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'The National Institute of Education

' The Education émémdmeﬁgs of 1974 (Public Law 93~ SSD)5 the major
redueatiaa legislatian Pﬂnsidefed ia hhe g93th Sangzegs; instructed the
' National Institute of gdugatign (NIE) to gandugt aéstud? of compensatery
‘education, including compensatory programs financed by States and these
fizsacéd under authsrityvaﬁ Title I of the Elemantary and Secondary Act
(ESEA). Thé; title, the largest Federal education effort, provided §2
éiiliﬂn iﬁ 1?75; 'Hbéﬁ of &hése‘fuﬁ&s weré ﬁéeﬂ to improve educational
programs for lawéaéhiaving'stuéents in school. districts serving children
from low-income families. |
Sgegificallfngeégian 821 instructed NIE to :@ndgztia study of
Waompénsatary pf hich wauld »

?  Exapiine the fundaméﬂtal purposes and effectiveness af -
compensatory education programs ) 7 ‘ -

° fAnalyze the ways of identifying children in greatest need

E?:D of ;ampensatmry education 7
::;; e GaﬂsidérraltEfnative ways ﬂf meeting these children's néeds
: 1 This papéfiigihésed on Ev;}ggg;n Eam,easator _Education: An Iﬁterim

LT ort on the NIE Compensatery Education Study which was submitted to

@—, _ the-President and the Congress on December 30, 1976. The Interim
Report presents a ‘comprehensive discusaian of NIE's strategy in

c::> ‘designing the Study and reports new data from the National Survey of

S Compensatory Education, one of the first projects commissioned by NIE. -

€::>” " A second Interim Report 1s due in September, 1977, and the Final

EEE;E --Report will be presen:ed in Segtgmber 1978.
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®  (congider the feasibility, costs, and consequences of alternative

means of distributing Federal compensatory educarion funds

NIE's research is intended to help Congress during 1ts delibg:ati@ns
on the future of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
NIE is’z qu i ad to aiamine compensatory education, in general, and to
provide Congress with speaifig recotmmendations about the range of posaible
cbjectives, fundiﬂg methads, administrative techniques, and educational
Progranms.

The ptavisiang of Section 821 can be seen as including two major
requests. fram Congress. The first reéuires ¥IE to assess the current
EffectivEﬂess of compensatory education programs in meeting their funds
amental ﬁurpases, and the segénd charges NIE with an gxaminatian of alter
native methods by which tbe effaét1VEness of EQEPEESﬂquY programs might .
be imprnvad. This paper dgsczinas the mzjor research pfajeéts which have
heen designed and whigh together will enable the Institute to respond to
Géﬁgress' requests. 7

The design of the NIE study 11lustrates how the evaluaéianiaf pragrééﬁ
effectiveness has developed in recent years. A decade of ex?eriéncg witﬁ

‘ avaluating social programs has made appafen: to regezichers cha difficul
of péffafming any sort of szfaightfnfward “iﬂput=autput" analysis of the

‘ effé:ts. vThe sharééﬁerigéics of & Federal program can anly,VEfy rafely;:
directly to changes in, for exsmple, average reading prafiniengy. Event
rand nutcﬂmes are instead influanced by a large aumber of independeut
factors, which both determiné how the Federal program really aperates ar

'ma? themselves be changed by it 50 that it is difficult to separate out

. _the "Federal" impact.
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‘In assessing a program for PurpﬂSES of impreving it (or judging

whether it can be Improved), evaluators therefore cannot gimply match a

 program's characteristics as conceived by its criginagafs with summary

outcome measures. : ST e : R

A large number of other factors which éffact program implementation
éﬁrjaintlybaffaat the program's ultimate concerns are also relevant. Thu
in the case cf'Title I Ehé exteﬁt t@ whigh the pf@grém in fact zreatas'a
ﬂ'net increase in the amount ;f money bging gpent on its target pﬁpulatien
- or the extent to which funds are baiﬂg uged fa: instructicnal prcgtams
ﬁh;ah gane:ally hava been found effective may,ba,mgte sensible tapigs for
a 1a:ge—égale ééaiuaﬁiaﬁrta examihe ﬁhan_the overall impact of the progra
: gn;child:en‘s achievement scores. 7 |
‘The NIE Compensatory EducatiQEVStuiy therefore is éanee:ned with a
: wide range af facta:s affecting the aper;tian of Title I. For this fessé
large number af separate but campleman;ary atudies were implemented, rathe }
than a single 1&:32§scale evaluatigﬁ- Moreover, th;s same reaeargh
strategy f@ilaﬁs from a‘éee@nd important é@nsidétatiﬂn in thé evaluation

soedal nggramé' effectiveness. Such programs can and, generally do have

HBE

multipla purpbsgs, this, as well as the 13:3& number of independent faztﬂﬁ;r,

‘afie;cing ﬁheir imp;ementatian andvimpagt, fequires that prcgrams be
Vevgluated in terms of a number of different outcome measures.

 To identify the fundamental purposes of ;@ﬁpéﬂﬁatﬁ:yredggatiaﬂ, NIE
studded éhg ptﬁvisiéns ﬂf Title I and its vaxiaﬁs'aﬁgﬂdﬂenés, éé:aﬁpaﬁyiﬁg

House and Senate Reports, and Congressional debates.. Those sources

:iﬂdigazedlﬁhaﬁ Title I of the Elementary and Saeeﬁdéry'Eduéétian'Act had -
_.three fundamental purposes:
' ‘ B S 1N
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To provide financial assistance to school districts in relation
to their numbers of low-income children and, within those schoul
districts, to schools with the greatest numbers of low-income
studen:s - -

Téifund speeial services for low=achieving children in the
poorest schools ’

. Te contribute to the cognitive, emotional, secial, or physital
development _of participating students

Ia its recognition that the program has several purposes, NIE's
strategy for assessing compensatory education pragrams differs from the
early national evaluations of ﬂitLe Iﬁr They :ansidefed only the third
fgndamgntal.pﬁfpasg == gontriburing to ghildfen's devei@pment - and often
,raﬁdared judgments on the efficacy of the program without accounting for
the diverse ways in which Local tduasticn Ageagies (LEAE) had implémented
it. The Institute's research is designed to provide gleaf iﬁfgfmatian
about what Title I 1s accomplishing ana:d achievement of each fundamental
purpose.. In addition, it examines the feasibility and effects of alternat;ég
>§a§§‘ﬂf organizing Title I, with particular emphasis on alternative
pracedﬁreg for allocating funds.
The overall study consists of 35 research projects, organized into
the f;ur areas of funds allocation, compensatory services, student develop
_ ment, and administration. This paper describes the major research prajécr
whiéh:ﬁIE is conducting 1in éaéh éf these areas. | -
1.  FUNDS ALLOCATION
NIE'SrféEEEfEh aﬁ fun&séallaéatiOE is designéd to assess the ways in’
v which thé Existing system far ailocating zompensataf? educatiﬂn funds ser
Title I's f*:st funéamental purpase - praviding money for distrigts and
. schools serving 19w§inéama ghildren- ‘It slsa daseribes regearch on possi
~alternative sllacatian'ﬁEEhadsvwhich were prominent in Congressional deba -
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about Title I in 1974. Following a brief review of the current funds
allocation system, three principal research areas are discussed.

