the Title 1 program has been implemented

-
o To determine whether (and in what ways) Congress may be able to

influence local Title I services through efforts to modify admini-

strative practices

The individual studies focus primarily on administrative activities at one or
another of the levels of government. Both the Survey of Legal Standards and the

Sfudy 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 v,hich States

administer Title I and the impact of these State activities on local districts; andlhe
_ ,

Study of State Compensatory Education Programs looks at the 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 National Survey of Compensatory Education, the

research on the Demonstration Projects, and separate studif. disfrict Parent

Advisory Councils and rural school districts.

These studies, their objectives, the types of data exp'ected 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 .11 describe how administra-

tive activities are carried out at the Federal level and will detail the Federal
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guidance and direction provided for State and local officials. The studies Will also
identify factors that may affect Federal management, and the likely effects of
possible modifications in Federal administrative activity.

Study of Legal Standards

The Federal Government's administration of Title I is based on the legal
framework under which States and LEAs must operate. The framework includes the
Title I statute, regulations, guidelines, program directives, and formal letters of
advice, all of which elaborate on and provide more concrete meaning to the statute.
This study treats all of these elements of the Federal legal framework. It will
provide a complete account of the existing legal framework and an analys s of its
implications for the operation of Title I. It has five basic objectives:

To analyze the Title I statute and regulptions in order to identify
areas in which they may be unclear or inconsistent

To ,-nalyze the guidelines, program directives, and advisory letters
in liOit of the regulations to assess the clarity and consistency of
the overall Title I legal framework

o To examine various ways the Federal Government has chosen to

communicate and disseminate the legal framework to States and
to local aistricts

o To analyze the ways in which' State interpretations and elabora-
tions of the Federal legal framework alter the requirements
placed on LEAs___

o To identify ways in which the overall framework rriay 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 framework since the inception of Title I, including the recently -enacted
regulations, in order to identify substantive changes and td._assess their possible

impact.

The study also includes iriterviews conducted with Title 1 officials in 10 States

to gather information on formal and informal State interpretctions of the Federal
standards and to determine the degree to which State additirns to and elaborations of

the Federal legal framework improve or hinder the consistency and clarity of the
legal standards. The interviews also win provide information on States' assessments

of the. Federal legal framework and on the procedures the Federal Government uses

to disseminate and interpret the framework.

On the basis of these research activities, ME hopes to identify the likely
effects of possible modifications in the Title 1 legal framework or in the procedures

used to disseminate its provisions.

Study of Federal Administration
,

In administering -Title 1, the Federal Government is also responsible for
monitoring State activities, enforcing Title 1 regulations, providing technical assist-

ance, and evaluating the effects of programs. Although all of these tasks are
assigned to HEW, responsibility for the program is dispersed throughout the
Department. The Division for Education of the Disadvantaged, the unit in the Office

of Education responsible for Title 1, has a role in performing all the administrative

functions but its actions are seldom final. They frequently are reviewed by the
Office 'of the Associate Commissioner for CoMpensatory Education Programs, the

Deputy Commissioner for the Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education, the

Commissioner of Education, and the Secretary of HEW. The Title I office also shares

parts of the evaluation responsibility with OE's Office of Planning, Budgeting, and
Evaluation, and along with HEW's Audit Agency monitors and enforces the
irnplementation of Title 1 requirements at the State and local levels.

_-
Even if only one office were fully responsible for Title 1, it Would sometimes

be possible for)EAs<ard LEAs to receive inconsistent direction. But because several

offices must interact, coordination within the Federal Government is especially
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in ining the content and consistency of guidance given to SEAs and

LEA:-

In order to understand direction provided by the Federal Governme-)t, NIE

issconducting a study of the Federal administration of Title I. its objves ure as
fol lows:

o To identify the areas in which the guidance and direction given to

States and LEAs moy be unclear

o To identify rganizational factors that may accoun1 for any lack

of clarity in the Federal direction provided to States and LEAs

o To assess the likely effects of possible modifications in Federal

administrative activities
,

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

makes to the composite effect of this direction. This research is being conducted

through interviews with Washington-based and regional HEW officials, direct
observation of program administration activities, analysis of documents and reports,

and examination of administrative reorganizationreffcrts and of decisions on staff

utilization. Moreover, an examination of the history of many of these issues will help
to illuminate why the Federal administration of Title I hc-S evolved to its' present

form.

Several specific areas of Federal management are being examined. -Among

HEW's important responsibilities are monitoring and enforcement, which it performs

by conducting annual program reviews of each State and by auditing a sample of
States. An analysis of program reviews, audit reports, and interviews with
appropriate officials will provide information about the effects of such activities on
SEAs and LEAs. Federal officials can also exert considerable influence on-States and

school districts through the ways in which they provide technical assistance and
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evaluation. In these areas, research efforts similar to those described for monitoring

and enforcement are being conducted. Again, the emphasis is on evaluating thp
clarity and consistency of the directions given, 'the ways in which the directions are

communicated, and their effects on SEA and LEA practices.

