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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In a memorandum to the Board of Education dateu June 27, 1983, Blair Ewing,
‘then president of the Board of Education, called for a comprehensive look at
the problem of increasing minority student achievement. In support of this
effort, the Department of Educational Accountability was asked to provide an
. overview of what has been learned nationwide about educating minority
students. This overview was intended to provide a context for better
understanding the problems facing minority students and for assisting staff
- in finding promising solutions.

This review of 1iterature was developed in response to that request. Its
purpose was to take a hard look at wgat research says about the factors
affecting minority achievement, and to document what has been learned from
some twenty years of programmatic efforts. Since, however few studies were
found which focused on low achieving minority students per se, this review
was expanded to include programs for low achievers' from both minagity and
. majori:y groups.

The picture presented by these data is far from complete, and the reader
must use professional judgment in deciding the degree t®wyhich the results
may be generalized to students in Montgomery County. For example, most of
the studies have taken place in what would be considered mainstream urban or
suburban school settings serving students far lower in achievement thac
those served here, Different results might have been found in many of
these studies 1f the environment in which students were taught were
different.

The presant report is divided into three major sections.. The first
describes the results of programs implemented both nationully and locally
‘whose goals have been to improve the achievement of minority and majority
students, the second presents an overview of strategies used by schools to
enhance achievement, and the third present some suggestions for educational
efforts in MCPS. Programs selected for review were omes for which formal
evaluation data were available, Strategies included were ones which have
. received national interest or were of particular concern to MCPS staff.
Continued monitoring of the literar.re in each of ,these areas is planned.
Before turning to these studies, however, some additional limitations must
be peointed out.

o Most studies provide s very incomplete picture regarding students
from different racial/ethnic backgrounds. Literature on minority
students, where available, primarily addresses blacks, with an
occasional arti~sle looking st Hispenic students.

o In many of the studies, the influence of race/ethnicity is not
separated out from that of socioeconomic status (SES).

0 The studies deal with groups of students and raeport effects in
terms of averages: clearly, within any group, there are widespread
differences among individuals.

o In many cases, the studies are primarily based on analyses of
student performance in the elementary grades.

T 4



As will be seen in the pages which follow, our review shows that there is

reason for cautious optimism. Special programs have proven valuable in

enhancing the performance of low-achieving students, at least in the short
run, and there are many strategies which seem to be promising.. Based on our
analysis, the report highlights some strategies which MCPS might look at
further. These are the following: :

o reductions in class size to 15:]1 or less

o use of student team learning and of teacher trainiﬁg programs
such as Teacher Expectations and Student Achievement (TESA)

0  mastery learning programs
However, this review aiso makes it clear that there are many problems yet to

be solved and that special efforts continue to be needed to improve the
_performance of low-achieving students, minority and majority students alike.

Uy
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EXHIBIT 1

Overview of Intaervention Strategies

Approach

Findings

Program
Federal/National
Programs
Head Start and Programs f{or the low-income preschool  Studies show that programs produce short-
Other Early child employing a wide wvariety of term gains {n intelligence and academic
Education Programs approaches, including in various combina- achievement which diminish over time.
tions the enhancement of self-concept and Participants appear - to perform better in
motivation to learn, basic skills instruc- school, at 1least in the primary grades,
tion, problem-solving skills instruction, than comparable children not served.
and parental involvement. However, Head Start participants continue

Title I/Chapter I and
Other Compensatory
Education Programs

PUSH-EXCEI.

Programs directed at the school-age child,
generally focused on providing extra
instruction in reading or math., This extra
instruction is frequently provided outside
the regular classroom with afdes often

being employed to assist in teaching.

*,

‘A "total involvement” approach aimed t
mobilizing students, parents, peers,

' teachers, church officials, and other

community members to work together to
develop the motivation and habits which
would enable the child to succeed.

to score below norms on tests.

Programs produce small, but consistent,
gains in the academic attainments of low
achievers which are sustained for some
years following program participation.

Operation PUSH-EXCEL was minimally and un-
evenly implemented. Each site included only
some aspects of what was 1intended to be
a total effort, Actual participation was
low. The potential of this program cannot
be adequately evaluated because the program
has not been implemented as designed.
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued)

Program Approach

Findings

Private School Programs

Independent Black Alternative schools characterized by high

Schools ~expectations, high motivation, strong
discipline, structured instruction, and a
(Lower East Side " match between the culture of

the student
International and the school environment. -
Communi ty School,
Marva Collins* %;
West Side '
Preparatory
School,

Muslim schools)

Private Catholic
Schools

Alternative schools varying in approach but
generally characterized by:

e e M e L e nhn S et A—e T —— T ——— ey et 1Y et e

- structured instruction

- strong discipline

~ intense parental involvement

-~ a decentralized bureaucratic structure
~ a concept of shared work among staff

-~ a safe, orderly school climate

~ & clarity of mission and shared purpose

-~ -However; ——it—4is-not —clear -

Data attesting to the success of these
schools are basically anecdotal in nature,
and no well designed, empirical studies of .
the programs could be found. .

»

Preliminary data suggest that these schools

may be successful with minority students.
cthar—these
schools are more successful than public
schools, and the effects of self-selection

have not been adequately assessed.



EXHIBIT 1 (continued)

Program

Approach Findings
£ .
Public School Programs. /
D.C. Public Schools A combined approach aimed at improving Prelfminary findings suggest that the

New York City
Public Schools

achievement, including:

~ the Competency-Based Curriculum (newly
developed curriculum materials in
reading, math, language arts, and
science) .