° Research on the fundirgipatterns created by the current

allocation systen.

Research on the effects of possible changes In the definition
of poverty ou the allccation of Title I funds.

Research on the effects of changlng rthe Title I aligibility
"eritericn from poverty to achievement.

REVIEW OF CURRENT FUNDS ALLOCATION SYSTEM E

At present, Title I funds are distributed using an allocation system
which involves z number ¢f cdlculations anérﬁypes of data. The fallaﬁiug
section briefly reviews the process through which fuﬂds are allocated to

cheol districts, and then to schools and students within these districts'

“‘U‘

Troc

edures for Allocating Funds to Szhacl Districts

Title I, which in Fiscal Year 1977 will Pravide over $2 billion far
elementary and secondary education, provides for grants to LEAs and to
SEAs. The title has two sections: Part 4, funded at $2.05 billion in
Fiscal Year 1977, which provides grants to LEAQ,VtQVSEate agency educatio
programs, and to the Bureau of Indian Affairs; and Eart B, funded at $24.
‘million, which provides grants to States with "high effort," and under wh
the States choose LEAs in which to fund special projects. (High-effort )
: Ststés are thoserin whiéh the ratio of nag—?ederallexpenditufes on educat
ée,pefséﬁal income is high.)

* NIE's research focuses upnn ‘the allocation of Part A grants to LEAs.
Thesagranta Aaccount fgr 83.1% of total Iitla I expenditﬁres.
Au LEA's allocation under Part A is determined by farmula. Fafrea;h,

W,sghaéi—gga child from a low-income family, the LEA 1s entitled to a Feder

6
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grant worth 40% of the average per-pupil éﬁpéﬂdiﬁure in that State. An
LEA's Eﬂﬁitléﬂént, ﬁheféfa;e; ié :gmpu:eé by multiplying éhe number of
fafmula-eligiblgrchiidren §y the cost factor of 40% of the State's éve:sgs
per—pupil expenditure. However, the baseline from which the cost factgt
is estimated camnot exceed 1207 and cannot fall below 80% of the national
average pér?puPil expendiﬁéfé. Begause the appropriations fat Title I
fall éh;rz of the level of authorization, LEAs do not recelve full entitl
ments of 40%, but only abaﬁg 16% of the State expenditure for each
eligible child.

There are several zategaries of eligible children. TFor the sake of
glarity, eligible :hildren were referred to earlier ag school-age childre
from law—in;eme,fagiliésg rfc be more precise, those eligiblé'far countin
iﬁ determining LEA grants include the'failaﬁingz |

° Children aged 5 to 17, inclusive, from families below the

" Orshansky poverty level (a set of 124 paverty linas, each
appropriate to a differeat family type)l

® Two~thirds of the children aged 5 to 17 from families receiving

payments ynder AFDC which total more than the current poverty.
level for a nonfarm ;Eamily of four

° Ch*ldren aged 5 to 17 being supparted in foster hﬁmes with publit

funds or living in institutions for neglected or delinquent

;hildfeﬁ, which depend on the Local Edugaﬁian Ageney for
educational services

The income and AFDC data required for the formula are readily avail:
for the entire Nation only to the county level. As a result, the U. S.

Office of Education applies the nsndaééd formula enly to this level, and

- The Féde:al poverty defiﬂitian, named - for its devél@per 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 incafparated
into the Title I formula in 1974.

q
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it delegates to the States the responsibility for allocating county grants
to LEAs, in cases where LEAs are not coterminous with counties. These

s Must be based on counts of

‘[ﬂ\

subcounty allocations, which affect most LEA
low-inceme children, and States are required to use pra edures and data

approved by the Commissiopner of Education. 7 .

Procedures for Allocating Funds Within School Districts

ZEAsrhaﬁe considerable control over the Title I funds allotted to them.
Although their use of money is governed by a number of Federal a;d State
regulations and guidelines, these rules leave the LEAs latizude ;ﬂnuerﬂing
whlch sghaals and pupils to select for Title I programs and how to distribute
the feﬂeraily funded resources amcng these schools and pupils.

The regu;atians have two major abjeztivegz (1) to ensure that Title i
services go to schools in the poorsst éreas and serve the lowest achieving
Studén;s in them; and (2) to ensure that services paiﬂifar with Ti;lé I
funds are additional to those that all students in the district receive or
would receive In the absence of Title I..

In selecting the recipilents of Title I services, LEAs are expected to
make the following datiaians:

® 1Identify eligible schools from among the schools in the district
by using a pﬁ?etty ¢c¥iterion

° Select target schools (that is, decide which of the eligiblé
- schools will, in fact, receive Title I services) and distribute
services among. ‘the schools -

e Identify eligible stuﬂamts 1in target s;haalg by using an
, eduaatianal achievement cziterign

® Target studants in greatest néed of assistance




~ FUONDING PATTERNS CREATED BY THE CURRENT ALLDCAIiDNkSYSIEH

The first part of ﬁﬁe research on funds allocation concerns the
effects of the Title I funding prg;edurés-d252fibed above on the actual
allocations of compensatory funds received by different sta es, —égungias

and school districts. It also desecribes the relationships between Title I

and ather educational expenditures.

Analyses of the Distribution of Title I Funds Among Categories of States,

Counties ané,S;hsél Districts .

The primary concefﬁ of these analyses is the degree to which Title I
is fglfillng its first fundamenzal purpose -- to pr avide Einancial
SSsistaneg to school districts serving low~income students. The research
therefore explores the relationship Bgtweeﬁ the incidence of poverty in a
rsehcal diStrigﬁmané,Ehe size of its Title\i grant. It also investigates
whether social and demographic characteristics other than poverty are.
related to the sizes of gfanﬁég . ’ —

To conduct theée analyses, NIE has assembled data that enablé
researchers to catagarige juriSdiéatians a;éardimg to a number of indices,
such as ﬁhe size o itlg 1 grants, numbefs of éligibla children, papulatian
size, school anrallment, racial/ethniﬁ :ampasitian, family income, fegiﬁn,

" ‘and urbanfrural and métrapali;anﬁnanmeErgpalitan_status?

Théée data can provide é full picture of Ehé all@catiéﬂ'pattgrn
zraated by che current Title I gsystem of formulas and procedures, For
_example, NIE will datarﬁine what parcenzage af Title I funds goes to central,
gity Schogl districts. The Instituté also will compare these figures to the“
‘per:entage of the Nation's achool children enrglled in these districts and

to the’percentage of all poor children who live in these districts. Similar:

‘aﬂalyses will be performed- for each of the other demagfaphie indicators.

9



In addition to describing the avefa;l dist:ibutian of Title I
funds, the study will examine the effects of, for example, the cost
factor, ﬁhe reduction procedure, and different definitions of eligible
children on this digtfibutian.