STATE AND LOCAL ADMINISTRATION

_

Bdcause of their direct supervisory responsibilities over the activities of local
districts, the States play an important role in guiding local programs. Although i-he
Federal Government supervises some LEAs directly through audits and monitoring,
most Federal direction is filtered through the various State Tale I offices on its way
to the LEA level. Moreover, the States conduct some Title I administrative activities

independent of Washington.

States vary considerably in the way they administer Title I. Some, for
example, do little besides distribufing funds to LEAs and coi iecting LEA proposals and

evaluations. Others actively disseminate and reinterpret Federal program require-
ments, monitor local projects, apply sdnctions, provide jadvice, and conduct their own

,Avoluations. The extent of State initiative in these areas may affect the nature of
the directives that LEAs receive about the operation of Title I.

Study of State Administration

The'Studx of State AdministratiOn has three objectives:

o To identify differences ih the ways that various States administer
Title 1

1 Despite the potential importance of State administration, it has received
little careful attention in the past. Aside`from a few case studies of Title I
administration in individual States, only two major studies (Planar, 1973;_
Berke & Kirst, 1972) have specifically examine State administrative
activity.
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o To ascertain whether these differences in State administrative

activity have any impact on the ways in which LEAs provide
I.:tie I services

o o determine whether and with what effect Congress 'can
influmce the ways in which States administer Title I

One component -of tie study is a natiOnal survey of State administrative
activitius. Interviews with Title ! officials in 46 States will yield data about the
specific ways in which States perform their responsibilities for rulemaking,

, monitoring, enforcement, tecNnical assistance and evaluation. This survey .wil I also

examine the degree to which several State characteristics (e.g., SEA organizational

'patterns, SEA recruitment practices for Title I, and customary SEA interaCtions

with the Federal Government and with local jurisdictions) ,,affect how States
administer Title I.

Differences Li the ways States carry out their responsibilities are important

because of their potential impact on the way LEAs implement programs. In order to

'examine this impact, NIE is conducting two other research activities as-part of the
Study of State Administration. The first is a series of case studies in eight

.geograPhically representative States. These investigations will examine how four
districts in each State treat a number of program requirements,
comparability and program design, in the delivery of services to Title I children.
Th2 oigh interviews at State and local levels, it is possible to determine the extent to

which State administrative activity has directly affected the approaches taken by the

districts inresponse to thoie requirements.
,

The second is a statistical analysis of the-relationship between State activity
and local district activity. This study will attempt to correlate differencei in State
activity With differences in local district administration and service delivery.

Study of State Compensatory Education Programs

In over one-third of the States, local districts receive funds for compensatory

education through State-initiated and State-funded programs separate from Title I.
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These programs have theiriwn- legislatiC/e purposes, are typically subject to different

(rules and regulations, and are frequently adm nistered by other units within the SEA.

The Study of State Compensatory Education Programs examines the following

questions:

o What are the differences between the Stole compensatory
Programs and Title I?

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 I admini-

strative system that will facilitate coordination between Title I
and the State programs?

From the ways in which States administer their own programs,
what inferences can, be' awn about how States might react if
the regula structure of 'Title I were reduCed or if Title I

n s were available on a bloc-grant basis?

In the Study of State Compensatory Education Programs, NIE will collect data about
each of these questions through interviews with State and local officials involved in

administering State compensatOry education programs. Specifically, a comparison of
State programs with Title I will identify differ.ences between the two in such areas as

progiam objectives, student eligibility, number of students served, types of program

services delivered, and administrative practices both at the State and the local levels.

The study also includes an examination of the effects of these differences on

the delivery of services at the local level. For example, it asks Whether State funds

are being used to provide more intensive services to children-alreadyfeceiving Title I

services, to nontargeted children eligible under Title I, or to children not,eligible
under Title I. The study also will show whether the existence of .o State program
results in conflicts between the regulations for Title I and the' State program that
create difficulties in implementation at the local level.

/I
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In one sense, an examination of State compensatory programs may indicate
how States might administer Titlell if the Federal Government were not involved.
Therefore, some judgments about hOw States might administer Title I if the Federal
legal standards for the- program were relaxed may be possible. This examination
could also clarify the possible impact of making Title I funds available on a bloc-grant
basis.

Data About Local Administratian

Within. the oVerall framework' of the direction provided by Federal and State
administrators, locat personnel have a wide variety of options regarding such issues as

-the nature of planning,-activities, the actual-selection of types of services, and the
utilization of personnel. They 'also can specify whether decisionmaking auth6rity for
the program rests with central -office stpft or et the individual school building level
and the.;extent of community involveMent in the decisionmakina process. Local
decisions in each of these areas.,clearly- affect the types of Title I services.that are
delivered.

Data about local administration will be available from a number of studies.
The Study of State Administration wifl famish evidence_ from case studies in 32

,
districts about .the types of decisions that district administratori make regarding
various aspects of .the Title 1, program and'some of the reasons for these decisions.