-~ the Student Promotion Plan

~ the Extensive Tutoring Program

Supportive of these effdrts are an emphasis

on the "community family,” efforts directed
toward building self-confidence and self-

esteem, improved teacher training, a
systemwide emphasis on reading and
vocabulary,” and practice on test-taking
skills..

Promotional Gates Program, which
established performance standards for

promotion and retention and special servi-
ces for the retained student. Included are:

- reduced class size (15-20 students)

- experienced teachers

~ additional staff development

- increased "time-on-task"” in reading and
mathematics

- additional staff support é

- special instructional strategies

Iy

program is effective {n reducing retention
and increasing student ° gains in the
elementary grades for low-achieving- black
students,

Overall, the program appears to have had a
positive impact on promotion rates, but
these increases in promotion were not
linked to large changes in achievement or
increased attendance.

11



EXHIBIT 1 (continued)

Program

Approach

Findings

Austin, Texas

1
&

Mesa Public Schools

San Diego City
Schools

minexhl

v

Provision of schoolwide programs in which
pullout ianstruction waé eliminated and
replaced by in-class programs with a pupil:
teacher ratio' of .15-to-1 or 1less. The
lower pupil:teacher ratio was accomplished
through the use of Chapter I and supple-
mental district funds.

Project Umbrella, which includes & wide

range of sérvices aimed at enhancing
reading achievemen. (pullout instruction,
extended-day instruction, individuslized

services
migrant

instruction) . as well as special
for non-English speakers and
children.

An Academic Goals Program--with an emphasis
on mastery learning, direct instruction,
time-on~-task, and reduced classroonm
disruptions and interruptions--set in the
context of magnet programs, Chapter 1
programs, and a school improvement Program.

- problems,

- difference in performance

Initiel data show that this approach
appears to produce modest but statistically
significant achievement gsins in elementary
students, particularly among low achievers.
Wiite, black, and Hispanic low achievers
all appear to profit from the program. - No
long-term data‘ are available. Factors
influencing these gains 1{include more
efficient use of time, decreased discipline
better use of class time, an
increased closeness between teachers. and
students, and higher teacher morale.

Low—achieving students served inder Project
Umbrella appear to be making gains in the
area of reading achievement. It is not
possible to draw specific linkages butweed
program features and student outcomes.

The performance of black,
and white

Asian, Hispanic,
students has improved; and the
between schools
serving higher and lower concentrations of
minority students has decreased. However,
linkages between specific practices and
outcomes annot be made.
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EXHIBIT 2

Summary of Findings Regarding Factors Belie.2d to Promote the Learning of Low~Achieving Students

Strategy

Hypothesis

Findings

Overall School Level Factors

Principal Leadership

School Climate

Grade Organization

Class Size

- achievement with

Instructionslly
schools are characterized by
principals who are strong
leadors.

Effective schools are
characterized by a safe and
orderly climste 1in which
staff hold high expectations
for themselves and their
students. o

The °~ particular grades
grouped together in a school
building have a relationship
to student learning.

There is a relationship
between class size and

smaller
associated
levels of

classes being
with higher
achievenent.

effective

Some studies have concluded that effective schools
in  comparison to {ineffective schools have
principals who provide strong managerial and/or
instructional 1leadership. However, ‘the research
is not clear regarding which leadership behavicrs
promote achievement or whether .eadership from the
principal per se is essential,

Studi2s of effective schools sﬁow- that more
effective schools are charscterized by a safe and
orderly environment, higher expectations for

students, and a more positive attitude among

staff. The data do not, however, indicate whether
the more 'positive climate is a consequence of
higher achievement or a cause.

Studies of middle schools (generally Grades 6-8)
have failed to show any consistent relationship

between grade organization and achievement.
Studies at other grade levels could mnot be
located.

' Studies suggest that only when class size {is

reduced to less than 15 to 1 {is there any real
effect . on achievement. Within th~ range of
class sizes typically found in public schouls, no
relationship exists.
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EXHIBIT 2 (continued)

Findings

Strategy Hypothesis
Ability Grouping Grouping students into While .abiliiy grouping may be of benefit to
groups homogeneous with higher—achieving students, studies suggest that

Pullout Instruction

Classrcom Lewvel Factors

—

Time~on-Task

Curriculac Variation

regard to achievement level
has a positive effect on
the low-achieving students.

Pullout instruction, in-
struction in whic¢ch students
are provided special
gservices outside of the
regular classroom, is
effective in increasirg the

learning of low-achieving
students.

More time on learning
relates to-higher perform
ance for low-achieving
students.

There are certain curriculs
which are more
than others in enhancing the
achievenent of low-achieving
students.

effective.

the practice appears to have a negative impact on
lower~achieving students.

Studies fail to show that pullout instruction en~
hances learning of low achfevers. Further, the
pullout approach may actually be detrimental in
that students miss important aspects of the
regular instructional program.

Time-on-task, defined as “time spent engaged in
relevant tasks on which the student is showing a
fairly high success rate,” has been shown in " a
number of studies to be positively

to achievement for low achievers.

Studies have failed to support the superiority of
any one curriculum over any other in teaching low-
achieving students. Generally, however, approaches
oriented toward the teaching of specific skills
yield higher performance on traditional achieve~
ment tests than ones focusing broadly on cognitive
or attitudinal variables.

related

17



EXHIBIT 2 (continued)

Strategy

Hypothesis

Findings

‘Direct Instruction

Teacher Feedback

Teacher Expectations/
TESA

Teaching/Instructional
Strategies

13

the - minority

- which

Programs utilizing direct
instruction are effective in

- promoting the learning of

low-achieving students.