The elements of the Federal formula for allocating e I fuﬁds do
not fully cantrsi distributioﬁhéf”éﬁéhrfunﬁs-r As the summary of funding
procedures has indicated, States have some discretion in alloecating funds
to thé large number of LEAs that are not pefféc:ly coterminous with
counties, and this process may affect the exﬁe&é to which funding patterns
parallel those implied by a dascription of the pfagrémé formal requirements
and characteristics. For this reason, a study of sub:aunty allaéation is
being cgnﬂugted to Pravide information on the pracedufes and data used by
States for this purpose. For those States in which Subcounty allocation '
pra,ed, es are signifi:aﬁtly different from the Title I formula, the study
~can appfaximate the differences between the amount of money received by
various types of LEAs under the current process and :ﬁé amount §hat would
be regeiveﬁ if the formula were applied directly. It will also contrast
the advantages and disadvantages of the flexibility created by the current,
mixed Federal-State system that allows States to select data and update
~counts. Finally, the étudy will aséegé the feasibility and>desirabiiity af_
several different appraachea to subcaunty allocation. o ‘

The study has alrgady provided infarmatian on the pragedures and data

used by stgtés to gllogate fgnds to LEAE- The majef;ty af chtes use |
formulas that parallel the one used by USOE to allocate funds to ;Euﬂtiés;
Msie tﬁén»half,the femaining Sﬁaéas use formulas that attempt to avarcgﬁe

the age of the 1970 Cénsué data by emphasizing total counts Qf AFDC children.
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In additi§ﬁ; tge %tudy shows that, alﬁhaugh more than cﬁasthirdsrcf ﬁhe
States use Census data, fewerxthan half of those States use school distriet
Census data compiled by the USOE. Instead, States use their own matching
of school districts with Census areas. Other practices were identified in
several States which affect the subcounty allocation process, including
such practices as (1) reallocating '"unused" fuﬁds,'(z) redistributing funds
among écuntieg, and (3) altering the "h@ldaharmles%" procedures mandated

in the Federal regulations.2

of Educational Expenditures

Title I Effects on the Distribution
Fedéfaljggmpensatory education funds are intended to help determine how .
education resources are distributed among the Nation's childréﬁ and to
inc:gasé the level of educational resources available to children attending
schools in low-income areas. When assessing the impact of the current Title I
allocation system, it Ehérefare is important to consider its effécts on the
overall distribution of educational raséurges amorig different types of sch@oir
districts. In collaboration with HEW's foiae of the Aésiétanc Secﬁetary fbf
Planning and Evaluatign, NIE is canductihg analyses to examiﬁa how far
Title I and other federal edﬁcatian programs currently are éfféctiVe in

changing the distribution of educational resources among different types of

districts. The focus is on whether funds afe redistributed in favo: aof

2 NIE is also conducting a study of the poverty measures used by

' districts to allocate funds to schools. The study will provide
information about the relationships between a school's poverty
level and the amount of funds it receives and will also assess
the extent to whch funding patterns differ as a function of the

particular poverty measure used,

11




districts which can be considered poor in terms of their median inconme,
number of peor childrem, tax baé§; ar'ezpeﬁditures per pupil.

NIE is also studying the i%;ééﬁ of Title I spending on total educational
spending by LEAs. In establishing Title I, Congress in“ended that there |
should be an iﬁcresse in the al level of educational spénding in reecipient
Vdis igté, It did not intend that the funds should serve meraly as a form

@f tax relief, allowing LEAs to cut back on local spending. Therefore,
Title I regulations include a "maintenance of effort" pra%isian whereby LEAs
must maintain their previous levels of expenditure.

Although these pfavisiags make it imp@ssibié for an LEA simply to
féplace local funds with Title I money, a district rageiving funds fram an
outside source may raise less additiaual money from local sources than would
chérWiSé have Eeen the case. During a peried af inflation, when additianal

-local funds are needed simply to maintain a given level of expenditure,
Iitle I funds may be used to replace additi@nal loesal taxés that would
otherwise have to be raised.

In light of these possibilities, a study was initiated to determine
§he'dégree to which Title T has succeeded in raising levels of educatiaﬁal
expenditures. Alt heugh the analysas;éra 1nhampleta, it appears that Title ]
funds have been effective in raising expendituraa on education. ‘Approximately
tWﬁﬁEhirﬂS of Title I funds are spent on truly additional educational
services thagrwauld not have Eeen purchased’in the abseuga ﬁf thesé funds.

more effe:tive in increasing tatal expend4tures§ and faz less likely to be

used to suppcrt tax relief.

12



““‘?majar reasan far the 1974 ﬁhanges in the Iitle I farmula._ The mast

"?Yfimpaztant af thase changes was - the aﬂaptisn af the eurrent "Drshansky" i

”,urmethad af ideatifying pDQf familiés fram Census figures.ijf

°Tii Ereviausly,va ngle—family incame cf $2 GDD a year had been used tn, jif g

‘[?dafiﬂg paar families far pragfam purpases, and thé ;hildren living in such
v*f;families waze Qaunted in Brder Ea detérmine the aize af Titlé I grants.i By
f;%lf:;adaptiﬁg the: Drshansky index, which distinguishes different types and aises ;; ::
7  ,°£ family,rand is regulagly updated Gangreas bath refinéd the definitién
:af pEVErty in use and brcught abaut sunstantial shifts in thé pattefn af
:7vffunds aliagatiﬂni  #:f . S B | o
- The adeéuacy af caunﬁé.based on the Grshansky pQVErty index‘;antinues.?vjlff

ir'tn be questiaﬂéd.» Far this reasan, the Edugazianal Amandments nf 1974

:.mandafad threa studies related ta a pnvafty—basad al;acatiaﬂ farmula. Dﬂé

‘f”;ivis a study af methada gf updating PﬂVErtY cﬂunts, aurréntly beiﬂg :anduﬂtéd
f?:{by the Eecretariés af Cﬂmmérce and Héalth Edu:azian, and Wélfafe.: A segcnd
r'3;c1nsely related stu&Y is fhe EUfVéY Ef Iﬂ@ﬂmé and Educatiﬂﬁ’ which Will

e —ﬁHAmV—

>Hfffrpraduéa ae:uraﬁe caunts af ahiidren in paverty in 1975 far eaeh Htate.~ Ihe

7 }-”third is a- study af ihe Mgasure af anerty, supgrvised by the Assistant ,i;"

LlﬁfSaaretafy af Educatinn.f' :

VLHIE is éurrently cgnducting research an a number of- aiternatives far

e f:am the study af The Heasure A

'W5imea§ufiﬂg Paverty ' These alterﬂativés de V

,“af Pavert?, aﬂd alsa frgm :e:ent wark by Dfshansky The purpase ‘of the wark T

F. i

'jlzan alternaﬁive paverty maasures is ta dELe:mine the degfea tD whi:h they have s

 diffarentia1 effgcts an thé allazatian £ Zi IEsiifunds,E




/'the same generel etende d ef pevetty, theee VEriente reduee the number ef i

'enelyeie will inelude two . defiﬂitione thet differ euhetentielly frem the

f:eutteet defiﬂitionz, ene uses a eingle tutoff for ell femiliee, and one

'extluding tfeeefer peymente like AFDC and pubiie eeeietenee)

'~§eem§eeeetory edutetien fuﬂde, a ehift from pevetty meeeuree to eehievement
";Leebree is. petentielly the meet fef—reeehing Ptier te the peeeege ef the
:€fEdutetion Amendmente of 1974 ‘there was inteneive dieeueeien ef the deeir—
-reb;lity end teﬂeequentee cf elleeting fende to Stetee, dietriete, end eeheele

" “on the beeie of.theit_numbefe ef_Lew—eehievieg;etudenteg,,Altheueh ne euehw
vthe Inetitute tc explare eltefnetive methede fet elloeeting eompeneetery

" edueat io funds.