The 13 Demonstration Projects will yield extensive data about local administrative
activities,, especially patterns- of dedisionmaking, an'd the influence that,rnajor
changes in the Title I allocation procedurei have on 'these. activities. The National
Survey of Com; ensatory Education will yield representative information about local

,

administratiOn, particularly with regard to local efforts to createcoherentprograms.

wo additional-itUdies to explore specific issues related .:o.Idcal administration
of Title I liCkielSeen iriated. The Study of Parent Advisory Councils is examining
the nature orparent involvement in Title i Administration. Case studies are being
conducted in nine"school disricts tO examine how Parent affect
local decisions aboUt Title I pcograms. 'The'se=nd project, the Rural Schools

utilizing_ .case_ studies' to examine whether, rmali, rural school districts have
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particular difficulties in implementing Title I. The study will analyze special
problems these districts encounter in implementing Title I programs and indicate

whether changes in the administrative structure would facilitate delivery of services

in such districts.
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APPENDIX A. SECTIONS 821 AND 150

OF PUBLIC LAW 93-380
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Public Law 93- 380
93rd Congress, H. R. 69

August 2 1, 1974

2n act
To extend and amend tbe Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965, and for other purpose&

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of itmerica in Congress amembled, That this Act may
be cited as the "Education Amendments of 1974".

PART 13EDUCATIONAL STcDIES AND SURVEYS

STUDY OF FE'RPOSES AND EFFECTIVENESS OF COMPENSATORY EDtCATION
PROGRAMS

SE.c. 821. (a) In addition to the other authorities, responsibilities
and duties conferred upon _thl-Nitional Institute of Education (here-
inafter referred to as the "Institute") by section 405 of the. General
Education Provisions Act and notwithstanding the second sentence

;.. of subsection (b) (1) of such section 405, the Institute shall undertake
a thorough evaluation and study of compensatory education programs,
including such programs conducted by States and sueh programs &In-
ducted under title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965. Such study shall include

(1) an examination of the fundamental purposes of such pro-
grams, and the effectiveness of such programs in attaining such
purposes ;', ,

(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 etfectiveness of methods and procedures

for meeting-the educational needs of children. including the use
of individualized writ4en educational plans for children. and
programs for training the teachers of children ;

(4) an ex-ploration of alternative methods, including the use
of procedugs to assess educational disadvantage for distributing
funds under,auch programs to States, to State ednCational agen-
da., and to local edncational agencies in an equitable aqd efficient
manner, which will accurately reflect current conditions and insure
that such funds reach the areas of greatest current need and are
efttively used .for such areas; .

(5) not more \than 20 experimentalprograms, which shall be
reasonably geographically representative, to be administered by
the Institute, in cases \where the Institute determines that such
experimental programs ai/i3 necessary to carry out the purposes of
clauses (1) through'(t), and the Commissioner of Education is
authorized, notwithst ii. ding any provision of title I of the Ele-
mentary and Seconder Education Act of 1965, at the request of
the Institute, to approve tkie use of grants which educational agen-
cies are eligible to receive\under such title I (in casea where the
agency eligible for such grant agrees to such use) in order to carry
out such experimental progra)us; and

(6) findings and recommen&tions, including recommendations
for changes in such title I or for new legislation, with respect to
the matters studied under clauses (1) through (5).
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(b) The National Advisory Council on the zaucation of Disad-
vantaged Children shall advise the Institute with respect to the design
and execution of such study. The Cr.:Inmissioner of Education shall
obtain and transmit to the Institute 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, end 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
nny oeview 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 each 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 sectidn.

(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 nfter the dnte of the
delivery of such plan to the Congress.

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)
i(A.) continuity of session s broken only by an adjournment of

Congress sine die; and
(II) the days on which either House is not in session because of

an adjournment of more than three days to a day certain are ex-
cluded in the computation of the thirty-day period.

"ALLOCATION OF FUNDS WITHIN TIIE SCI1001. nisTairr OF A 1.0CM.
EDUCATIONAL AGENCY

"SEC. lso. (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 received from pay-
ments under this title on the basis of a method or combination of
methods other 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 raeial or cultural discrimination.

"(b) Any local educational agency to which this section applies shall
submit such reports to the Director of the National Institute of Educa-
tion at such time and in snch manner as the Director may reasonably
require to carry out his responsibilities under section 821(a) (5) of
the Education Amendmentsof 1974.
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RESPONSE TO CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIVES

Because the whole study is meant to answer questions asked by Congress, it

seerni useful to repeat the charges given NIE by .the Congress in Section 821, and to

indicate how the overall study is designed to address these questions.

Chapter 1 of this interim report explains how NIE made the charge to examine

the "fundamental purposes" of compensatory education 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 11, Ill,

and IV, 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 keeping 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 11--

e.g., research on various poverty definitions, and on the feasibility and effects of
using achievement criteriais related to these charges.

NIE also was asked to analyze the effectiveness of methods and procedures for

meeting the educational needs of children, 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 III and IV.