Teacher feedback, defined as
use of praise‘and criticism,
has an effect on student
achievement. :

Teacher expectations have an
important impact on . student
achievement, Generally,
teachers have lower expec-
tations for minority than
majority students. Programs
which change expectations
can lead to improved studenmt
achievement.,

Minority  students have
cognitive or learning
styles which differ from
those. of majority students.
The mainstream educational
environment tends to be
nore compatible with the
style of the majority
student and may even stifle
child.
Programs aimed at creating
educational alternatives
better match the
style of the minority child
will- lead to enhanced
achievement.

Research

‘rences,

Studies suggest that instruction in which the
teacher plays the role of a decision maker and
marnager 1is effective in teaching basic skills in

the early grades.

Studies indicate t student achievement can be
affected by teacheérs’ use of ©praise and
criticism. However," effects of praise may
differ depending upon\ the~context in which it is

~ delivered.

'A@J

" Studies show that teachers generally have lower

expectations for success in the school setting for
students from minority than students from majority
groups. These expectations have been 1linked to
actual achievement. Programs like TESA, designed
to change teacher ' behavior, appear promising
but are, as yet, unproven.

. suggests that minority and majority
students differ in a number of features related to
cognitive style, including visual-spatial
preferences, categorization and abstraction prefe-
and personality style. Little empirical
data exist, however, on whether or not changes in
the style of the educational environment will pro-
vide a learning situation which is more effective
for the low-achieving minority student.

15
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EXHIBIT 2 (continued)

Strategy

Hypothesis

Findings

Student Team Learning

Mast .y Learning

01-3

Out-of-School Factors

Community Involvement.

° Parental Involvement

Pre.grams using cooperative
learning

effective 1in enhancing the
performance of low achievers
and strengthen interpersonal

- relationships.

Mastery learning - employs
five basic features: very
specific educational objec-
tives, well~defined learning
units, complete mastery of
each unit before proceeding
to the next, ungraded "diag-
nostic tests to provide

feedback at the completion.

of every unit, and, as
necessary, appropriate addi-
tional instruction.

Programs  utilizing  the
support of the overall
community in instruction and
learning are effective 1in
enhancing the performance of
iow achievers.

Programs involving parents

in the education of their

children - are especially
successful in enhancing the
learnfug of low-achieving
students.

strategies and.
reward structures will be -

Studies show that team learning has a positive
effect on self-esteem and relationship skills.
The data on academic achievement are mixed.

Research shows the strategy to be very effective
for low achievers 1{f properly implemented.
Several possible drawbacks, however, have been
cited * concerning the technique, specifically,
whether mastery learning i{s time efficient, suit~-
able for all levels of students, or appropriate
for all subject areas. '

While some programs have included the community
support in the form of tuytoring or other
education-related activity, the separate result:
of this factor are unknown.

Data mymmsnmnmfn school-age children
are limited, and it is not possible to draw defi-
nite conclusions regarding the efficacy of paren~

‘tal involvement for older children. A7
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INTRODUCTION ’ .
The Montgomery County Public School (MCPS) system is cutrentIy involved in a
broad-based effort aimed at improving the education of its studeats,
especially minority stuaentﬁﬂ- The goal is twofold: to enhance the
achievement of those who are not doing as well as they might and to increase
the participation of all minority students in various school-based.
activities. These are two areas in which substantial and disturbing

discrepancies have been documented (Frechtl!’ . Bebbeler ‘and Frankel,

1983), In a memorandum to the Board of Educatic. dated June 27 1983, Blair
Swing, then president of the Board of Educatiuan, set the tone for this
effort by calling for a comprehensive look .at the problem involving
teachers, principals, and various supporting curricular and research staff.
Reflective of this concern, the Board of Education adopted on September 13,
1983, as one of its five major priorities a ..atement focqusing on minority

| students. This priority statement reads as follows.

. - .
Implement a special emphasis prosram which will result in
substantial gains in _

a) The perfornance of minority étudents in the classroom did on
standardized and ctiterion-referenced tests

b) The participation of minority students in o
~ .

o Ptograms for the gifted and talented
o Higher level academic courses
o Extracurricular activities

Mr. Ewing's memorandum also called for an overview of what has been learned
nationwide about educating minority students. This overview was intended to
provide a context for both better understanding the problems facing minority
students and for assisting staff in finding promising solutioms.

4

In responge to this request, the Department of Educational Accountability

" (DEA) has undertaken a review of relevant literature, looking both at

programs that have been dewveloped to improve academic achievement and factors

which have been found to enhance learning. - Since, however, few studies were
found which focus on Sﬁnority students per se this review was expanded to

include programs for low achievers from both n minority and majority_groups.
As might be expected, given the nationwide concern for problems facing low~
achiéving students which emerged in the sixties -and continues (although
somewhat abated) to this day, this literature is enormous, even overwhelming.
Therefore, rather than attempt to provide a totally comprehensive review of
all relevant studies, DEA has chosen to provide a more delimited picture of

what has been learned, covering critical areas but presenting only a sampling

1. The term "minority student” refers to students whose racial/ethnic group
menbership is classified as black, Hispanic, Asian, or American Indian.
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of the studies on which major conclusions are bued.z This approach allows
us to present what we feel is & fair and accurate picture of what is known
without producing what would be a review of encyclopedic proportion. 1If
anyone feels that we have shortchanged their favorite study by our selection, °
we apologize. More importantly, if anyone feels we have left out something
critical or misrcp:gssnted the findings, we will be glad to talk about it. -

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

This report is divided into three major sections. The first describes the

results of programs implemented both nationally and locally whose goals have

. been to improve the achievement of low-schieving students, the second

=  presents sn overview of factors and strategies which have been hypothesized

to enhance achievement, and the third presénts some recommendations for

~ educational efforts in MCPS. Before turning to these studies and

attempting to assess their relevance for MCPS, however, some important
limitations in the data must be pointed out.