_eehievement eeeree end elioetion ueing peverty counts eennot be ‘made on the;

fibeeie—af{teeeereh'teeulte alone. It.de "es ultimetely on a pelitieei che e

13-

Sevetel meeeuree will b tudied NIE ie firet exemining a set ef'

) verietiene in the Dfeheneky poverty metrix which heve'the effeet efj

ehifting the current peverty definitien up end dDWn ;Seecndr‘it will-"g'f' - ‘}j

h exemine eeverel vatiente ef the Dfeheneky definitien,‘elthough they use o

v femily eetegeriee eud empley different dete end methede fcr updating he o

pevefty ineome 1evel Twe meeeuree be e' Oon .moTe retent definitiene ef,?e

','eed dete ebout, _the eeet ef edequete diete will be etudied. Finelly, the '

ueee the Dreheneky cutoffs but eppliee ‘them to pretreﬂefet" in:ome Cinecme'ifw.zi

ALLQCATIDN OF FUNDS "BASED ON ACHIEVEMENT 'SCORES

Df the ehengee eurrently prcposed fet the ellaeetien ef Federel

ptéeeeere ﬁee edepted, therCongreeeieeel Eendete for this etudy inetruttei -

? NIE is eandueting.twe;etudiee,to exemiee the peteetiel effec ts of a ehenge

to achievement eriterie_ However, the eheice between ellocetiee ueiﬁg

14



E about the charac;eristics of pl, es and pe sans who are to benefit frem :

l-funds must be one whigh targets mnney diréczly to- the children whcsé

'méasures do not éffigiéntly idantify 1Qw-schiéving children. Théy favar

‘fundsrthe pragfam pravidésr‘ NIE s fasearch gaﬂ illuminate the practical e l;;

cansequenaes of a change in mathﬂds of funds allacation, but it Eannat

.Vrdétefminé which methad is "best" in a philasaphical or an ethical sense.

Tg advocates of achieveme b sed funding, the. app:gpriate way to

‘ di stributa edugatian funds ia an the. basis gf thildren s gducatianai '
7'p2rformaﬁéa_. Since the uitimate aim of campeasatary éducatinn is, EhEY

‘argue, to inc:ease children 8 achievement, thg best formula for distributing

.azadamic pé:farmanae is. 1aw., Supporﬁers of achiavement-based fuﬁding regazd‘

pavgrty measures as praxiés far 1BW achievement hence they argue that these" o

using numbefs of law~achieviﬂg children to distributa Title I funds, insteadfb

af numbe;s of childfen in paverty.

Ihis view cantraa;s with the apinians of others wha favar the i‘éfgf é,

 ;§ é;ty criterian.. Ihéy da not see’ paverty mgasures salely as . ngxi es fé:

i'—%a measure af law a;higvement, nar da they believe that using paverty as thé];lf>7?:

iTitle I eligibility crite:ian must .be justified in termg af 1:5 ability ta'r
'T'identify the Statés, distriats,ror schoals which cnntain most 1ow§athieving,,f ' o
f'pupils_- Same advaca as f a pnvafty—baséd allacatian farmula beliéva that

7 the majar rale af a caﬂpénsata;y educaﬁion program is to EhaﬂﬂEl additional !
~2fesaufaea inzo a:eas whefa ghildren are pgr . Dthérs beliéve that the purpase ﬂ;

:i‘af ﬁempgnsatary educatian pzagramg is to help law aahievers bu: théy argue , f;f

- are Eléaf, thé praatical gansaquences of the ghgige bétween paverfy and

”'achiévemént may be 1 's dramatic.; A :hangé in aligibility critaria will ;;,

"ithat tha lcw-achigviﬂg pupils in poor areas must be gi’ n pri@rity;

Ihgugh thé philasaphical differances Eetween .these two points of vigw




o make ‘a différence in Title I enly if it praduces a diiférant distributian c

of funds. Althnugh thé individual leval ca:relatian bétWEen paverty and
-,'aahievement 15 far fra | pe rfe t, tha cﬂ;rglaticn bétween the nambers ai
v panr and law&aehievizg childfen in a Stata, LEA, af schaal could. be high,rw

’}' evén if the individual level gnr*elazion were law.ng schaal districc, r ‘15797

-.:'Stata could have’ high numbe:s Df pacr and af lgWEachieving students, avan if

rrle?Pnsaible, “for imating tha’distributicn af 1aw—aahieving PﬂPiis amﬁng SEEEEEV

very few students were bath paar and 1aw achiéving. At the PIESEﬂt time,r'
the dégree af QVEflap betwaen ccunts of poor and of 1cw—aghieving studenté
at’ the levels of Statas, diatticts, and schaﬂls is not kncwn.' V o
The putpase af HIE's raséarch on aghievemént scér‘svisr_c éxplﬂre the '
'practical causequenaes of the chﬂice EétWEén pgvéfty and achievament as. L
rc*iteria fnr allgcating Title I funds; ‘One pa:t of the résearch fa:uses on
tha degfee to whiah a :hange to an achievement gritérion-wauld 'iﬁ fagt, ;7
aff ect the distribu i on of Title I funds amang States and LEAa.i Anather ;

ri part of the resaarch cancerns the a?ailabiiity af the kinds af aata ne ed d

-to suppart an a:hievement—based funding EYSEEE- A third part af the research

**HA

explares the effects of adogting the achievemant critefiﬂn on the aparati nf;”1"’5
“of . Title I within sghoal dishrigts -- on Ehe 1dentific ion af studan fq;i 7'
,be serveﬂ and the services received Ey students-

Bécausé"h tachnical prablems of a: ;acatian af funds to States and

: districts are different from thase of within—district allagatian, thé raseafch -

A'”un aghievement basad fun&ing ig divided inta two pafts. (1) allacatian ta A‘

; States and sahaai districts, and (2) allncatian within schaal ,istrigts_. 

vAllo;atinn to Staﬁes and Dis trices . . : LR - S ij

NIE 8 wnrk in ‘this area comprises chree effarts:,(i) gbtainiﬁg Cﬁﬂp"’bléﬂ;{r

,;achiavement data for ‘as many States and thair const 17;1;t ahaal distrigts as -




7‘_'and districts* (2) astimating the patterns @f funds allacatian which wagld T»

result frum a- chaﬂge tn achigvement=ba§ed funding, (3) assassiﬁg the aﬂsts P

"and feasibility of sgverai strategies fcr abtaining data ta pérmiz a change'ﬂ_

”ta achievgmentﬁbssed fuﬂding ta States and schagl districts.vﬁ

- UndEf tha first effaft, all States were surveyad and all pctentially
usable data gallegﬁed. Both' Staté aggregate and district—by—distri:g :

achievement data Were abtaingd whare available. Béaausé thé States” and

) districts-use a vaziety af gchievement tests == and administer them to

!diffgrént'sémples,gf'pupils at diffarent times iﬁ'the academig year e théi"

ﬂ, ta filas abtained from the States generally are not cﬂmpafabla with one

: aﬂachar., The variaus filés have now been adjustad using §hé An:hﬂr Test
:Eables Cpfacedutes far equating resuylts of differént tasts) and similar

, te:hniques develapad éspeeially for this study.r Thaugh some Df tharSta;ef,

and,diatzigt &Ehievement score files may prava impassible tavrﬁﬁéféiiﬁifﬁ°“:,'

‘ ﬂthe:s, 4t appéars that stacgwide aehievement data shauld ba 'il bl for

ﬁﬂre than ha;f tha States, ‘and distriet—by—district data faf»gbgugkgne—zh1:§1f1

o iaf the S; tes.