Finally, N1E waS authorized, subject to the concurrence of the Commissioner

of Education; to conduct not more than 20 experimental programs if necessary to
carry out the purposes of Section 821. Under this authority,' 13 school districts
initiated several changes in procedures for allocating compensatory education :unds.

For example, many are changing from the use of poverty to achievement cri.eria for

determining program eligibility, and changing per-school and per-pupil expenditin !s.
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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 N1E with
demographic information by distri6., 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

poverty currently used in the Title 1 formula. These data will be used in simulations

of Title I funding alternatives.

Contractor: U.S. Burenu of the Census

Washington, D.C.

Completion: January 1977

Demonstration R

c.33WIG,:13 were awarded to States, with school districts as subcon-

tractors, to vAGI-1 pr ts demonstrating the effects of changing rules for allocating.
Title I fun& w:thio )1 districts. During he 1975-76 schooi year, the 16.district;
developed an," their plans to change the schools' funding eligibility criteria
from poverty .-:'...r.ievement and/or to cllunge the number of schools and pupils who'

participate in itle I. During the 1976-77 ond 1577-78 school years, the 13 districts

that proceeded _with 1heir plans are operc:!..;ng under funds allocation
procedures, authi)rized by Waivers from tht. Commissioner of Education, cis specified

under Sections 821 and 150 of P.L. 53-380.

Contractors: See text for c;istricts

Report on third-year plan: ..hne 1977

Completion: July 15 '8
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Effects of Crr-ncisatorylcIti2a_t.L_YI Demonstration Projects

The contractor is collecting data on the results of the planning and
implementation of the demonstration projects in the participating districts. Effects

of the dernznsirations are being measured in the following areas: (1) changes in the

organizain and administration of compensatory programs and services delivered,
(2) chanctes in the services received by students, (3) effects on the characteristics of:

schools students served, (4) effects on teaching and testing practices, (5) costs

associoi-A with the changes in allocation procedures and concentration levels,

(6) a:..hie,.ement outcome results, and (7) community response to changes.

entractor: Abt Associates, Inc.

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Fr revr.: December 1976

August 1977

Third December 1977

Con 1:,ietion: August 1978

:s of Alternative Grant Structures for Title I Grant System

This projeCt is producing a computerized simulation model that will be used to..,
analyze the impact oU alternative compensatory education financing proposals on

districts' fiscal behavior. Project tasks include (1) estimation Ur 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.

Contractor: Martin Feldstein

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Completion: March 1977
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Modification of Federal Education Finance Model and Construction of Data Base

This project has expanded the capabilities of computerized simulation system

for calculating allocations to States, cQuntries, and districts using different program

eligibility criteria and different formulas. It will perform statistical operations on
the data and provide users with comparative tables on the effects of different
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.

Washington, D.C.

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 concomitant changes in
children's achievement.

Contractors: National Children's Bureau

London, England

Mathematica, Inc.

Princeton, New Jersey

Nadine Lambert

Berkeley, California

Completion: July 1977
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Relationships Between Title 1 and Other Educational Expenditures (Planned)

This research analyzes the effect of Title I on the distribution of educational
resources among different types of school districts. It considers the relationship of
Title 1 togeneral patterns of Federal aid to education and to overall levels of LEA
expenditure.

.Complation: September 1977

Student Achievement Measures as Title 1 Eligibility Criteria

The objectives of this study are to (1) 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
Title 1 funds on the basis of achievement scores, including analysis of the feasibility,

-- cost, and accuracy of the strategies; and (3) ussess the distribution& consequences of

changing allocariorzs to achievement-based formulas.

Contractor: Cemrel, Inc.

St. Louis, Missouri

Comp fetion: June 1977

Subcounty Allocation Processes

The purposes of this contract are to (I) analyze the manner in which States
determine Title 1 allocations to school districts at the subcounty level, (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 school disirici grants, 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

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 fh. allocation of
funds is decided_ and students are selected for participation; and (3) describe how

programs are evaluated. lesporidents include State personnel, district administrators

and program specialists, principals, teachers, and chairpersons of Parent Advisof);
Councils in a nationally representative sample of 106 school districts.

Contractors for data collection:

- Stanford Research Institute

Menlo Park, California, and

National Opinion Research Center

Chicago, Illinois

Completed

Contractor for analysis: National Opinion Research Center

Chicago, Illinois

. Completion: June 1977

Naninstructional Services Provided Under Title 1

Through a series of case studies this project will examine. Title 1 expenditures

in areas not directly related to instructiJn, such as health, counseling and psycho-

logical services, food, transportation, libraries, and resource centers. In addition to
descriptive data about the services provided, information will be gathered on how

school district personnel determine the amount of financial resources tis devote to
noninstructional Services and how they evaluate the effectivergs of such services.