First, the available studies focus geaerally on low-achieving students and
provide a very inconplete picture regarding students from different
raciai/ethnic backgrounds. Where different groups are discussed, the
literature tends to speak generally of "minority students” and only
infrequently distinguishes among different racial/ethnic groups. To the
extent that one believes that different factors are important in
‘development for students from different racial/ethnic groups and that
different approaches are likely to be differentially effective, the findings
are hard to interpret.

Second, in many of the studies, the influence of raze/ethnicity is not
separated out from that of socioeconomic status (SES). It is“not possible,
therefore, to differentiate between the effects of race/ethnicity and SES in
interpreting many of the findings. This becomes an important delimitation
if it is believed that the factors which influence the achievement of
students from low SES backgrounds differ from those influencing the
achievement of students from different racial/ethnic groups.

2. In reviewing the literature, DEA staff used a variety of sources.
Literature searches were obtainesd from ERIC ~#nd the Educational Research
Service, indices of major journals were examined, researchers associated
with relevant lines of research/evaluation were contacted, and federal
program managers were consulted. In selecting articles or studies for
inclusion, preference was given to ones which contained empirical data, had
been published in the last fifteen years, and were of good technical
quality. A particular effort was also made to review and include studies
meeting these criteria which represent the views and findings of minority
researchers. Continued efforts to monitor relevant research areas are.
planned.




Third, @ the majority of studies assume that what can bs called the
“mainstream Anglo-American edurcational environment” {s approp..ate for all
children and that the children should be judged by their success in this
-environment. Failure to achieve is thus interpreted as séme deficit on the
‘part of the student, and explanations for this failure frequently point -to
inadequacies in the home. While this has been the predominant inter-
pretation offered in the literature to explain differences in student
performance, it is not the only one that can be entertained. An alternative
explanation is that the problem lies in the educational environment. While
we have attempted to imclude both these points of view in the overview, an
imbalance clearly exists which is due to the imbalance in the literature as
a whole.

Fourth, in many cases the studies are based on analyses of student
performance in the elementary grades. The extent to which the findings are
generalizable to older students remains a question, - '
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S_ec tion 1
INTERVENTION PROGRAMS

OVERVIEW AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

In this section, programs to improve student achievement at the preschool
and school levels are described and their results are summarized. The
intervention prcgrams are divided into three areas: a) federal/national
programs, b) private school programs, and c¢) public school district
programs. : . - : ’ :
Analysis of available reports indicates that the results of these programs
- are generally encouraging. However, available data are not complete enough
to allow firm conclusions to be drawn regarding either program impact or
what about a particular program accounts for performance gains. Much of the
reported research looks more at low achievers generally than minority
students per se. Nonetheless, it is possible to draw some preliminary
cguclusions regarding the effects pf intervention programs. -

First, studies of p fchool programs and federally supported programs such
as Chapter I/Title I* indicate that these programs do help low-achieving
students. Program participants in the elementary years appear to have made
measurable gains in achievement test scores and show a decreased need for

~ special services. Yet, they remain below grade level in achi{evement.

Second, private school {mpact cannot at this time be thoroughly assaessed
because the needed evaluation data are not available. Preliminary data
indicate that private schools can be effective in educating minority™
students, but whether they are more successful than public schools remains
debatable. Third, public school districts appear to be making slow but
steady progress toward increasing student achievement. Special programs
appear to be paying off in achievement gains which emerge in the context of
& broad-based effort in which many supports are provided.

Evaluation of the content of these programs suggests that there are many
different strategies that hold promise for increasing student achievement.
Parents providing a supportive home learning environment, high teacher
expectations with a strong academic focus and increased uninterrupted
learning time, prircipal leadership with lowered class—size ratio, and safe,
orderly school environments as well as a systemwide ongoing assessment
supportive of learning are factors associated with increased student
achievement. There is 1little evidence to suggest different approaches for
low—achieving minority students than for low—achieving majority students.

Exhibit 1 provides an overview of the intervention strategies employed by
a) federal/national programs, b) public school district programs, and c)
private school programs. The various programs are described in greater
technical detail following Exhibit I,

1. Research under Title I programs 4s referred to in this report as
Chapter 1 programs due to federal revision in program name.
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EXHIBIT 1

of S |

Qverviewdof Intervention Strategies

Program Approach' Findings

Federal/National

Programs )

Head Start and Programs for the lbw-income - preschool Studies show that programs produce short~
Other Early child employing a wide variety of term gains {n intelligence and academic
Education Programs approaches, {including in various combina- - achievement which dininish over time.

‘tions the enhancement of self-concept and Participants appear to perform better in

Title I/Chapter 1 and
Other Compensatory
Education Programs

PUSH-EXCEL

motivation to learn, basic skills instruc-
tion, problem-solving skills instruction,
and parental involvement.

Programs directed at the school-age child,
generally focused on providing extra
instruction in reading or math. This extra
instruction is frequently provided outside
the regular classroom with aides often
being employed to assist in teaching.

A "total involvement” approach aimed at
mobilizing students, parents, peers,
teachers, church officials, and other
community members to work. together to
develop the motivation and habits whieh
would enable the child to succeed.

- Programs

school, at 1least in the primary gravas,
than  comparable children not served.
However, Head Start participants continue
to score below norms on tests.

produce small, but consistent.
gains in the academic attainments of low
achievers which are sustained for some
years following program participation,

Operation PUSH~EXCEL was minimally and un-
evenly implemented. Each site included only
some aspects of what was intended to be
a total effort. Actual participation was
low. The potential of this program camnot
be adequately evaluated bec .ise the program
has not been implemented as designed.