The secand effart will :ﬂmpare Pattetns af Title I eligibiiity and
fundiﬁg under achievement—based Funding with the resuits gf several pnverty—ﬁ?!
baséd “itle I funding systems, ineluding the one naw in farcei

* Under the third éffﬂft, five altefﬁati Er éing éxaminéd"'

vvﬂfgré ﬁatiﬂnal norm or. griterian-réferéncad testing pragram that
‘would pravide :amplétély standard student aehievement data
fﬂf evary schaei district

° A simplér ﬂatianal Eéstlng pragram which would pradgae natiaﬂalg_}

and statewide achievement figures (possibly frﬂm a very shart o
sareening ‘test or. other device- Teducing the test burden on -
students- and teachers)-with sub-State allocations felyiﬁg an
segaraté (a.g., State—run) tesking programs . :



A _¥rallﬁaatian patterns, and gammunity suppart fa: tha Ti 12 I prag:am.1* 7

] panel cf éxpefts 1n Ehe field cf a:hiavement testing.a o _ -  ’f'j'f:j

‘ ig;raiDiStfietVéllécatién

vpracgdurés is add:essed by thg Demcnstratian Studies. The E?adat

affared an. appgrtuni;y to- s;udy changes in intra—district alfac

5strategies, Ehé numbgfs af studEﬂtg served, the instructicual EErViEES SRR

° A natianal data base abtainad b? galle:ging,-equating,,
“'ffstandafdising diversé Stata testing pragrams o

7*: §v Cambinatians éf tﬁ,_abave, whizh may ‘use one- data hase far
- - funds allocations among. States -and athérs far sub=~ State
't_mallacatiaﬂs ,g_*[_m.

~f?;fThe use Ef paverty ar atheg Cansus—based datg Ea allncate
-~ funds' among States, and the use of the respective Ststes
. - achievement - testing: pragfams to: allacate funds to their
':}'camstituént scngal districts - S

' These aiternatives are. béing eva 1 d agc;rding ta their ;ag ;77

acc ra:yg freadgm fram bia%,:and publi : i'ptability, by a Estianal

Ths questian af altgrﬁatives to current intra—diszriat allacaticn o

ti.an in '

7 acﬁiaﬁi The wafding aﬂd histafy af SE:ti@ns 821(3)(5) and i;D indicata

that Ganﬁress igtéﬁdad thesa studLes

Educatian Amendments gf 197&., Thraugh these demanstratians being

4 e caﬂdu;tad by 13 schaal distri;ts acrsss tha guuﬂtfy, HIE will ga:he:

7vinf§rmation af pfacti:al usé to G gr, in aﬂsidering changas in the'

-'?,v

'pracess of intfa—district funds allaaatian. “The rasearch will PravideL7

'fiﬂfazmgtian abaut tha éffEEEE af new ways af allcgatiﬁg Title I funds on

~ﬁthe kinds af s;hﬁcls snd students servad under altarnativé ailggatian =

" they re;eive, tha prngrams and delivary systems dévelﬂped—by'schaal~‘

L

 ffistricts, tha extra gasts Caf Efficiangiés) asss a d with differeat

:_ *’ , E 1 8




'éifiaﬁs;f Spgcifizal,y, districts were~asked tn cansider‘ i

3.7

:;Téf;Schoai eligibility cfiteria=adistriets were: askéa to select
© = ... ~elther altermative poverty criteria’ for school eligibility,_A;'~
=~ -or'a critesian bsaad on. achiavem;nt rather than paverﬁy. v

?1gcgncent:atinn——distri;ts were asked. to- Cﬁnsidef serving
-more: or fewer schaals, and more or. fewer students within
: schaals o :M; G e

The mast papular alternative allacatioa pra:edure selected by the

B demgnstrazién districts was- allacatiau by achievement measures rathe: than -

'“iéén}by paverty, and mast districts e;e:ted ta aerve mora schaals and/nr mare

' scuéents'than pre iausly. Ihs majar reason effe:ed was a desira ta EEEve;f;;

'>,law—3éhieviﬁg students: direetly fegafdless af Eheir attendauce area efiﬁhé>35

-+ schoal ia which the y are enralled.

"Térabservé Eﬁe ef fects af thnsg chaﬂggs, NIE- designed a 3—yéar Etudy

Vl;fin Ehe demanstrati@n districts., Undé: the design, distrigts gﬂntinued tarT;r

.'f"plr T 1e I prngrams usiﬂg standafd allgcatinn pragedures in the

‘1975-75 s:hggl yaar, while planning ghe s?e m detaila of thg chaﬁ

'“'i~they nau;d maka, During that yeaf prEPGhange data on all autcame measures T

.:;wera cnlleated against which eff g's @f the demnnstratinns wauld Ee

- Dufing schaal yéar 197E§77”and 1977—78 Ehe demanstratinn_~;

"; ;,hauged ailacatiqn Paliaies an a number af autﬁwgijpf

7 easuras.a Ihe prima:y reséarch questiaﬁs are as fgllaws*




What affecta do changaa in Titla I allacatinn paliay hava .;

+" on the" organlzation and administration of’ compensatory

¥5~pfagrama ‘and -the instructional’ aervicaa daliverad withiﬂ o
-.the. damcnatratian diatriata? . -

‘ What affaata do changea in Tit;a I ailocatian paliay hava on

the - inatructianal -and_support. services experienced by’ atudanta‘“"

' of - diffafant typaa within tha ﬂgmaﬁatratinn diatri:ta?

.What affacta da changaa in Title I allaaatinﬂ paliay hava on. tha
~:—cﬁmpﬂaitian (praaarvica achievement level, economic status, . -
- ethnleity, etc.) of .the schools and students- aa:vad by Title I

within tha damanatratign diatricga? T .- A

> What affaat aaaa achiavamant—haaed allaaatinn have’ an taaahing

and  testing practices within the schools? Is there any- avidenaa

of - negative incentives ;raatad by a school's awareness that
«auaaaaa in raiaing atudanta achiavemant ‘levels could dacraaaa

:{:What are. tha adminiat:ativa costs’ aﬁd/or aavinga aaaaaiatad
- with changes in Iitla I allocation policy? - What costs are .

rv”nanraaurring, guch as -costs’ associated with planning; and what

'caata are raaurriﬂg, auah aa gnata aaagaiated with Eaating?