Contractor: National Opinion Research Center

Chicago, Illinois

Completion: May 1977 175
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Tecicher-Training Study (Planned)

The puripose of the study is to examine the types and amounts of training that

compensatory education teachers haye received. Both formal (e.g., academic
degrees) and informal (e.g., workshops) training will be examined. Teacher

responsibilities (such as subject matter taught) and instructional practices will be
compared to training.

'Completion: November 1977

RESEARCH CONCERNING EFFECTS ON CHILDREN

Alternative Approaches to Compensatory Education

The four projects discussed below are designed to develop alternatives for
schools in providing compensatory education.

Cross-Age Tutoring as a Way of Increasing Student Involvement in Learning.

This pt:oject is developing plans for the systematic implementation and evaluation of

cross-age tutoring. Under 1ne plans, secondary school students will tutor elementary

school students as an integral part of the school program. The aim is to use tutoring

to raiSe achievement among tutors as well as tutees, and to encourage students to

take greater responsibiiity for their own learning.

Contractor: UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation .

Los Angeles, California

r.

Completion: March 1977

Federal Strategies for Delivering Ba Sic Skills Assistance to Secondar

and Students.Four Strategies are being developed to provide effective eompeitory

education programs in junior and senior high Schools. The strategies are designed to

encourage new approaches in the teaching of basic skills to secor,dary school students.,

Contractor: Stanford Research Institute

Menlo Park, California

Completion: January 1977 176
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A Restoration Model as an Alternative to Compensatory Education.--The
_

approach developed in this project emphasizes (I) acceptonce and responsiveness to

the alternative cultures found in American communkties, and (2) educational self-
,

determination for parents and children.-

Contractor: Fanon Research and Development Center

Los Angeles,.CGlifornia

Completion: February 1977

Small Client-Controlled Elementary Schools.--This project is developing

approaches to school reorganization which could lead to more effective compensatory

education programs with emphasis on client control and school-based management.

Contractor: University ofKansas

Lawrence, Kansas

Completion: January 1977 s,

Distribution and Concentration of Title 1 Funds in New Jerky

Statewide data are being analyzed to determine whether relationships exist
between Title 1 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 Setting Objectives,at the Elementary Level

'The purpose of this contract was to identify school districts which, involve
parents, teachers, and students in setting goals for children's academic programs and

where possible, to document the effectiveness of these programs.

Contractor: Education Turnkey Systems

Washington, D.C.

Completed

Instrucl;onal Dimensions StOdy

This study4 dcsigned to assess the impact of selected characteristics of
instruction 'on student achievement and attitudes towards instruction, has been
conducted in two phases: the design phase and the implementation phase.

Designs, for a Study of the Effectiveness of Individualized Instruction.During

1975 four contractors prepared alternative designs for a major study of individualized ,

instruction. These,formed the basis of the final design of the instructional dimensions

study described below.

Contractorst Contemp rary Research, Inc.

Los Ang les, California

Kirschner Associates, Inc.., :

Washington, D.C., ane

Education Turnkey Systems

Washington, D.C.

Learning Research ond Development Center

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Research for Bettcr Schools

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
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Instructional Dimensions Study.--The purpose of this study is to examine the

relationship between selected characteristics of instruction cad students' reading and

mathematics achievement and attitudes toward instrUction. Specifically, the study is

designed to assess whether programs which differ along the dimensiOns generally

associated with individualized instruction and classroom setting (i.e., pullout and
mainstreaming programs) also differ systematically in their ef fs.:cts upon students.
The study involves 12,000 students in 1st and 3d grades in 440 reading and
mathematics,classrooms. Additional analyses. will examine the relationship between

effectiveness, teacher training, and instructional time.

Joint contractors: Kirschner Associates, I it... wid Education Turnkey

Systems, Washington, I '.0 ...earning Research and

Development Center, Pit si,Jrgh, Pennsylvania; 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 (I) inte-

grate reading research and its implications for school practice, (2) specify criteria for

successful beginning reading programs, and (3) assess existing_programs-in the light of

these criteria. The major goals are to ascertain whether agreement exists on the
critical aspects of early, instruction and whether-current curricula reflect such a

consenst is.

Contractor:

Completion:

Reviews and Syntheses

Learning Research and Development Center

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

July 1977

The studies 'Cliscussed in the following paragraphs supplement NE's data
collection efforts by analyzing existing information.
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Activity-Based Approaches to Mathematics.--Many mathematics programs

financed by compensatory education yse the actual manipulation of physical objects

to teach mathematics in the belief that 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 to determine whether this teaching method is

effective for compensatory education pupils.

Contractor: Ohio State University

Columbus, Ohio

Completed

Defining the Locus and Nature of Reading 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 explore 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

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Completion: January 1977

Ccrnpleted

International Reeding Association

Newark, Delaware
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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 programs, including both compensatory educa-

tion programs and those serving a broader student population. Validated 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.