-
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| EXHIBIT 1 (continued)

Program

‘Approgch

Findings

Private School Programs

Independent Black
Schools

(Low Fast Side
. International
Community School,
Marva Collins'
West Side
Preparatory
School,

Muslim schools)

Private Catholic
Schools

Alternative schools characterized by high
expectations, Nigh  motivatien, strong
discipline, structured instruction, and a
match ' between the culture of the student
and the school environment. :

Alternative schools varying in approach but
generally characterized by:

- structured instruction

~ strong discipline

- intense parental involvement

-~ a decentralized bureaucratic structure
- a concept of shared work among staff

- a safe, orderly school climate

-~ a clarity of mission and shared purpose

_ However,

Data attesting to the - succesa of these

schools are basically anecdotal in nature, .-
" and no well designed,

enpirical studies of
the programs could be found. ' -

Preliminary data suggest that these schools
may be successful with minority students,
it 1is not clear that these
schools are more successful than pubdlic
schools; and the effects of ae1f~uclection

- have not been adequately assessed,

.\v
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EXHIBIT ! (continued)

i

Program

Approach

Findings

Public School Programs

.; D.C. Public Schools

New York City
Public Schools

Q- 33

A combined approach aimed at improving

achievement, including:

- the Competency-Based Curriculum (newly |

developed curriculum materials in
reading, math, language arts, and
science)

- the Student P}omotion Plan
- the Extensive Tutoring Program
Supportive of theee efforts are an emphasis

on the “community family,” efforts directed
coward building seli-confidence and self-

esteem, improved teacher tra?hing, a
systemwide emphasis on reading and
vocabulary, and practice on test-taking
skills., ' ‘ '

Promotional Gates Program, which
established performance standards for

promotion and retention and special servi-
ces for the retgined student. Included are:

- reduced class size (15-20 students)
- experienced teachers - .

- additional staff development

- increased’
mathematics _
- additional staff support

"time-on-gask" in reading and

= special imstructional strategies

L

Preliminary findings ' sugfest that ' the
program 1is effective in reducing retention
and increesing student -gains in the
elementary grades for low-achieving black
students. ' ’

Overall, the progras appesrs to have had a
positive {impact on promotion rates, bdut
thesé increases in promotion ' were not

" linked to large changes in achievement or

increased attendance.
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EXHIBIT 1 (continued)

Program

Approach

Findings

Austin, Texas

Mesa Public Schools

. San Diego City

Schools

minexhl

'reading achievement

Provision of schoolwide programs in which
pullout instruction was eliminated and
replaced by in-class programs with a pupil:
teacher ratio of 15~to~1 or 1less. The
lowér pupil:teacher ratio was accomplished

through the use of Chapter I and supple-

mental district funds.

which includes a wide
enhancing

Project ‘Unmbrella,
range of services aimed at

extended-day instruction, individualized
instruction) as well as special services
for non-English speakers and migrant
children.

An Academic Goals Program——with an emphasis
on mastery learning,
time-on~task,  and reduced = classroom
disruptions ard interruptions-~set in the
context of magnet programs, Chapter I

programs, and a school improvement program. .

TR T T RSD, ey v - N -

White,

(pullout instruction, -

direct instruction, °

Initial data show that this approach
appears to produce modest but statistically
significant achievement gains in elementary
students, particularly among low achievers.
black, and Hispanic low achievers
all appear to profit from the program. No
long-term data are available. Factors
influencing these
efficient use of time, decreased discipline
problems, better use of class time, an
increased closeness between teachers and
students, and higher teacher norale.

Low-achieving students served under Project
Umbrella appear to be making gains i{n the

area of reading achievement. It 1s not
possible to draw specific linkages between

_program features and student outeonca.

4

Asisn, Hispanic,
and the

The performance of black,
and white students has improved;
difference in performance
serving higher and lower concentrations of
minority students has decreased, However,
linkages between specific practices and
outcomes cannot be made,

gains include wmore

betveen schools ..




' FEDERAL/NATIONAL PROGRAMS °
f

- In this seciion, ‘three types of ‘piogra:ps are examined: federally ‘suppo‘rted '

prograns. gimed at early intervention, compensatory programs serving school .
children, and Operation PUSH-EXCEL—a privately developed program nation-
wide in scope. Excluded from this review wvere efforts whose aims were not
primarily to improve achievement. 1In this category, ve place magnet

- programs, busing prog:’ann, and related efforts wvhose primary aim was to

enhance desegregation.

EARLY EDUCATION APPROACHES T0 IMPROVING. MINORITY STUDENT PERFORMANCE

Overview . o
The findings of research on Head Start and other early intervention programs
over the last two decades are relatively consistent. Low-income children
who have participated in preschool programs tend to show immediate cognitive
gains as indicated by higher IQ and readiness test scores than similar low-

. income children without such.preschool experience. However, these progranm
-graduates still score helov national norms on standardized tests. Most

studies report that cognitive gains diminish within five years after the
preschool intervention so that by the third or fourth grade, there are no
longer any IQ differences between program graduates and nonparticipants.
Yet, children who have participated in preschool intervention programs 1like
Head Start appear to:be more successful in school than other low—income
children, as indicated by fewer placements in special education and fewer
grade retentions. .