'VWhat ia the reaction of tha aammunity (aapacially paranta) to
_changes in. Title I ailncatian policy within tha damanatratian,
diatriata? ' .

t»What affaata 35 changaa in allaaation pgiiay hava on tha
‘achievemant of salected students within the demonstration
districta? (This outcome: ‘viriable will be explored for-a -
aubaampla of districts dapanding upon tha availability afj""
,adaquata data for such an analyaia ) e R




L. e

“S'Ezvxéas“f R S

R Qﬂé of tha largést of the research projegts cﬂndug d féii;ﬁHé" 

mf‘directly, it da sa hraugh the actians cf LEAs.v Individual LEAE

‘A ind1vidua1 states.' Tha Natianal Survey of Campegsatary E

'::ff faﬂges from kindergartan thruugh Sth grada were 531 7

,J ;?ear with State and distriat administratars, Schnal pringipal ;;:A :

- T',cauﬂcil t:haifpersans. 21

Y.EEfviEES and thé same is true far cumpénsatcry services funded by

- of Titlé I s;haal districts. Districts whic;h 1n nel luded some g

S l sroom and gampamsatary gducatian teachers, and parent advisory

. Campensatcry Educatian Study is the National Eurvev af Compenaatery

'l'Educatian. -‘This survey IEflEEtE NIE 8 strategy af avaluating cgmpén—mf;
B  satary eduaatiaﬂ thraugh a number af camplamentary studies cancernéd

. with. tha d*ffarent purpasas af campénsatary pfagtams and with the many

fE:tBrs affegting hew wall ﬁhese purpases areaxtained : The survey v;<i“
is desigﬂed to assasa tha éffectivenéss af campensatary pragrams iﬂ

‘aehieving one. af théir purpases‘ praviding impraved se;vicas tn ”;ff

childfen with _special edu ggti@ns,; needs. An évaluatian of how well

Title I is sugceediﬁg in £unding egialls icgg ralated to, such

;needs is crucial baﬁausa unléss a campensat@ry pragzam ‘can’ prgvide fnr

“sarvi:as effégtivaly, 1t glearly cannat be af diragt he;p ta children.w.

Undar Title I, the Faderal Gavarﬂmant daes nat deliver services

-}therefare asauma a majar respaﬁsibility far thé quality af Title I.g? fi 

f,prgviding iﬁfarma:ign abcut Ehe charactaristics af serviees fundad by

>'Titla I and by 5tate campensatsry pragrams in a naticnal random sample ;,l

cted tor the

grg»‘Data were abtained f;gm intefviews cgnducted during tha 1975—75_7;;;; S

S e L -




Ths survsy wss dssignsd ts prsvids infsrmstisn un. =
‘vfiiétsths kinds sf instfustisnsl snd suppsftive servicss whiﬂh SRR
”‘jsshssl distficts prsvids with ssmpsnsstsry sdusstisn funds Vr'f-

: t‘?fths chsrsttsristics of studsn ece iving thsss ssrvisss

‘“ﬁ_ths shsrsttsfistiss sf ths isstrustisnsl ssrvisss prsvidsd

° whsthst the ssrvisss sts sufficient ts hsvs s tsssnssbls L

shsnte sf ssssmplishing thsir gssls.f_r.j~

Analysis Df thE data Will Pfﬂvids' ssmprshsssivs Picturs:af ,577'3:

a ssmplsmsﬂtsry’pspsr Ey HIE Gsmpsﬂsstst? Edusstisn Study stsff.“' v
'{}(Ihs Structure snd Gﬁntent af C psnsstssy Edusstian Pg_gfsms; sz.

_fFrsshtiing and Hssgss Nyi:rsy) ) ',3'“

s o8 smm DEV’EI.QEI-ENT

Ihs HIE Eampsnsatsry Edusstisn Study is slss ssnssrnsd with ths
A»ﬁgsffsttivsnsss sf ssmpsnsstsry pfsgtsms in ssntributing to ths svsrsll
wri fdevslspmsst nf participating studsﬂts This thitd sf Titls I s fundss7si

'fmsstsl purpssss hss fsssivsd fsf msrs sttsntisn in previsus evalustisns ;5

1;fthsn hsvs ths prsvisisn sf finsncis; assistance to sshso; disttitts'sr fff

Avf '?hi ‘ stinn Qf hsw EfféﬁtiVély impravsd ssrvit s b ing,i{lfftf?qi}
,1ds;ivessd ts shildrsn with spssisl sdusstisnal gegag_ Hawévér: it iE?“if:

‘l{thsss evalustians, with thsir smphssis sn thildrsn 's- develspﬁsnt,imf’?

'rifwhish hsve msds sppsrsnt thsrimpsssibility sf“sstsblishing a di:sst 1ink

:*j'tsgnitivs,smstisnsl, sssisl or: physissl grswth.i Thsy hsvs shswn'“hst v




EIE'hS h f re ngt attémpted ta pravide summary evaluatiansi A

 Df tha avefall effects Qf Titla I on. studeut dEVElmeéﬂtgv Instead ~;i;f
lifths studiés facug an the felatianship between children P academievri'
érfarmgnce and impartant gharaﬁteristica af instru:tiaﬁal prugramsf11 
" which can be cantfalled by educafars and palizymakers,j:They examine
bi"the prevalenza af these char. : istica in cgmpensatary edugatian i_f,f!
mw»(rjéraétgms,fagd how the adqpt;an af‘tha;masf”effégtivg'af}thége,;an bé,f”"
: pr@météd by_Ehé'désigﬁ;aﬁd’éﬁméniétraﬁian of a'Fééérél”gaméenséééfy?i?
E pfég:ag_ ' : - o : ;o e
- Qna impartant reasﬂn fa: adngting this stfatégy in examining
' ’TiEiE i's Ehird fundamental purpase is that the pragram funds a variety
of d;ff H, instfuctignal and suppsrt services. Earlier natianal
revaluatians waré SEIUEEBIE& as. if Title I fuﬂﬂéd VEry similar sérvicr
,‘ta ahiidren ag:ass distri:ts, which eau;d be aasessed using a. singie i;:?

' autcame measure _— student achievemant.' Hewever, the assumptianstfllidas

L with an impartant E:uth aﬁaut Iitle I'r it daes nat pfaviae nne serviﬂe,

rr: but many., F or . exampls, Title I funds breakfast pragrams fa: Etudents.

“ 5{This use af Titlé I funds might, in Ehe long run, enhan:e;_ if;;fi:;;‘

ng'Neveftheless, immediaté gains in achievemént thfcugh suchiexpendituresﬂ;;

E aré un;ikely, aﬂd thé use af aghievementrtésts tc measuféﬁthe shartﬁr

fﬁ-term impact af such pfﬂgrams is iﬁagprgpriata.

rmly' well advanced

in all argas Df_student devglapment.;wélphgug 5 _tle I is, inteadad tg ,;f

1 rcve nat:enly achievemént but also the emotig aljandfsﬁcial graﬁﬁhf'fi

ccépted and hraadly f:

-faf participa;ing students théfé'afe*ﬂafgéhéfall :

TE?{;kr;.r'gpplicabla definitians af such gfcwth,,and measurés af autgamas in  ; i

'Generally agcaptedf*“d'”