Contractor: American Institutes for Research

Palo Alto, California

Completion: June 1977

Secondary Analysis of Data on the Effectiveness of Compensatory 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
consistenc) of the "summer drop-off" will be explored for students of different i-itial

achievement levels, from different SES groups, and of different grade levels:

Contractor: Stanford Research Institute

Menlo Park, California

Completion: February 1977
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ADMINISTRATION

Study of Federal Administration (Planned)

This study is examining how Federal officials in HEW perform Title I admin-
istrative responsibilities, including funds distribution, 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 978

Survey of Legal Standards

This project examines how Title I and State compensatory education programs

are regulated in a geographically representative sample of States and analyzes the

degree of clarity and consistency in Federal Title 1 regulations, the, differences and

similarities between these and State regulations, and problems of implementation at

the State and local levels.

Contractor: The Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law

Washington, D.C.

Completion: June 1977

StU'dy of Louisville Title 1 Desegregation

This project examines the extent to which current Title 1 regulations

accommodate the needs of a recently desegregated school system. Because
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desegregation changes former school service areas, these districts claim to have
difficulty delivering services to students with special needs, while adhering to
regukitions.

Cont actor: Jefferson Caunty Educati8n Consortium

Lou isvi I le, Kentucky

Completion: June 1977

Study of Parent Advisory Councils

Nine case studies of locot school districts, located in several States, are
examining variations,in (1) the nature of Parent Advisory Council involvement in Title

1 administration, (2) the organizatinnal characteristics of PACs that are most likely

to be associated with different types of-parental involvement, and (3) State and local

administraiive prcctices -x3ntributing to parent participation.

C6ntrac!or: Kirschner ASSOC iates, Inc.

Washington, D.C.

Preliminary Report: July 1977

Completion: October 1977

Study of State Administration

This study has two purposes: (1) to provide a description of the nature and

amount of State management activities in the administration of Title I, primarily
those relating to the interaction between SEAs and LEAs; and (2) to identify variables

which are correlated with State management, esOcially those which Congress can

influence. Survey and case study data will be obtained to achieve these objectives.

Joint contractors: Boo2 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 be+Ween Title 1 and various State compensatory education programs.

The sL,dyr will provide information on (1) the differences between State compensatory

programs and Title J! (2) the impact these differences have on the types of
compensatory services EAs provide to,children and on the types of children served;

(3) the modifications whi- be made in the overoll Title I Administrative sysiem

that will facilitate coor' i between Title 1 and State programs; and (4)
;,.rences which can be d 'A'. OM the ways in which States administer their own

pre vrcins, about how Statr!s 1. if the regukitory structure of Title I were

recka if Title 1 funds ,A!r..? 4.; Cit Cn a bloc-grant basis.

Completion: July 1977

_.--

Students' Involvement in Title I

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 problems and barriers to the effective delivery of such services

and identifying v,ays 9f guaranteeing that eligible. nonpublic school students can
par kicipate effectively in Title I.

Contractor: Council on American Private "E-1..cation

VP.shington, D.C.

Completion: November 1977

Rural Scnoo17. Pvoject (Pla.,ned)

This project is utilizing case st;dies examinF whether 'small rural school

districts have particukr difficulties ln impl^menting TitIe I. (The study will analyze
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special problems these districts encounter in implementing Title I programs and will

indic ate whether changes in the administrative structure would facilitate delivery of

services in such dig! -icts.

Completion: February 1978

Test Bias and the Classification of Children

With the growing emphasis oh children's rights, lawyers have be.:_:ome

increasingly concerned with the constitutionality of :abeling children, particularly It

the testing instruments are themselves possibly biaser'. This project will prepqre a

review of the relevant legal issues and case law pt-ecedents and ideniify :mplicutions

fa; cornpensatory education and Title I.

Contractor: Paul Trachtenberg, Esq.

New Brunswick, New Jersey

First report: March 1977

Corrp.ion; ;uly 1977
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APPENDIX C. TITLE 1 FUNDS ALLOCATION PROCESS

Chapter 11 included a brief summary of the process by which Title 1 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 1 has two sections: Part A, which provides grants to Local Educational
Agencies (LEAs), to State Educational Agencie? (SEAs) programs, and 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
demonstrates how fiscal year 1977 funding for Title I 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.

.;)

TABLE C-I

Title 1 Allocations for Fiscal Year 1977
Title 1 -- Part A:

Grants to local education agencies $1,700.3M
(in United States and Puerto Rico)

Grants to local education agencies 3.2M
(outlying areas)

Grants to State agency education programs:

for handicapped children 111.4M

for migrant children I 30.9M

for children in institutions for the deliquent 19.0M

for children in adult correctional institutions 7.8M

for children ir institutions for the neglected 2.0M

Grants to the Bureau of Indian Affairs 17.6M

Grants of State Education Agencies for administration 2I.2M
of Title 1
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Title 1 -- Port E.'.