The Research

. Educators in the 19605~uoted that chiidren from low-income families as a

group achieved very poorly in schools and that, on the average, the further

poor children went {n schools, the further below the norms they scored on

standardized tests. In a review of early 1nterventior studies, Hodges and

Cooper (1981) summarized the precfomina'nt short-tera trends in the findings:

o Children's initial formal preschool experience was associsted with
an increase in scores on standard intelligence tests or readiness
-inventories. ‘

o Once the children left the experimental project, the mean of these
scores dropped, so that frequently by the third grade, the mean
score was close to the original mean score of the group before
intervention.

o If there was no further 4ntervention after preschool, and the
control and intervention groups experienced standard primary
education, then the experimental group's mean IQ scores gradually
descended to the preintervention level. '

Head Start was launched {n the summer of 1965 as #» federally funded,
community-run preschool program for low-income children. Since its
inception, Head Start has had objectives in the areas of health, social.
developnent, parent development, and community development; however, its
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impact on cognitive development has been the focal point of evaluations.

Belief about what evaluations of Head Start show has shifted at least three
‘ - times since 1965 (Datta, 1979). Between 1965 and 1968 the findings were
interpreted as meaning that Head Start had definite immediate and possibly
durable benefits for children. From 1969 to 1974, the 1969 Westinghouse
report, the first national evqluation of Head Start as it existed in the =~ _
field, was generally interpreted as proving that Head Start failed by the
criterion of lasting effects and as repudiating earlier reports of immediate
benefits. Since 1975, the climate of opinion has changed. Evaluations are
being interpreted as indicating both immediate and long~term effects. '

| e

- The Westinghouse Report o

. <
. The first large-scale study to evaluate the net impact of Head Start
: participation on primary school achievement was the now well-known
Westinghouse/Ohio State evaluation (Cicirelli, 1969). This national
evaluation focused on children who attended Head Start in the summer °
programs of 1965 through’ 1968 and a small sample of children who attended
the early full-year programs. These children were tested for the first time
in the fall of 1968 when they were in thé‘firet, second, or third grade.
Although the study did not measure the immediate effects of summer or year-
long programs, it reached the following conclusions regarding intermediate
gains in cognitive development: ' - |

o Summer programs sppeared to be ineffective in producing any gains
in cognitive development that. persisted.into the early elementary
- grades. , 4 ‘ '
' >
o Full~year programs appeared to be marginally effective in
‘ producing gains in cognitive development that could be detected in
first, second, and third grade. ‘ - ‘s

]

o Head Start children, whether from summer or full-year programs,

' still appeared to be considerably below national norms based on
standardized tests of language development and scholastic
achievement, while performance on school readiness .at first grade
approached the national norm. .

. .
The Westinghouse data have been widely criticized on methodological grounds,
including prematurity of the evaluation, inadequacy of the research design
(especially regarding comparability of the comparison group), weakness of.
the measurement instruments, and failure to follow children further in their
school careers. Hodges and Cooper (1981) suggest that the results of the
Westinghouse study should have been expected because Head Start projects
from'all over the country were combined for analysis, thus allowing the _

. ineffective projects to cancel the impact of the effective projects with the
ultimate result of no difference. .

Experimental Studies

The controversy surrounding the’Westinghouse report led the federal
government' to. support a more experimental approach-to Head Start in which
"different early education models were implemented.in different sites and
results were compared. Head Start Planned Variation resulted and was
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implemented in fiscal years 1969, 1970, and 1971. Evaluations focused both
on the relative effectiveness of the different educationsl models and the
overall impact of Head Start on children's cognitive development. Hodges
and Rooper (1981) summarized the results of three national evaluations

- regarding overall effectiveness on children's cognitive functioning:

o On measures of academic achievement and general cognitive .
~developnent, the mean gains of aIl the Head Start children in both
model and regular classes were considerably larger than those
attributable to usual maturational development among such children
(Bissell, 1971). ' \

o The Head Start experience doubled or tripled the natural rate of
growth in children's achicvement test scores over the seven or
eight months of the Head Start program and raised the participants
IQ scores roughly 0.35 standard deviations (Smith, 1973).

o  With respect to a wide variety of cognitive skills, Head Start was
effective in accelerating the cognitive growth rate of disadvan—
taged preschoolers (Weisberg, 1974).

The controversy regarding the Westinghouse report also raised a more basic |
issue: what actually was known about the impact of any type of preschool
intervention program. The Department of Health, Education and Welfare
consequently requested a review of the findings of small, controlled long-
term evaluations of preschool intervention programs including Head Start
programs. This review included information on the elementary school
performance of the “graduates” of the well-designed experimental programs .
from the 1960s and resulted in the often~cited publication of "Is Early
Intervention Effective?” by Bronfenbrenner (1976). He arrived at the
following conclusions regarding the cognitive impact of preschool
intervention in group sqttings, based on 12 programs serving children from
one to six years of age: '

) Almost without exception, children showed substantial gains in 1Q
and other cognitive* measures duriag the first year of the program,
attaining or even exceeding the average for their age.

o Neither early entry into the proecram (from age one) nor-a longer
period of enrollment (up to five years) resulted in greater or
more enduring cognitive gains. o .

o By the first or second year after completion of the program,
sometimes while it was .still in operation, the children began to
show a progressive decline, and by the third or fourth year of
follow-up had fallen back to IQ's in the lower 90's and below.

o The period of sharpest decline occurred after the child's entry
into regular school. Preliminary data from the Follow Through
program suggested chat this -decline ;might be offset by the
continuation of interventiom programs into elementary school. g'
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Follow Through

Many revievers of the Head Start programs concluded that quality Head Start
projects were producing immediate gains for children but that the schools
were letting these gains erode through inadequate continuity with the
preschools. In response to this concern, the program Follow Through was
designed to continue intervention through the. third grade. Like Head Start,
Follow Through involved not only educational intervention but also medical,
dental, nutritional, and social service programs and guidance and
- psychological services. '

In Follow Through; a number of prominent educators, advocating various
educational theories and strategies (models), were funded to become
"sponsors” and to apply their insights in selected school districts (sites).