- meeett -3 for- eeeeeeing euteomreve ntly ete evaileble enly in the‘
etee efveegnitive:develepment, end ‘even in thet area some important i_"
Vv,etilit;ee eteh ee‘ , tivity and iedeuendent thinking eeﬂnat adequetely
be meeeuteﬂi: Aehievement euteemee, pet*ieuletiy in teeding end B
.methematiee,btemein the enly area in whifh eetmefeetety me' ures are
: eveileble fer fetmel reeeerth, eﬂd NIE‘e wnrk on etudent develepment
therefete fueueee on eehievement eute 'ee This eppteeeh ie velid eer';:
vleng as it temeiee elee; thet the reeeereh refleete neither ‘the fe;lj’
g f eefvitee imtended to helr ehildfen develop nor ell the peeeible
riimpeete ef eefvieee on ehildren_;i 7 o | B
7 Finelly, eltheugh ptagreme deeignedrte ieeteeee achievement in B
:reeding end methemetiee ere the inetfuetienel eervieee most. frequentl§>~'
iVered to Iitle I ehildren, theee progfeme‘very eemeidetebly, end
:evejuetiene deeigned to eeeeee their evetege effeet on eehievement can .
,e, be. m;eleedingaf Sehoel dietriete use a veriety ef 1netruetionel methede;‘
‘1l;eeme of whieh may be mﬂre effeetive then ethere. The epplieetiem ef a l;;
ieemmaty meeeure eeroee diffefent tyﬁee efr ding ene methematite ;,'
,zrptegteme is llkely to meek thiewtetietien in- effeetiveneee,k Sueh eﬁ 5;5,
eveluetien, therefere, mey ehewrme eignifieent inereeee in evetellv e
: eehievement,reven if pertieulet §to§reme‘et tetts of pregreme are
efptedee;ng,etemetieelly_euperiet “eults-l Ie eonelude ftem eueh aetev
v :{thetifitieiiiﬁee feiie&rteyinereeee eehieVement'+='e'frequent eeeelueieﬁ;i
-of eummsty eveluetiene tendueted in tﬁe'ﬁ t — eetieuely undereetimateer

i the ebility of pteperly teneeived end implemented eefvie S' to iéiséij;‘vﬁp

Jz7;etudent eehievemeet,' Futther, the eummery dete Offer 1itt13 inI°rmati°n o

r<fet edueetere end polieymekere whe ‘are" leeking fet we?e te provide mere:ff




thE basis of thEEE.ﬁﬁﬂEiﬂeratiQnE, NIE caddluddd thdﬁ»fhe most :v
useful type cf study would be one 5pegi£ically designed tn dxamine thE -
feldtionship bdtﬁeen achiavem&nt on the one hand and vaiiatldns in
prdgram features on the dthdr; Ihis'dpprdach mdkds’it pcssibld,td'

1 examing the extent to which compengatary funds are being used fof the i

kiﬂds df instrudtidnal p:agrams which have FIEVEE .to ba suddessful
i .

: The resu;ts can also pIDVidE Cdngfess with infd:mati W‘dbaut wbethdr »mwl
Iitlé I pragram r%quiramdnts pramcte thE addpti@n of effectivd
instrudtinnal 3PPfﬂaﬂhE5s and PfﬂVida edudatdrs with ddditiond; help

‘in planﬂing dampdddatdry Ptogzams.' - . '

- The rdsulting gtudids of the relatianship between selected prdgram“

:haradteristids and aghievamegt focus on four fe catures af,insﬁiﬁctidn;:"':

“which appear .to.be. espddially impo:tant*in determini g :hiidféﬁ'dbﬂ S
1ea:nidg- IhESE are: individualized inEtqutiDﬁ, indtructiadal .
settiﬂg, time - spent in instfudtion, and tddcher trdining. E——

S Tha maja: reseafch examiniﬁg the rdlatiunship Df thdse variablés
-to Etuddnt achievement is the Igstzudtinndl Dimensians Study which includd

12 DDD first and third grade studdnts in 440 cladsrdams.k Thd study 8 d”l?

majaf purpasa is to assass the effdcts on achidvemdnt in reading and

: mgthematids of va:iaticns in individualigdd inatfuctianal methads and _fi

iﬂ instrudtianal setting (m;;nd smjversus pullout inst:udticn) 3
' Eff f instructidnal time and teadhdr training Will alsa Ee examined,i
- as will the impdct df diffardnt pragram chardctdristids in such dregg as

5tudents -attitudds tdwafd reading and mathdmatics and their class : ;jd:f

atteudance. SRR

CE

3 Thé ddfinitian df individudliged instru:tidﬁ usdd in the study includds
' anly specially’ structurdd durricula ‘with the following four character-"
“istica: specific 1earning abjectives aEsigned to’ individual childre',i
» small;gruup o ind: ing; - d sis an ]
*‘f{a"d 11ternative




IV_

. ADMINISTRATION

”‘eesign e'h

J,}meesure_; Hewever the administrative deeisions mede et eeeh 1eve1

ieerry out a number of responsibilities in edministering Tiel I: mfumd“

The eerliesr eveluetiees sf Title“I tem&ed're ignore'the

”iFeristeﬂee of the eomplex edueetienei hiererehy lying between the

iegisletien end epproprietion ef funds in Weshingtem,_end

rthe s:udent emteome meesures whieh Eﬁe eveluetioes were designed te'5>ii

' "of government prefoumdi erf et the implemenretien of eempeﬂsetorﬂ”>'

'ileduestiee pregrems, end ther ore heir ultimete effeetivemese., The

Wies this peper hee streseed inereeeingwy epperent to evelueters,ulrfff o
- end the NIE Cempeneetsry Edueetien Study therefere eddresses direetly

'irthe issue of pregrem edmimistretiOH.

Iitle I is implemented threugh a eemplex edminietreti’e erruetﬁre7

~?'importsmee of srudying smeh imfluenees on prsgrem effeetiveness is,; ; L

imvelvimg Federel, Stete, emd loeel levels ef gevernment.. The Deperz-’{f

’efemd eveiuetion.__trirs
~In performing theSe respeneibilities, they- imterpret the wishes of S

‘?Cengreee end eommunieete Eheir interpretetioﬂs te LEAs ebout whe will

"‘ﬁﬁin determining hom Eest to previde Title 1 eerviees._;

The wey im whieh these'eiﬂi

:s

;‘eut can influemee Ii I ff tivemess im a mumber ef direet end

'qf:weys.f For exemple,:

’”ment of Heelth, Edueetiem, emd Welfere end Stete Eduestien Agemciesﬁfi’iﬁ

{distribution, rulemeking, meniterimg, enforeement,rreehnieel esristenee,§

-ir'reeeive Titie I serviees end ebout hmw, end umder whet eireumstemees,: ;;;

Viv‘these serviees are te be delivered. LEAs An turm, uee this infermetien?”

;nistretive respemsibilities are. eerried o

,;eer erti:uletioa ef the ellee i,ﬂ”’;fﬁ B




-26- -

data can increase the probability that funds are iﬂﬁééd targeted

to the appropriate s —ﬁ ols and students. Timely funding can imprava

the ability of LEAs to plan and implemant Title I programs. Good

téehnwcal assistance from States to LEAs can help keeg district

personnel in.téugh with reéeﬁt findings on p:agfam &ésiga.
% Given the adﬁiniétrative strur;f;uie that has been astaﬁlishe:d; the
_..8uccesg of the Ti ,l, e.l program . in achieving irs objectdves .depends-on-— -

the quality of management at each level of government and oh the nature

Ef'thé interactions among the levels. The :amplexity of the administraﬁ "

\"’;i:_:%——!"—

tive structure also Plaﬂes vary real 1imits on thé ability ot CGngress

to bring about modifications iﬂ Title I. Althaugh Cangféss'ié in é:

po si tion to exert fairly Extensivé influenﬂe on Féderal administrative
behaviar, it has less direct control over States and even less avar LEAS.,"
The;efare, in order to make récammendaﬁions for imprcvements in Titie I

~thai have any real chance of affeating lacal district pfaatice,‘mﬂfé

infarmation about the ways in which HEW and Ehe States administér Title I

aﬁd about the ‘effects of thﬂsé administrativa activities on 1ocal
districts is neeued. |

- In order to addréss these issues, NIE isrcandugting se%gral
fesésgch Prcjeéts on the administration of Title ii Th~v have three
-major nbjectives.