Special incentive grants to lc-al education agencies 24.5M

Spek.,a1 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 undcr
Part A would be relatively straightforward if two conditins existed: (1) if
appropriations for Title I fully funded the authorizations est/ablished 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). On1/ 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 cit 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 1 has never been fully funded, and counts

of low-income students by LEAs are available for only a few States. The first
prOalem, inodequale funding, 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 countiLs, leaving to States the task of allocating county grants to
LEAs. USOE is able to compute "county grants" because counts of eligible children

(Census poor and children in families receiving assistance under the Aid for Dependent

Children program) are available at the county level.
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Procedure for Formula Allocation to Counties

The precise amount allocated to each county is computed in two steps. First, a

formula is used to calculate "entitlements" for each county, m.hich the LEAs in the
county would receive if Title 1 were fully funded at the amount authorized. Because

the -allocation available 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:

(1) The number of children aged 5 to 17, inclusive, from
families beiow the poverty level' on the basis of the most
recent satisfactory data asailable from the Department of

Commerce)

1 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-
priate to a different family type. Orshansky, who developed this poverty
definition, used two kinds of information to generate poverty 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 Agriculture. 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 afnounts 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 places.



(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 funds, or living in
institutions for neglected or deliquent children which
depend co the local education agency for educational
services. 3 (Institutions served by State agencies are
eligible for full funding under the Part A State
agency set-aside.)

o The second part of the formula is the "cost factor." Title I would,

at full funding, provide an additional 40% of educational fund*
for each eligible child. The cost factor is based on this ratio of
0.4 on each State's average current expenditure per pupil and on
the national overage, which Is used to set maximum and minimum
rates.

(1) 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
to 7.7 million "poorr 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 adding in
an estimate of the AFDC noripoor, Title I attempts to avoid penalizing these
States for their generosity.

ss There are approximately 200,00 foster children and 70,000 neglected and
delinquent children (including 1,700 in adult correctional institutions)
counted under this section in 1977. These children cannot be counted under
the poverty definition, which excludes the institutionalized population and
children not living with their families.
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(2) If the State APPE is greater than 120% of the national
APPE, then the cost factor is 0.4 times 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.4

Table C-3 summarizes the way in which each county's allocation is

computed.

TABLE C-3

Process of computiny each courity's allocation:

Entitlement

ftt-

Al location

(P + AFDC + NDF) x .4 SAPPE

1st multiplier 2nd multiplier

= Entitlement x CA

P = # of children from poor families defined by U.S. Census (Orshansky
Index)

AFDC = .67 children from poor families receiving AFDC payments above
poverty

NDF, children in institutions for the neglected and delinquent, and in publicly
supported foster homes

SAPPE = State average per-pupil expenditure (within limits)

CA LEA share of Congressional Appropriation as a proportion of entitle-
ment sum ( .393 in 1975-77)

The cost factor is a crude adjustment for educational costs. It has 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 meosure of costs. Another ,Ixplanation is that the
cost factor is an appropriate reward for effort. It should be noted that the
State APPE figures include some Federal money. TIv, definition of State
expienditures includes all current expenditures except aid under Titles 1,
and III, ESEA. The numbers currently used refer to 1974-75 expenditures.
The cost factors in use range from $414.15 to $621.22. The minimum applies
to 15 States; the maximum to 3 States and thl District of Columbia. (Cost
of education indices are being studied under contract to NCES.)



Procedures for Subcounty Allocation to LEAs

After the entitlements a e ratably reduced, each State 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 LE.

However, in most States, county and LEA boundaries do not coincide, and the

States are responsible for aliocating Title I funds to districts within county boundaries

,cr to districts crossing county boundaries. This procedure frequently is termed
"subcoUnty alloccition." The rules governing subcounty allocation by LEAs are
described below.

The Title I statute does not provide unlimited discretion to the SEAs with
respect to the subcounty allocation of Title I funds. The statute provides that the
count,/ allocation" . . . shall be allocated among those (local educational) agencies

upon such equitable basis as may be determined by the State Educational 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 suballocete the Title 1 funds on the basis of

available data which it considers best ref ILct the current distribution of eligible
children from low-income families.

Preliminary results from NIE's study of subcounty allocation procedures
indicate that: °

o In four States and the District of Columbia, subcounty nllocation is
unnecessary, since all districts are coterminous with county boundaries.

Twenty-four States attempt to replicate the Federal formula in sub-
county allocation.

o The other 22 use'a variety of methods--most of them based on counts of
-children meetina alternative poverty criteria.
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PAOCEDURES FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS WITHIN SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Having reCeived a Title 1 allocation, an/LEA must select schools eligible for
Title 1 funded services, target specific schools from among those deeme(1 eligible, and

determine which students within those schools will receive services. A brief
discussion of these procedures follows.

Choosing Eligible Schools

The basic requirement governing selection of eligible schools by the LEA is
that school attendance areas must be selected having high concentrations of (...hilaren
from low-income families. The term "attendance areas" is used in the slatute
because all needy children living in a targetedattendance area are potentially eligible
f;-)r services regardless of which public orprivate school they attend. Othe..
provisions of the law, as well as U.S. Office of ,EducatiOn regulations, serve to
interpret and explicate this most basic requirement.