Although each model seeks to deveiop in children & wide variety of skills
and attitudes, the models can be divided into three broad categories
. according to their areas of primary emphasis (Stebbins et al., 1977):

.} Basic Skills Models which focus primarily on the elementaty4skills
of vocabulary, arithmetic compmtatiop, spelling, and language

o gggﬁitive Conceptual Skills Models which place primary emphasis on
more Complex “learning-to-learn” and problem-solving skills

o ~ Affective/Cognitive Models which focus primarily on self-concept
and attitudes toward learning and secondarily on cognitive
conceptual skills -

The most recent and probably the most contested national evaluation report
was written by Stebbins et al. (1977). They examined the effects of a
variety of compensatory education approaches for improving the performance
of disadvantaged children and reported the following five main findings
regarding cognitive outcomes:

o The effectiveness of each Follow Through model varied
substantially from site group to site group; overall model
averages varied little in comparison.

° Hodels.that emphasized basic kills succeeded better than did
other models in helping children gain these skills.

o Where hodela put their primary emphasis elsewhere than on the
basic skills, the children tended to score lower on tests of these
skills than they would have done without Follow Through.

o No type of model was notably more successful than the others in
‘raising scores on cognitive conceptual skills.

0o Most models were more effective during kindergarten and first
grade than during second and third grade.

Although the overall impact of Follow Through was not the focus of the

evaluation, the authors concluded that “in general, Follow Through's . ..
compensatory interventions do not seem to have been reliable tocls for

12 '41)‘

e



raising the average test scores of grouns of disadvantaged children
(Stedbins et al., 1977) :

Although research i~terest in and funding of Follow Through have dissipated,
Hexd Start continues to be a popular, well-funded federal program due
primarily to two recent and well-publicized research studies which have
examined the long-term effects of preschool intervention: (1) the follow-up
research of the Perry Preschool Project (Schweinhart and Weikart, 1980) and

| (2) the Consortium for Longitudinal Studies (Lszar and Darlington, 1982),

representing a dozen prominent researchers including the Perry Preschool
group. The conclusions of these studies are reviewed below.

Long-ternm Longitud1n§1'8tudies of Preschool'Interventioni“v

The Perry Preschool Project was ome of the original pre~Head Start
experimental early intervention projects that helped inspire the development
of Head Start with findings of short-term cognitive gains, The project was
designed as a longitudinal experiment to reveal the effects of early
intervention on disadvantaged children from age 3 to 15. The sample
consisted of 123 black children from low-income families who were randomly
assigned to an experimental or control group during the years 1962 to 1965,

- Children in the experimental group attended a group preschool program 12 1/2

hours a week and were visited at home with their mothers 1 1/2 hours a week
for the cne or two years of the program. A summary of the study findings
regarding cognitive an< school performance outcomes over the course of the
longitudinal study follows:

o Improvement in the cognitive ability at school entry of the

children who attended preschool was indicated by their increased

. 1Qs during kindergarten and first grade, resulting in a 10-point
IQ difference between the experimental and control children.

o While differences in measured aptitude (IQ) gradually diminished
after the intervention ended, differences in academic achievement
between the experimental and control groups actually increased
over time. Greater school achievement for the experimental
children was shown by higher achievement test scores during
elementary school and substantially higher scores at eighth grade
when compared to control group children.

0 Despite this apparent cumulative achievement acceleration among
the experimental children, their achievement average was still far
below the national rorm.

¢ - Children who attended preschool spent fewer years receiving
special education services throughout their years in the pubdlic
schools. .

Supporting the Perry Preschool Project findings are the recent collaborative
efforts of 12 intervention investigators (including the Perry Preschool
group). They pooled their original data and conducted a collaborative
follow up of the original subjects, who were ages 9 to 19 at the time. -
Lazar and Darlington coordinated the data collection and supervised the
joint analyses.
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The cognitive results are summarized in the following (Lazar and Darlington,
1982): ‘

o Children who attended preschool programs were significantly more
likely to meet their school's basic requirements. That is,
controlling for family background factors and initial ability,
program graduates were significantly less likely to be assigned to
special education classes and less likely to be retained in grade
than were controls.

-0, Children who attended earlyfchildhOod programs surpassed their
controls in IQ for up to three or four years after the program.

o There was some evidence that program graduates per formed better on
achievement tests than did controls. This was true for both math
and reading at Grade 3 and only for math at Grades 4 and 5; and by
Grade 6, there were no significant group differences.

Together, these studfes reveal that participants in well-designed preschool
programs manifest important lasting benefits into elementary school and, in
some cases, into high school. Although the early gains in IQ diminish by
the third or fourth grade and achievement test gains are not consistently
maintained, youngsters wao participated in preschool intervention programs
were more likely to succeed in school, as indicated by avoiding special
education placement and keeping on grade level with their peers. These
studies provide compelling testimony that long—term benefits of preschool
programs are attainable. :

Head Start Synthesis Project

To provide direct evidence of the impact of Head Start, the Head Start
Synthesis Project was initiated by the Administration for Children, Youth
and Families in 1981 (Collins, 1983; Harrell, 1983). This project is
assembling and analyzing the findings of all Head Start research and
evaluation studies from 1965 to 1984. The impact of Head Start is being
assessed by using the traditional literature review as well as a form of
meta-analysis which applies statistical techniques to analyze findings
across ‘many studies in much the same way that data 1s traditionally analyzed
within studies.