° To describe the process by which administrato: s transform
the pfavisians ‘of the Title I statuta intc educatianal services

S (- idéﬂtify, to the’ ‘extent possible, the fagtors ‘that affe;t
the way" in which the Title I pragram has been i =‘Emerltec,l

7 To détafﬂiﬂé whezher (and in what ways) Ccngreas may be able to g
~ influence local Title I- sgrviaés thraugh Efforts to modify v
‘administrative praetices. S : :

27
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The major research projects are summarized below.

 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, agulatigns, guldelines, program

directivas, and formal lettars of advice, all of Which élabﬁrate éﬁr

P B A S S PU— =

e e s ;uu'ﬁrafi Eﬁféf7aﬁéféEE“ﬁéa"iﬁ§ €0 Tne statute. Ihis §Zu§"Eiéats “all™
cf these elements of the Federa l_lgga; fraﬁeﬁgfki It will érnvida a
camplaze account cf Ehé existing 1ggai'frémgwarkband an aﬁalysis of its -

rigpligatiOns for the operation of Title I. It has five basic,ébjégtiveszj

°® To analyze the Title I statute and regulations in order to
identify areas in which they may be unzlea or incgnsistént -

¢ Ta analyze the guidalines, program directivgs, and advisary
letters in light of the regulations to assess the clarity
and consistency of the overall Title I legal framework

To examine various ways the Federal Government has chosen to ’
 communicate and disseminate the legal framework to Statas and
to local districts , ,

e - lyzé*the ‘ways inTwhich State interpretations and “elabora-
' tians of the Federal legal framework aiter the fequiraments,
plac ed on LEAs

° To ideatifyﬂwgyg in which the overall framework may restrict
the delivery of educational gervices by LEAs :
STUDY'chFEDEEAL'ADMiNISTRATIaN

'Gavernment, N,E,,, andugting a study of the Fedéfal administratian of

Titlé I', Its'abjéetives are as fallaws;

° To. 1dentify’ the areas in which the guidanca and direction givan R

to Statés and LEAE may be unclear

.§3Es 
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° To identify organizational factors that may account for any
lack of elarity in the Federal direction provided to States
and LEAs

° 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

””%“””“*““‘EEEEWW'W'ioﬂ’fﬁac each Yelévant HEW affica ‘makes to the campasite effect

of this direction. Several apegific areas of Federal management are
being éxamined. Among HEW's important rasponsibilities are manitaring

and anfarcemeat, which it performs by ccnducting annual pfngram reviews

" of each Stat% and by auditing a sample of States. An anal is of

p,cg:am reviews; audit feparts, and intezviews with apprcpriaza afficials
will provide information abaut the effects of such activities on SEAs

and LEAs. Federal officials can alsc exert eansidafab*¢ intluenca ‘on

.- States and schaal districts Ehraugh the ways 1n which they pravide ”

technical assistance and evaluation. In these areas, re esearch effort

i

similar to those described for m@nitaring and enforcement are baing
conducted. Again, the emphasis is on evaluating the clarity and *
consistency gf Ehé'diréztigga given, the ways in which the:directians-
aré éammunicatéi, and their effegts on SEA~aﬁ& LEA practiéegg
'STUDY OF STATE ADMINISTRATION | | | |
The Study af State Administraticn has three abjéﬂtiveg.

% Ta d entify differénces in the ways that various Statés
administér Iitla I .

e ,TQ ascertain- whether'thESE differences in'SEatayadﬁiniatratifékf'
- @ctdivity have any impact on the ways in which LEAs provide
Title I servi:es .

.t;ﬂ’:t . : V 5 | L = N . | s 29 E




To determine whether and with what effect Congress can
influence the ways in which States administer Title I

One componeat of the research is a national survey of State
administrative agtivizies to study the specific ways in which States
pe:farm their responsibilities for rulemaking, monitoring, enforcement,
technical assistance and evaluation. This survey éill also examine

the degree to which several State characteristics (e.g., SEA organiza-

T o tivnak putterns; SEA recrultment practices For Title'l, and “customary

SEA interactions with the Federal Government and with 1@cai‘ju:isdiz—
tions) affect how States administer Title I. 7 | | |
Differences in the ways States carry éut ﬁheir.fespénéibilities
are imparcant.because>af their patential impaet on Ehe way LEAS

iﬂpleméﬂt programs. In order to examine this impgct, NIE is canducﬁing

]

aée studies to determine how selaated distriets treat a number of
pragraﬁ requirements, guch as eampérability and program design, in the

delivéry of services to Title I th;dren, and the extent to which

State administrative a;tivity has direﬂtly affe:ted tha appraaches

taken by the districts in response to those requirements.

STUDY OF STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS
In over ane%thi:d of tﬁé Scates, local distriats récéive7£unds for
;ampensatary éducatian thrcugh Staté—initiated and State—funded pragramsr;»
saparate fram Title I. These grams have their own 1egislative
" puzpnses, are typigally subject to. differeng rules and fegulatians, and }

 are fréauently administered}by other units within the SEA.

-
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The Study of State Compeusatary Educatian Programs examines the

fﬂllowing questions:

-° What are the differences between the State compensatory
pragrams and Title I? :

® What impact do these differences have on the types of
compensatory services LEAs provide to children and on the types
of children served? :

° What médifigatians can be made in the averalifiitlé I
administrative system that will facilitate coordination .
__between Title I and the State programs? _ _ . .. _ ...

° From the ways in which States administe: their own programs,
what inferences can be drawn about how States might react
if the regulatory stuucture of Title I were reduced or if
Title I funds were available on a bloc—grant basis?

A :amparison af State ptagrams with Title I will identify differencés
between the twa in such areas as program objéctives, studgnt éligibility,r B

nﬁmbér of students serv d” types of program serviges delivered and
, admiﬂistrative praﬂtiaes both at zhe State and the lacal 1eveisi
The study also includas an examinatian of the effegts af thése '

differencgs on- the delivery of services at the lgcal 1avel. ‘For axample,‘

it will prﬁvidé infarmation,nv ethar State_funds,ara*being,used £0

deliver more intensive serviees to children already regéiving Title I
services, to nanéafgeted children eligi'ble under Title I,‘ or to children
. not Eligible under Title I. The study alsn wili éhawéwhether the existi '
ence of a State program results in ganflicts between the regulatians fcf  '1
Title I and the Sﬁéte prag:am that create difficulties in 1ﬁplémentati§n
iat thE lacal lével | R
In one EEEEE, an examinatian of State :empensataty ﬁrggfams may
,indicate hew statea might administgr TitlE I if the ngéral Gaverﬁment
'weré not invalved. Tharefore, geme judgments about how Statés might _,bwmm

~isdminister Title Iif the Federal legal standards far the pfagfam wete "7,"‘

B S
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relaxed may be possible. This examination eould also cia:ify‘the
possible impa;t of makiag Title I funds availabdle on a bloe=-grant’

basis.