Basically,- an LEA is required to select one or several ineasures of poverty to
determine the number of children, aged 5 to 17, from poor iaHlies, residing' in the
LEA as a whole and in each attendance area. Each attendance area with a per-

,centage of poor children, at least as high as the average 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 eligible which have a number of
poor children at least at high as the average attendance area in the LEA. Bath
methods may be used simultaneously: An LEA may. declare -schocils/ eligible which
have either large nombers or high concentrations of poor children, as long as the total

,
1

number of attendanee areas selected by the combined method /does not exceed the
numf.ier which could have been chasen by either method alone..

Choosing between the percentage and the number method to award eligibilityP

status to attendance areas is only one of the major'. criteria for determining which of
an LEA's attendance areas is eligible for Title I. Several additional procedures are
also important.
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The Three-Year Hold-Over Option.--This procedure was introduced by the
Education Amendments of 1974 and Provided that a school attendance area which
fails to meet the eligiblity criteria, 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 I 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 meGsure, 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," cnd includes:

o Number of children whose families receive AFDC

o 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

o Employment statistics

o Other

LEAs can use one or more measures, or any combination of measures, but they must
apply these measures consistently across schools.
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Eligibility by Actual Attendance.--The Educ,311on Amendments of 1974 rro-
vided that an LEA could, at its discretion, deem any school eligible for Title 1 ;iy-
ments in which "the proportion of children in actual uverace daily attendance from
low-income families is substantially the same as the proportion oi such children in (an
eiigibtedftendance area) of that agency."

The amendments reflect a Congressional concern that, in an attendance area
in which children of poor families constitute only a small percentage of children
resident in the area, but in which large numbers of nonpoverty children do not attend
the local schools, the attendance areas would be deemed ineligible despite the fact
that the children of- poorfamilies cunsitute a- high percentag6 tifth-6- children-in
actual attendance. The amendment enables such a school to be eligible fort Titltl
funds.

The "No-Wide-Variance" Option.--Anothei option sometimes available to LEAs
is the "no-wide-variance" rule:

In. certain cases, the whole of a school district may be regarded as on
area having a high concentration. . .children (of low income families)
and be approved as a project area, but only if there are not wide
variances in the concentrations of such children among the several
school attendance areas in the school district.

Thus, if an LEA can establish to the satisfaction of its SEA that there are "no-
wide-variances," all attendance areas become eligible. Under the new regulations,
the standard is ihut the variation between the highest and lowest percentage of
children from low-income families is not more than one-third the average of low-
income children for the district as a whole.

Th;rty Percent' Rule.--A final option formerly described in Title 1, ESEA:
Selecting Target Areas, and currently appearing in the _revised 1976 regulations is
that with the, approval of the SEA ". . . an area with 30% or more of the children
from such (low-income) families may be designated as a project area. This rule
apparently originated following expressed Congressional concern that inflexible
targeting regulations could result in an LEA with a high incidence of pcverty

C-I 0
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declaring ineligible schools with 25% or 30% low-income enrollment, although a

neighboring district with a lower incidence of poverty might declare eligible a school
with only 10% low-income enrollment.

Selecting Schools

Havn di:vcloped its list af eligible attendance areas, the LEA must choose
which schools it will "target"--that is, 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-skip" provision, formerly articulated by USOE in
Program Guide #44, Section 4.6, and presently appearing in the 1976 revised
iegulations. In general, the "no-skip" provision provides that an LEA cdnnot designate
an eligible school attendance area 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 area 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

Although attendance area eligibility is determined by economic criteria,
student eligiblity is based on low achievement, described by existing regulations 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.
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The final stet) 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 of service

each should receive. Specifically, the regulations prcivide that:

The project for which un application for a grant is male by a local
education agency should be designed to meet the spec a: educational

needs of those educationally deprived children who have the greatest
need for assistance.

Program Requirements Designed to Ensure That Tit le,i Is An "Add On"

A school district might spend every penny of "Title I money" on "Title I

projects," without Title I children reaping the full benefit of the additional funds--
their share of locally provided services could simply be teduced, so that, in effect,
some of the aid goes to other children or back to the taxpayer. This is a problem 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 tlo prevent LEAs and States
from reducing their level of per-pupil expenditure, using Title I to compensate for the
difference.

Comparability.--Requirements intended to ensure that the services provided to
the target population ate comparable (i.e., opproxim tely equal), to the services
provided to nontarget populations, before the addition of Title I services.

General Aid Prohibitions.--Requirements intended to ensure that Title I 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 student body at large.

Supplanting.--Requirements intended to ensure that (I) school attendance
areas and children participating in Title I programs are not penalized in the provisions

of State and local funds because they are receiving special assistance under Title I;

(2) Title I funds may only be used to pay for the excess cost of programs; and (3) in no
case may Title I funds (a) replace State and local funds that would be provided but
for the existence of Title I or, 0-/ be used to pay for services which are ordinarily
provided in nonproject areas w:th S4ate and local funds.
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