Preliminary results of the meta-analysis echo the findings of the literature -
review, particularly in the area of cognitive development. The data
indicate that Head Start programs have grown more effective over the years.
Effect sizes calculated for children who attended Head Start since 1970 are
nearly twicc the size of cognitive gains for children who attended Head
Start in the start-up years of 1965-69. A recently released preliminary
report (Harrell, 1983) ylelded the following information regarding short-
term and intermediate gains:
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Effect Size Measured in Standard Dev;ations
: - Studies frbm .
1965~69 1970-81
Short-term gains (measured at end of .39 .70
Head Start year)
Internediate gains (measured up to .13 W43

three years after Head Start)

~

Educational researchers generally consider effect sizes of .25 to .50
standard deviations as educationally meaningful (Bissell, 1971; Harrell,.
1983). The data froa this meta-analysis thus appear to suggest that Head .
Start has had a significant impact on the cognitive development of its
graduates, particularly since 1970. Collins (1981) attributed the larger
effect sizes after 1970 to better programs. But once again, these data
also suggest that the cognitive effect of Head Start is more pronounced when
measured inmediately after Head Start and subsequently diminishes. The-
project staff has yet to complete their meta-analysis of longer-term Head

~ Start effects. We must await further analysis of the longitudinal studies
" to see what happens to the effect sizes beyond the second grade.

Conclusions

A review of the preschool intervention research suggests that preschool
intervention programs like Head Start "work” in terms of producing short-
term gains in intelligence and academic achievement and longer~term s ccess
in school among low~income participants. But these programs fall ¢ Jhort
of the originazl hopes that they might raise the performance of poor ...ldren
to the level of their middle-class peers. ‘ :

CHAPTER I AND OTHER COMPENSATORY EDUCATION APPROACHES TO IMFROVING MINORITY
STUDENT PERFORMANCE

Overview

Recent findings suggest that compensatory education programs like Chapter I
can result in greater than expected achievement gains among programn
participants relative to similar low~income, low—-achieving students not .
participating in compensatory education programs. These effects hold over .
the school year as well as over the calendar year with no absolute "drop-
of f" among compensatory education participants during the summer months.
However, this Chapter I impact has not been sufficient to eliminate the
achievement gap between disadvantaged and advantaged children within a

- reasonable number of years.

The Research

In 1965, Constess enacted Chapter I of the Ele .entary and Secondary
Education Act, adopting the following policy:
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In recognition of the special educational needs of children of

- low-income fanilies and the impact that concentrations of low-
income families have on the abilfigy of locsl 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 cducation _agencies serving areas
with concentrations of children from low-income families to expand
and improve their educational programs by various means which
coutribute particularly to meeting the special educational needs
of educationally deprived children. (Archambault and St. Pierre,
1980) ' ,

While early national evaluations of Chapter I generally reported little
overall impact of the program, more recent national evaluations~~the
National Institute of Educatfon (NIE) Compensatory Education Study and the
Sustaining Effects Study~-indicate the possibility of sustained effects.
The results of these evaluations suggest that although Chapter I has been

‘unable to equalize the achievement of the nation's poor and children with

its middle~class children, it has accomplished the modest goal of, improving
the achievement level of participating children beyond that of similar
nonparticipating children. The results of these national evaluations are
raviewed here. ’ '

Early Evaluations of Chapter I

Beginning in 1965, local school districts instituted a wide variety of
projects with Chapter I funds. ‘

In a synthesis of the findings from federal studies of Chapter I during the
period 1965-1975, Mclaughlin (1977) concluded that the informaticn on
overall program impact, as measured by increased achievement gains among
program participants, had been less than adequate to determine Chapter 1
effectiveness.

The {nadequacy of data has been attributed to a number of problems in the
way Chapter I has been implemented and evaluated. These, problems ineclude:

o Use of state and local evaluation reports o construct a national
picture of Chapter I effectiveness

(o] Diversity in the population of students participating in the early
Chapter I programs due to loose eligibility requirements

o Diversity of the services provided across programs
o Measurement problens'wichin the evaluations

These problems led Congress to call for a more systematic evaluation of
Chapter I from the federal level. The result was two studies: the
Compensatory Education Study, directed by the National Institute of
Education (NIE), and the Sustaining Effects Study, directed by the Office of
Education. ‘ |
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The NIE Compensatory Education Study |

N

" The Education Amendments of 1974 instructed NIE to gonduct a study of the

purposes and effectiveness of compensatory education programs. In one of
the studies, the Instructional Dimensions Study (IDS), NIE selected programs
for study which exemplified only certain instructional techniques. Since
the programs exanined were purposely selected for certain instructional
features and i{ncluded only programs that would be stable during the school
year, these programs cannot be considered a representative sample of

~ Chapter I reading and math instruction. On the other hand, the study did

suggest potentially positive effects of selected Chapter I programs on
student achievement. & . - ‘ ST

#NIE examined the achievement test scores of first and third grade

compensatory education students receiving special instruction in the basic
skillg ir 400 classrooms from 100 schools in 14 school districts during the
1976-77 school year. 1In general, the results of IDS were encouraging
regarding the effectiveness of compensatory instructional programs. First

~ graders ‘in the sample made average gains of 12 months or 12 percentile

points in reading ~and 11 months or 14 percentile points in math. Third .

‘ﬁf_ graders gained 7 months or 9 percentile points in réading and 12 months or

17 percentile points in math. The gains observed in this sample over the 7-
month period between fall and spring testing exceeded those commonly
reported in previous large~scale compensatory education studies, and they
are generally greater than the gains typically made by ‘similar students not
participating in euch programs. . o .

When the achievement ga1ns“of 4,417 compensatory education students were

examined according to the setting i{n which they received compensatory
instruction, pullout or mainstream,2 the findings favored the mainstream

. setting in three out of four comparisons, with no difference apparent inm the

fourth comparison (NIE, 1978).

Attempts to uncover particular instructional practices associated with
increased achievement were not successful. - Students appeared to be doing
equally well across a variety of<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>